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Nowhere is the tendency to typologize in criminological research more evident than in 

the area of white-collar crime research, which is often aimed at distinguishing white-

collar criminals and their crimes from other Qrpes of criminals and their offenses. This 

study incorporates a test of the applicabiliQr of Gottfiredson and Hirschi's self-control 

theory to white-collar crime - a form of criminal conduct to which the theory's critics 

assert it is inapplicable. For those who attribute more planning and sophistication to 

white-collar crime than to other forms of offending, explanations for white-collar 

offending that reference impulsivity and inattention to the consequences of action are 

decidedly unsatisfactory. Analyses of survey data, collected as part of the Tucson Youth 

Project, indicate that self-control is a significant predictor of workplace offending. From 

an operational standpoint, the relative merits of behavioral versus attimdinal measures 

of self-control were considered. These findings suggest that behavioral measures of self-

control are better predictors of offending. Although possibly a measurement artifact, the 

findings also suggest that attitudinal self-control is only spuriously related to offending. 

The perceived need to distinguish white-collar crime stems from the dissimilarities 

between white-collar crime and "ordinary" street crime. These crimes are often 

separated along spatial lines, and their perpetrators are often separated along race and 

socioeconomic status lines. Testing the validity of these distinctions was another 
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objective of this study. Analyses were perfonned to determine whether the patterns of 

association between offending and known correlates of offending are similar for both 

white-collar and non-white-collar crime. The results indicate that offending in the 

workplace and offending beyond the workplace are more similar than not. One important 

finding is that self-control explains less of the variation in white-collar offending than in 

non-white-collar offending. One plausible explanation for this finding is that criminal 

opportuni^ plays a relatively more important role in workplace deviance than in other 

contexts. The mechanisms by which organizations affect the behavior of individuals are, 

of course, still a matter of theoretical conjecture, and an important subject for future 

research. 



CHAPTERl 

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

17 

1.1 Introduction. The field of criminology is currently mired in debates about white-

collar crime. Researchers investigating the causes of offending are plagued by the unique 

theoretical and empirical challenges white-collar crime poses. Conceptions of crime and 

criminals that link them to poverQr, unemployment, low socioeconomic status, systemic 

inequities and deviant subcultures have been challenged by the existence of upper-class, 

occupational offending. Indeed, many theories well-suited to explanations of the more 

ordinary forms of criminal conduct do not fare well when white-collar crime is 

considered. Much white-collar crime research has examined the ability of existing crime 

theories to explain this form of offending. The present study follows this line of 

research. This study investigates the applicability of Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) 

theory of self-control to white-collar crime. Subsumed in this objective is an 

investigation of two important theoretical issues. The first is a test of the specialization 

hypothesis - whether white-collar crimes represent a unique crime "type" requiring 

distinct causal explanations, or whether all offenses are manifestations of conunon 

causes. Indeed, Qrpological versus general approaches to criminological theorizing has 

been a fimdamental debate in the field for decades. The second is a consideration of the 

relative merits of different measures of self-control - whether attitudinal or behavioral 

measures is the better predictor of illegal conduct. 
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Many of the challenges white-collar crime poses are best understood in light of the 

broader theoretical picture. That is, the aims of this study are best viewed in the larger 

context of the major theoretical paradigms and how they accommodate white-collar 

crime. To that end, discussion of this study is prefaced by a consideration of the 

treatment of white-coUar crime in the criminological literature, in the management 

literature, and in criminal justice policy. These issues are considered in the sections that 

follow. 

1.2 Whlte-CoUar Crime: The Criminological Literature. White-collar crime has had 

an uneasy relationship to criminological theory. Traditionally, theories were either 

neutral with respect to the role of low socioeconomic status in crime, or posited a causal 

relationship between the two. Of course, theories that were neutral about the relationship 

were better-situated to explain upper-class offending than were those that relied on low 

socioeconomic status to explain crime. In classical criminology, for example, the use 

of force or fraud to achieve desired ends was argued to be a matter of rational choice, 

involving the consideration of relative losses and gains when deciding whether or not to 

engage in a specific activity (Clarke and Felson, 1993; Cornish and Clarke, 1987). The 

decision to engage in fraud was not seen as involving a different set of causes from the 

decision to engage in force. Because classical criminology is neutral with respect to both 

the role of class and the distinction between force and fraud, white-collar crime is as 

easily explained in this paradigm as are other types of crime. As positivist theories rose 
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to prominence, however, criminal behavior was no longer seen as the outcome of rational 

decision processes, but as the manifestation of some ^pe of pathology, be it biological, 

psychological, or sociological. Acts of force or fraud, according to positivistic thought, 

were only explainable in terms of forces that compelled individuals to engage in criminal 

acts. Strain and cultural deviance, two popular positivist approaches, point to poverty, 

systemic inequities, and deviant subcultures as the source of this pathology (Merton, 

1938; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Cohen, 1955). Since these theories rely on 

characteristics white-collar criminals ordinarily do not possess to explain crime, it is 

unremarkable that their ability to explain white-collar crime is impaired. For this reason, 

many criminological theories are incapable of accommodating white-collar crime. 

When Sutherland (1939) introduced the phrase 'white-collar crime', he was referring to 

the crimes committed by individuals of high status and respectability in the course of 

their occupation. The "discovery" and study of white-collar crime had two very 

important effects. First, it falsified the poverQr-pathology theories as general theories of 

crime, since poverQr or low social class could hardly explain offending by affluent, high-

status offenders. The removal of poverQr as a primary cause of crime forced 

criminologists to reconsider what causes crime if, in fact, it is not poverty. Second, 

Sutherland's work brought attention to the crimes of the upper-class, which previously 

had been assumed not to exist, had been ignored entirely or had been dismissed as 

unimportant because crime was clearly concentrated in the lower classes and because 
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lower-class crime was viewed as more violent and therefore more important. As 

discussed in the following sections, the positivist theories varied in their abiliQr to 

accommodate upper-class crime. 

1.2.1 Strain Theory and White-Collar Crime. The basic strain model is as follows: 

Goal-Seeking — > Obstacle —> Frustration — > Adaptation 

The existence of an obstacle - usually argued to be blocked opportunities, but other 

obstacles are possible - produces frustration or strain, which inevitably manifests itself. 

This manifestation may take many forms, including criminal behavior. As such, crime 

rates will be direct frmctions of the strains that people experience. Individual strain 

theories suggest different sources of strain. Merton (1938) and Cloward and Ohlin 

(1960) argue that it is the frustrated goal of obtaining wealth that leads to strain; Cohen 

argues that it is caused by the frustrated goal of obtaining the respect and respectability 

of the tniddle-class; and Stinchcombe (1964) argues that it is caused by the frustrated 

goal of obtaining occupational (in particular, middle-class) success. More recently, 

Agnew (1992) has expanded upon the traditional notion of strain - the acmal or 

anticipated failure to achieve positively valued goals. Agnew (1992) perceives two 

additional sources of strain: the actual or anticipated removal of positively valued 

stimuli, and the actual or anticipated presentation of negatively valued stimuli. 

Naturally, it is easier to conceive of strain among the lower class where blocked access 
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to legitimate avenues of goal achievement is more prevalent. Such hydraulic models are 

amenable to policy recommendations to the extent that they suggest that when there is 

strain there will be crime (and other adaptive behavior), and when this strain is removed, 

there will be no crime.^ Policymakers are relying on strain theory when they advocate 

social programs that are designed to ameliorate the conditions of the underprivileged, and 

that are aimed at reducing or eliminating the systemic inequities that work against the 

underprivileged, produce strain and, ultimately, cause crime. What is problematic for 

strain theorists is explaining why members of the upper class - who presumably perceive 

few blocked opportunities, and thus experience little strain - engage in criminal activity. 

If it is true that where there is strain there is crime and where there is an absence of 

strain there is an absence of crime, there should be no crime among high-status, highly 

respectable white-collar figures. Only by allowing factors other than poverQ^ or blocked 

opportunities to produce strain can the theory successfully be extended to include crime 

by upper class individuals. If, indeed, any fhistrated expectation is sufficient to produce 

strain, then the crimes of high socioeconomic status individuals can be explained by 

strain theory. Other criticisms remain, however. First, crime is known to peak in 

adolescence, then decline continuously throughout life. Indeed, this age distribution of 

crime has been proven to be robust across time, gender, race, and culture. Strain theory 

provides no explanation for the age distribution of crime; since the lot of these frustrated 

^Kornhauser notes that whea "Presidents Kennedy and Johnson declared war on poverty, they did so under the 
banner of strain theory" (Komhauser, 1978, p. 139). More recently, the war on drugs, or any other effort to improve 
the lives of the underprivileged and explain crime through systemic inequities is arguing from a strain theory standpoint. 
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youths is unlikely to change, what accounts for their desistance from crime? Second, 

high aspirations produce conformity, not deviance; even arguments regarding the 

aspirations-expectations gap cannot deny evidence that most adolescents are not, and 

more importantly, do not feel, deprived. Strain theory struggles under the weight of its 

theoretical and practical problems without even addressing upper-class crime. The 

difRculty of explaining the criminal conduct of those with affluence, respect, and prestige 

with reference to strain merely compounds these struggles. 

1.2.2 Differential Association and the Cultural Deviance Tradition. Sutherland's 

dil^erential association theory is a good example of a theory that was developed to 

explain upper class crime as readily as it explained crime in any other subgroup or 

subculture in society. Differential association - one of the most prominent of the learning 

theories - posits that people learn criminal behaviors, and will engage in criminal activity 

when they are exposed to an excess of definitions favorable to law violation over 

de&iitions favorable to law compliance. These definitions are "learned" through 

communication with others. According to Sutherland, the organization plays an 

instrumental role in the commission of white-collar crime. He asserts that upon entering 

an organization, individuals learn the techniques and justifications of engaging in 

unlawful conduct through their association with other members of the organization. 

Without the organization itself, there can be no such association, there will be no 

learning of the unlawful methods of committing and neutralizing white-collar crime, so 
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there can be no white-collar crime. 

The cultural deviance approach is not without its limitations. First, there has been 

inconclusive empirical support for the existence of deviant subcultures generally, or 

specifically of the deviant business culture envisioned by the theorists (Cressey, 1950). 

For instance, there is little evidence to suggest that American subcultures are 

characterized by dissensus. In fact, "... all existing inquiries reveal that there is 

consensus, not dissensus, among the constiment subgroups of American socie^ in their 

evaluations of delinquency and crime, despite the fact that rates of delinquency among 

these subgroups are known to vary substantially" (Komhauser, 1978, p. 242). 

Komhauser (1978) further argues that delinquents may hold various attitudes toward 

crime ranging from ambivalence, to self-interestedness (i.e., indifferent to the 

consequences of criminal behavior beyond the consequences to themselves), to instances 

wherein situational factors make criminal behavior less disapproved of than it would 

otherwise be. No evidence suggests, however, that there are subgroups in which 

criminal behavior is openly valued. In a similar vein, Cressey's (1950) efforts to explain 

white-collar crime stemmed from the assumption that such behavior was learned from 

co-workers, as well as supported and even encouraged by them. In fact, in his 

investigation of embezzlement, not a single embezzler suggested that such behavior was 

either supported or encouraged; further, they all conceded that such behavior was wrong. 

Second, if criminal behavior is supported, even taught, then it should be commonplace 
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behavior, and the very low rates of white-collar offending are thus problematic for 

cultural deviance proponents. Indeed, the very nature of delinquents brings into question 

the assumption that they are able to form stable, cohesive bonds necessary to create and 

transmit subcultural values; 

"Delinquent gang members accord one another little admiration or respect, 
and what solidariQr they do achieve is as likely to be a consequence of 
delinquent activiQr as a cause of it. Youth so tenuously bound to each 
other are not very promising candidates for the creation or transmission 
of a subculture" (Komhauser, 1978, p. 243). 

Third, cultural deviance theory suggests that the very factors known to correlate 

negatively with offending Gike age, IQ, occupational advancement) should correlate 

positively with it. Finally, cultural deviance theorists argue that it is involvement with 

a group that subsequently leads to crime. Critics urge, however, that criminal or deviant 

behavior precedes membership within a "deviant" group. These critics suggest that the 

actual causal relationship is the reverse from what cultural deviance theorists argue that 

it is - the "birds of a feather" argument. Moreover, Hirschi (1969) argues that 

"attachment" is more likely to produce conformi^ than deviance, even if that attachment 

is to a deviant group. Akers (1991), however, reiterates that while prior behavior does 

influence choice of friends, these fnends in turn influence subsequent behavior. Cultural 

deviance theorists, then, attempt to explain crime with reference to the pro-crime 

influence of subcultures (or their inadequate anti-crime influence). 

Much of the effort devoted to explaining white-collar crime was a direct result of the 
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inability of existing crime theories to explain it. Theories that explained ordinary street 

crime were incapable of explaining crime by respectable, wealthy, and powerfiil white-

collar figures. If a theory adequately explained crime by the lower classes, but could not 

explain white-collar crime, then the theory's validity - as a general theory of offending -

could be questioned. With the exception, perhaps, of Sutherland's differential 

association theory, many of the theories that were developed with the specific aim of 

explaining upper class crime can be criticized on the same grounds as the poverty 

theories; they adequately explain the crimes committed by one social class, but cannot 

explain those committed by another. 

1.2.3 Control Theory. Control theory suggests that each individual brings to an 

organization his or her own set of social bonds that will either be sufficient or insufficient 

to induce that individual to act lawfiiUy. To the extent that an individual has weak social 

bonds, that individual will not feel compelled to avoid criminal behavior. Individuals are 

unlikely to either learn criminal techniques from co-workers, or be encoiiraged by co

workers to engage in criminal behavior. In fact, the nature of individuals in white-collar 

positions suggest that most of them will have strong social bonds, will be very risk-

averse where decisions to engage in criminal activiQr are concerned, and will therefore 

disagree with the practice of committing white-collar crimes, since such a practice is 

ultimately counter to the long-term interests of both the organization and the people 

employed by it. Contrary to the theory of differential association which asserts that the 
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organization is not merely instrumental in criminal activity, but is in fact the cause of it, 

control theory asserts that white-collar crimes are engaged in not because of or on behalf 

of the organization, but despite association with the organization. The fundamental 

difference between control theory on one hand and strain and cultural deviance theories 

on the other hand is that for control theorists, crime needs no explanation; its benefits 

are obvious. What is less obvious, and what is therefore problematic and requiring 

explanation, is why most people do not commit crimes. For strain and cultural deviance 

theorists, conformi^ is non-problematic; it is assumed. It is therefore deviance that is 

problematic and that must be explained.^ 

1.2.4 Self-Control Theory. Gott&edson and Hirschi's (1990) self-control theory 

purportedly explains acts of force, fraud, or mood enhancement, undertaken to provide 

immediate pleasure and without regard to their negative long-term consequences. The 

theory holds that individuals will engage in criminal behavior if they tend to pursue 

short-term gratification of desires and ignore the negative consequences of their acts. 

This tendency is low self-control. The theory encompasses both criminal behavior and 

behavior that although legal, entails long-term negative consequences. Referring to such 

behaviors as analogous behaviors, they argue that there is no difference between 

smoking, taking drugs, stealing cars, embezzling money, and engaging in bribery; they 

In fact, deviance is not problematic in cultural deviance theory. Individuals are perfectly socialized into deviant 
subcultures from which they are precluded, theoretically, from deviating. Deviance is merely the perception of the 
dominant culnire in socie^r of such individuals. 
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all represent acts that yield immediate gratification of desires, while simultaneously 

yielding potential long-term negative consequences. Litewise, the theory makes no 

reference to the occupational status of offenders or to whether or not offenses are 

committed during the course of one's occupation. Just as they do not distinguish between 

rape, arson, taking drugs, and quitting school, as far as causal explanations are 

concerned, they do not distinguish white-collar crime from any of these acts. Self-

control theory suggests that crimes will occur when low self-control individuals encounter 

opportunities to commit them, and that these opportunities will occur both within and 

beyond the workplace. 

According to self-control theory, there are natural sanctions that keep most individuals 

from engaging in behavior that is contrary to their long-term interests. Most people 

refrain from smoking, sexual promiscuiQr or stealing from work because of the negative 

consequences that accompany such acts. That is not to deny the immediate pleasure to 

be gained by engaging in them. Smoking remains a symbol of rebellion and personal 

freedom to many youths, and the physical and financial satisfaction to be gained from 

promiscuous sexual activi^r and embezzlement are obvious. Self-control theory offers 

an explanation for why most of us are able to look beyond these immediate pleasures and 

focus instead on the long-term negative consequences, whereas some are unable to see 

beyond the immediate gratification that such acts bring. As Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(1990, p. 4) note: 
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"People with self control... do not steal goods belonging to others despite 
countless opportunities to do so because such actions are inconsistent with 
prospects for success (prospects that do not allow a record of criminal 
behavior, but are otherwise independent of social or legal sanctions)." 

The theory's critics argue that since all offenders possess low self-control, white-collar 

criminals should be as likely as other low self-control individuals to engage in other 

forms of criminal behavior. This argument, however, rests on the incorrect assumption 

that self-control is a dichotomous variable, when in fact it is continuous. Among 

offenders, there will be degrees of self-control, with white-collar offenders arguably 

possessing more self-control than their non-white-collar counterparts. Although selection 

processes vary across position type, the very characteristics required for selection into 

most white-collar occupations (educational persistence, diligence, ability to defer to the 

will of others, etc.) suggest that those so selected should have a very low propensity for 

criminal behavior. 

"White-collar occupations... tend to demand characteristics inconsistent 
with high levels of criminality. In other words, selection processes 
inherent in the high end of the occupational structure tend to recruit 
people with relatively low propensity to crime. Out theory therefore 
predicts a relatively low rate of offending among white-collar workers..." 
(Gottftedson and Hirschi, 1990, p. 191). 

Thus, self-control theory predicts low rates of offending among white-collar employees. 

White-collar offenders should possess low self-control relative to other white-collar 

employees but high self-control relative to non-white-collar offenders. As such, the 

white-collar offender should be mote likely than other white-collar workers to engage in 



29 

deviant behavior, but less likely than other offenders to do so. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) assert that no unique theory of upper class criminaliQr is 

required, since upper class crime is not a phenomenon that is causally distinct from other 

kinds of crimes and analogous behaviors. Their discussion of white-collar criminals 

denounces the distinction often made between those of high status and respectabiliQr who 

commit white-collar crimes, and those of low stams and respectability who conmiit street 

crimes; 

"Although by definition one must be in the white-collar world to be a 
white-collar offender, not all white-collar workers enjoy the power, 
income, and prestige to be found at the top of this world. In fact, most 
have little power, not much income, and only moderate prestige" 
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, p. 196). 

Indeed, Gottfredson and Hirschi note that the misperceptions people have about white-

collar crime are the same misperceptions they have about ordinary crime. Like street 

crime, white-collar crime is mistakenly thought of as an adult phenomenon, although, as 

with street crime, "arrest rates for [fraud and embezzlement] peak in the late teens and 

early twenties, and they decline sharply with increasing age" (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 

1990, p. 192). Arrest rates for murder, fraud and embezzlement by age using official 

data for 1994 are presented in Figure 1.1, and mirror the relationship identified in A 

General Theory of Crime (at 194). 



30 

Murder, Fraud and Embezzlement 
Arrest rates by age, 1994 
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Figure 1.1 
Murder, Fraud and Embeizlement Arrest Rates by Age. 

While self-control theory receives empirical support, it is not without its critics. Akers 

(1991) expresses the concern that the theory is tautological. If the propensity to commit 

crime is low self-control, and criminal behavior is low self-control, then the theory 

asserts that low self-control causes low self-control. The threat of tautology could be 

avoided by the development of indicators of self-control that are independent of criminal 

activity. Akers (1991) notes, however, that unequivocal operationalizations are not 
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forthcoming in A General Theory of Crime. Akers (1991) also criticizes the absence of 

efforts to tie self-control to social control. Extrapolating from this criticism. Tittle 

(1991) expresses the broader concern that self-control theory denies the influence of any 

sociological variables on criminal behavior. Finally, Polk (1991) questions the empirical 

support for the theory, arguing that "too much of crime falls outside the boundaries of 

their definition for this general theory to be of much use." (at 579). These criticisms 

need to be addressed in any study of the theory. While the relationship between self-

control and sociological variables is beyond the scope of the present smdy, two of the 

major concerns raised by critics of the theory will be addressed. First, much of the 

focus of the design of the present study will be on the establishment of independent 

indicators of self-control. Second, the boundaries of the theory will be tested; the ability 

of self-control to predict offending in workplace and non-workplace environments will 

be examined. 

1.2.5 Opportunity Theory. It is important to recognize that low self-control in the 

general theory of crime is not the sole cause of crime; there must also be opportuniQr. 

That is, low self-control is a necessary, but not sufficient cause of crime. A more recent 

theory - one that accords well with self-control theory - has stemmed in part from the 

smdy of criminal victimization, and in part from the argument that potential offenders 

and opportunities must come together in space and time for a crime to be committed. 

Routine Activities theory (Cohen and Felson, 1979) suggests that crime will occur when 
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its three elements are present. First, there must be a motivated offender (equivalent to 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's low self-control individual). Second, there must be a target 

that is attractive to the offender. Finally, there must be an absence of capable guardians. 

The attractive target absent guardians represents the opportunity. An inevitable 

implication of this theory is that if criminal behavior cannot be eliminated by deterring 

or changing the offender, then removal of the opportunity is the only viable option for 

eliminating crime. 

Within the organizational context, self-control theory suggests that the base-rate of 

o^ending in a white-collar pool may be too low to justify implementing expensive 

screening programs in an effort to screen out those few marginal candidates, and face 

potential civil liabilio^ for testing errors. Opportunity theory suggests that those few 

white-collar workers who may have relatively less self-control than other white-collar 

workers will engage in criminal conduct only when the opportunity to do so arises. 

Empirical evidence suggests that low self-control individuals when faced with 

opportunities to engage in criminal conduct, will take advantage of such opportunities 

because the possibiliQr of future legal and economic sanctions is too remote and too 

distant to influence their decisions. Taken together, these three arguments - the low base 

rate of white-collar offending, the necessiQr of opportunities to offend, and the 

irrelevance of uncertain future sanctions to offending decisions - suggest that company 

policies aimed at removing opportunities for criminal behavior will be more effective 
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1.3 White-CoUar Crime: The Theoretical Debates. Ahnost as soon as Sutherland 

introduced the idea of white-collar crime, debates arose over the most appropriate 

deHnition of the term - debates that have persisted (Edelhertz and Overcast, 1982). The 

very name makes reference more to the person committing the crime than to the crime 

itself. However, it also connotes a certain Qrpe of offense. Much of the difficulty of 

white-collar crime research, therefore, revolves around the definition of the dependent 

variable. The response to these definitional problems by some theorists has been to 

ignore the reference to white-collar occupational status and consider occupational crimes 

committed by individuals in the context of their employment (Green, 1997). Still other 

researchers have responded by operationalizing the concept in a way that is meaningful 

to their research, and then including or excluding offenses according to their 

operationalization. This approach to researching white-collar crime is problematic, since 

multiple definitions of white-collar crime, and multiple operationalizations of the concept 

make it difficult to compare results across studies (Coleman, 1994; Friedrichs, 1996; 

Geis and Jesilow, 1993; Hagan and Kay, 1990; Moore and Mills, 1990; Nettler, 1982; 

Poveda, 1994; Robb, 1992; Savelsberg, 1994; Schlegel and Weisburd, 1992; Titus etal., 

1995). 

1.3.1 Is Criminality Acquired or Invented? The debate between the various theories 
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often reduces to the question of whether criminali^ is acquired or invented.^ The 

argument that criminali^ is acquired is a positivistic one, and is reflected in the various 

learning theories. Again, the starting assumption in differential association is that we are 

all perfectly socializable blank slates who acquire criminality through delinquent 

associations. Some important sources of evidence serve to refute differential association. 

For instance, in light of Cressey's (1950) investigation of embezzlement, it is difficult 

to successfully argue that through their association with others in the organization, the 

would-be embezzlers acquired the skills and neutralizations necessary to engage in 

embezzlement. Additionally, Roshier (1989) refers to a 1958 investigation by Lemert 

into cheque forgers that revealed that most had no prior association with individuals who 

either forge cheques or are favorably disposed to doing so (Roshier, 1989, p. 29). 

Moreover, the assumption that criminal skills must be learned appears to rest on the 

assumption that crime is inherently difHcult, an assumption that has itself been refuted 

(see Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Wheeler et al., 1982). 

The argument that criminal skills are invented, on the other hand, is more consistent with 

classical notions of thinking, rational human beings who engage in behavior (and figure 

out how to do so) if and when it is in their best interests to do so. Despite its classical 

characteristics, invention was incorporated into positivistic explanations of crime through 

^There is also the argument that it is inherited, but biological positivism is beyond the scope of this paper, and is 
excluded from this discussion. 



the argument that what is meant by invention is in fact forced invention; that individuals 

(usually as a result of strain) must come up with their own means of getting what they 

want. In support of the invention argument, one must only look to the smdies that refute 

the acquisition theory; if cheque forgers and embezzlers are not learning how to commit 

these crimes from others, they must be figuring out how, or inventing ways, to commit 

them on their own. In short, the acquisition-invention issue reduces to a question of 

which is the more accurate characterization of crime and of criminals. Are criminals, 

as we all are, concerned to a large extent with pursuing their own self-interest; 

discounting future benefits (although periiaps more heavily) and considering long-term 

consequences (although perhaps neither as much nor as accurately) as we all do; and 

inventing ways to commit the unsophisticated crimes that represent the overwhelming 

majority of all crimes? Or, are criminals less driven by their own well-being and more 

concerned with group acceptance; conformists, not in the sense of abiding by societal 

laws, but in the sense of adhering to group norms; and acquiring criminal skills from 

others - skills that but for their association with other group members they would not 

have, and that are necessary to conmiit the complex, sophisticated acts characteristic of 

most crimes? Empirical evidence - which suggests that most crimes are unsophisticated 

and unexceptional, and that most criminals act without the assistance, support, or 

encouragement of others - provides far more support for the former characterization than 

for the latter. 
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1.3.2 Are Offenders Specialists or Generalists? While it may be true of many kinds of 

crimes, it is especially true of white-collar crimes that there is a strong temptation to 

resort to typological theorizing. It is very appealing to discuss rapists as distinct from 

murderers; adult offenders as distinct from juvenile delinquents; and white-collar 

criminals as distinct from other Qrpes of offenders. Those who advocate such Qrpological 

approaches to smdying crime do so on the basis that the result of narrowing one's focus 

to a specific class of offenders is the ability to focus on the causes, motivations, 

techniques and perhaps neutralizations unique to that particular type of crime. As such, 

they would say that it is easier, when attempting to answer the question 'What motivates 

people to commit crime?', to break the matter into subsets, and ask 'What motivation 

does a rapist have to rape?' and 'What motivation does a robber have to rob?' 

Presumably, of course, those who advocate this approach do so on the basis that such 

motivations must differ across crime Q^s, for if they did not, there would be no 

concepmal advantage to distinguishing rapists from robbers. They would argue that the 

answer to the frrst question above is that it depends on what of crime one is 

referring to. Moreover, even within Q^s, there are those who endeavor to create 

subtypes within types. For example, in his smdy of pharmacists who engage in illegal 

prescription activities, Quinney determined that among pharmacists, the "professional 

retail type of pharmacist" was substantially less likely to violate the law than the 

"business-oriented" pharmacist. While there are several disadvantages to the typological 

approach, the most significant is that it encourages thinking about criminal specialists. 
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Typological theorizing leads to the presumption that the motivation to commit one 

criminal act is different &om the motivation to conunit another; this approach assumes 

uniquely motivated, offenders/specialists, despite evidence to suggest that offenders are 

by and large versatile, and that their behavior is more accurately attributed to a 

multiplicity of opportunities and not a multiplicity of motivations. 

If the cultural deviance theorists are correct, criminal specialists should exist. The more 

one is exposed to the techniques, neutralizations, and rationalizations of a particular 

deviant culture, the more proficient one should become at that type of offending. As 

such, people who have robbed in the past will pick robbery as their crime of choice in 

the future, murderers will subsequently murder, and white-collar offenders will 

subsequently conunit white-collar crimes. Parallel to the way in which individuals 

capitalize on their unique talents and abilities as they progress through legitimate careers, 

so too should offenders concentrate their offending on their respective areas of expertise 

as they progress through criminal careers. Previous efforts to find support for the 

specialization argument have met with mixed success (Blumstein et al., 1986, 1988; 

Brennanetal., 1989; Britt, 1994; Bursik, Jr., 1980; Farringtonetal., 1988; Gottfredson 

and Gott&edson, 1994; Kempf, 1987; Rojek and Erickson, 1982; Shannon et al., 1988; 

Tracy et al., 1990; Wolfgang et al., 1972). 

A substantial amount of research into criminal careers indicates that there is a 
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relationship between past and current offending. There remains some question, however, 

as to whether the relationships identified constitute criminal specialization. Other 

evidence suggests that past offenses are relatively poor predictors of current charges. In 

fact, opponents of the criminal career paradigm suggest that the findings of the 

specialization research provide more support for the notion that offenders are not 

specialists, but are to the contrary quite versatile in their offending (Britt, 1994; 

Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). In light of the inconclusive evidence supporting the 

argument that offenders fall into distinct, identifiable criminal categories, there is reason 

to question the assumption that there exists a distinct, identifiable class of criminal 

specialists in the area of white-collar offending (Benson and Moore, 1992). In fact, what 

research has been conducted in the area of specialization in white-collar crime, while 

open to interpretation, is arguably more suggestive of versatiliQr among white-collar 

criminals than of specialization (Weisburd et al., 1990). 

1.4 White-CoUar Crime: The Management Literature. In addition to the literature 

on criminological theory and criminal specialization, the management literature has the 

potential to contribute to our understanding of crime in the workplace. Entire sub-

disciplines within management are devoted to the behavior of employees within 

organizations. . The organizational behavior, conflict management, reward and 

compensation structure, and organizational design and structure literatures could all 

inform the smdy of white-collar crime. Of course, the usefulness of the organizational 
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literature to explain crime must first be assessed in terms of what research has told us 

about the true nature of the relationship between organization and crime. 

1.4.1 The Role of the Organization in Criminal Behavior. If crime is organized 

behavior, it must possess certain basic features of organizations; the organization must 

have goals, and members must be willing to forego their immediate interests in the 

furtherance of these goals; there must be a recognizable organizational hierarchy; there 

must be some form of leadership; inter-group relations must be characterized by temporal 

stability; identifiable norms must exist; and finally, the members must display loyalQ^ to 

the organization, which presupposes an abiliQr on the organization's part to sanction 

disloyalty. In light of the characteristics crime must possess if it is to be considered 

organized crime, evidence suggests that few crimes can be so characterized. First, there 

is a remarkable absence of any evidence suggesting that a substantial number of 

subgroups exist in our socieQr that uphold pro-crime values. Second, the very nature of 

individuals who engage in criminal behavior refutes the argument that such individuals 

are capable of forming stable, long-term relationships, be they in the furtherance of 

criminal or non-criminal ends. Indeed, when gang members are questioned about 

involvement in their "gang", the picture that emerges bears little resemblance to what 

could reasonably be characterized as an organization. Members have little affini^ 

towards one another, their relationships marked more by mistrust than by loyalQr. The 

members have little in conunon, with the obvious exception of poverQr, undesirable home 
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situations, and other social disadvantages (see Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). The very 

nature of the individuals involved virtually precludes them from establishing long-term, 

stable relationships, common goals, formal or informal hierarchies, stable within group 

processes and structure, or any of the other characteristics that identify collections of 

individuals as organizations. 

In the end, the extent to which the organizational literature can infonn the study of 

occupational offending depends on one's theoretical perspective. Principles of 

organizational behavior will enhance causal explanations of white-collar crime for 

positivists, particularly sociological positivists, who look to myriad factors external to the 

offender to explain offending. One of the most important features that distinguishes 

positivism from classical criminology is its assumption of determinism; 

"... crime is seen as behavior that is caused by biological, psychological 
or social factors, depending on the academic origins of the criminologist 
concerned. On this view crime does not consist of actions, rationally 
chosen by the 'criminal'" (Roshier, 1989, p. 21, emphasis in original). 

In their efforts to explain crime without reference to the criminal justice system or to 

legal processes, positivists focused their attention away from crime (with its necessary 

reference to legal definitions) and toward criminals- Their interest was exclusively in the 

causal significance of individual or social factors. With its distinct focus on the social 

factors that cause criminaliQr, sociological positivism denounced the role of choice in 

human behavior, arguing instead that all behavior is determined by the cimiulation of 
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previous social experiences: 

"... sociology rejected the notion that self-interest is the basis of human 
behavior, arguing instead that human behavior is naturally social. Crime, 
then, must also have a social, or group, basis. If crime is social behavior, 
it seemed to follow that it must have social rather than psychological 
causes..." (Gott&edson and Hirschi, 1990, p. 70). 

Whereas classical criminologists view crime from the standpoint of how the criminal 

justice system operates to influence the behavioral choices of rational individuals, 

positivists view crime as behavior that is caused by various factors, factors that serve to 

distinguish criminals from non-criminals and that therefore provide causal explanations 

of criminality. Sociological positivists see the group not only as an important 

determinant of criminal behavior, but as a necessary ingredient in it. Without reference 

to the groups into which individuals are socialized and whose norms and values are 

accepted by all members, and without reference to certain groups with pro-crime values, 

there could be no crime. 

In classical criminology, the group is more peripheral to explanations of criminal 

behavior. It represents at best a factor that is included in the decisional calculus of 

individual actors - substantial group disapproval, perhaps by way of formal or informal 

group sanctions, may influence the individual's analysis of the gains and losses of 

criminal behavior - and represents at worst a factor that is ignored in this decision 

process. For classical criminologists, who view offenders as pleasure-maximizers and 

pain-minimizers, the organization is only relevant to white-collar offending to the extent 
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that it determines the opportunities, rewards, and sanctions for woii^lace misconduct. 

Given that the two schools of thought begin at opposite ends of the spectrum in their 

views of the role of the group in crime, it is unremarkable that they have vastly different 

ideas about the role of organization in crime. 

1.4.2 The Organizational Behavior literature. Notwithstanding the apparent relevance 

of white-collar crime to the organizational behavior literature, there is a noticeable 

absence of theorizing about group involvement in criminal behavior in this literature. 

This absence arguably reflects the extent to which the field of organizational behavior can 

inform us about organizational crime. That is, as Gottfi^dson and Hirschi (1990) note, 

if crime is social behavior, and if without the group there can be no crime, then criminal 

groups are indeed organizations, and organizational principles that apply to non-criminal 

organizations should also apply to criminal organizations. Empirical evidence, however, 

does not support the argument that crime is a social or group phenomenon. We cannot 

find leaders of criminal organizations, so leadership theory is not helpful; we cannot find 

criminal organizations with stable hierarchies, so die organizational structure literature 

is not helpful; we cannot find criminal organizations wherein the members are pursuing 

common organizational goals, so goal-setting theory is not helpful. To the extent, then, 

that organizational behavior refers to collections of individuals that simply have no 

criminal counterparts, organizational behavior will not further the study of organized 

criminal behavior. 
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The fact that white-collar crime is individual behavior that occurs in organizations 

suggests that the organizational behavior literature could inform the study of such crime. 

Again, this would be the case if the organization were, as cultural deviance proponents 

suggest, the central causal factor in the criminal behavior. However, in most white-

collar crimes - "the more routine frauds, embezzlements and simple takings" (Wheeler 

at al., 1982) - the role of the organization is as victim. Studying organizations to explain 

white-collar offending will be as fruitful as smdying banks to explain armed robbery and 

studying homes to explain breaking and entering. What is likely to be useful is die study 

of systems of control and accountability in organizations, compensation plans and the 

incentives they create, and other features of organizations that may influence the 

probability of or opportunity for offending in the workplace. These features, however, 

do not induce or compel employees to offend. In fact, most employees will not offend, 

despite innumerable opportunities to do so. Opportunity, then, explains the likelihood 

of crime, but does not explain criminality. That is, organizational features explain the 

probability that an employee predisposed to engage in misconduct will do so, but add 

nothing to our understanding of why such employees are so predisposed. Since the 

"organization'' is not a causal element in white-collar crime, but merely a reflection of 

criminal opportunities, the field of organizational behavior is not likely to inform the 

study of such crime. 

1.4.3. The Organizational Theory literature. Within the field of organizational theory. 
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which takes as its primary unit of analysis the organization, not the individual, there have 

been efforts to research criminal conduct at the organizational level (i.e., crime by entire 

organizations) with reference to organizational theory principles. Initially, there does 

appear to be a reasonable conceptual link between sociologists who assert that entire 

organizations commit crimes, and organization theorists who assert that certain factors 

external to the organization will influence the activities (criminal and otherwise) in which 

the organization will choose to engage. To accept as valid theorizing at the 

organizational level, one must accept that organizations are entities that plan, intend and 

act independent or at least somewhat independent of individuals within them. This, of 

course, is the argument Sutherland makes when he notes that entire organizations can be 

characterized as criminals, even recidivists, since there is a clear pattern of involvement 

in criminal behavior that spans decades, and must therefore be independent of the people 

who have come and gone within the organization. The fit between sociological 

positivism and organizational theory reflects the congruence of their underlying 

assumption - that organizations are an appropriate unit of analysis. 

When studying organizations' strategic decisions regarding matters like product lines, 

core competencies, vertical integration, and market niches, there is often little to be 

gained by considering smaller units of analysis, for such strategies are properly 

understood at the organizational level. If instead the focus of inquiry is who are the 

individuals involved in and responsible for such decisions, the analysis must necessarily 
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reduce to the individual level. Such is also the case with offending within organizations. 

Entire organizations are legally liable for certain offenses, such as public welfare 

offenses. They face such liability primarily for economic and public policy reasons -

they are often the beneficiaries of such misconduct, and they are often the parQr most 

able to compensate victims. Explanations of organizational liabili^ for criminal conduct, 

however, cannot be substimted for explanations of the criminal conduct. Organizational 

theory may inform the study of organizational strategies with respect to reducing their 

legal liabilities, such as the establishment of organizational compliance programs, the 

optimal amount of resources to be expended on compliance efforts, and the establishment 

of compliance or ethics officers. However, the organizational theory literature will not 

be useful when the analysis drops beneath the level of the organization, and addresses 

causal explanations for the actions of one or a few individuals. Explanations for the 

behavior of organizations must necessarily reduce to the actions of the people within 

them. Even Sutherland's theory of differential association does not remain at the 

organizational level of analysis; the theory necessarily drops to the individual level of 

analysis, and how the people within the organization learn the skills and neutralizations 

necessary to engage in white-collar crime. In the end, the management literature is at 

best tangentially enlightening to criminologists, because evidence suggests that crime is 

a disorganized, antisocial phenomenon. Theories addressing organized, social 

phenomena will add little to our understanding of criminal behavior, either within or 

beyond the workplace. Paradoxically, while the organizational literature has not proven 
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useful for criminologists interested in white-collar crime, the criminology literature may 

well prove useful for organizational researchers interested in behavior and misbehavior 

in organizations. 

1.5 White-CoUar Crime: Public PoliQr. As the previous review of the literature 

indicates, white-collar crime is at the heart of numerous theoretical and methodological 

debates within the field of criminology. It would be a mistake, however, to assume that 

these issues are merely academic; they have clear public policy implications. For 

instance, criminal justice policy has often singled out a certain "Qrpe" of offender for 

special attention. In the 1970's, there were the bribery scandals, and the subsequent 

passage of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act. The I980's saw both the war on drugs, 

focusing on drug offenses, and the insider trading scandals. More recently, the U.S. 

Sentencing Commission introduced the Sentencing Guidelines (Nagel, 1990), and their 

provisions for more serious penalties for white-collar criminals (U.S. Sentencing 

Commission, 1987), and the subsequent Sentencing Guidelines for organizations 

convicted of federal offenses (U.S. Sentencing Commission, 1994; 1991b). The result 

is a notable increase in the severity of punishments accorded white-collar offenders 

generally, and specifically, to an increased use of incarceration as a punishment for 

white-collar crime (U.S. Sentencing Commission, 1987,1991a, as discussed in Weisburd 

et al., 1995). 
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Likewise, innumerable snidies have investigated the unique impediments to enforcement 

that white-collar cases pose (CUnard and Yeager, 1980; CuUenet al., 1987; Mann, 1985; 

Shapiro, 1990). For instance, one enforcement hurdle is the fact that corporate actors 

have little incentive to reveal the criminal activi^ of other corporate actors. Because of 

the complicity - either direct or indirect - of the entire organization, the only way 

investigators can make a case against the organization is with the assistance of one of its 

members: 

"... the fact that suspects tend to have custody of crucial evidence against 
them, and the lack of situationally specific behavior or of inculpatory 
evidence of misconduct fiustrate investigators' efforts to build a case. As 
a result, prosecutors often have to 'turn' one or more insiders to secure 
necessary evidence for legal action. They Qrpically find the leverage to 
induce culpable insiders to cooperate in the investigation or to testify 
against their associates with grants of immunity firom prosecution, plea 
negotiation, or reductions in sentence" (Shapiro, 1990, p. 355). 

Moreover, even when corporate criminal behavior is unearthed, criminal sanctions often 

fail to successfully reach blameworthy organizations: 

"Neither capital punishment nor imprisonment are available for corporate 
wrongdoers; fines tend to be small and viewed as a cost of doing business; 
larger fines tend to be passed along to others..." (Ibid.). 

This abili^ for corporations to "pass on" large criminal fines to others - in the form of 

reduced wages for employees and higher prices to consumers - is referred to as the 

spillover effect, and it creates a problem forjudges who are attempting to simultaneously 

assign punishment to blameworthy actors and ensure that blameless actors are not 

affected: 
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"... trust relationships often encapsulate networks of vulnerabili^ that 
collect shareholders, creditors, clients, insurers, employees, consumers, 
and members of the wider community - none of whom may be culpable 
for illicit acts, but who feel the ripple effects of punishment aimed at 
blameworthy individuals and firms to which they are linked.... Enforcers 
therefore n^ to contain the impact of their sanctions at the same time 
that they are charged with the conflicting goal of fashioning punishment 
that matches the enormity of the misdeeds" (Ibid., p. 356). 

Additionally, the viability of the corporation itself is a concern in the application of 

criminal sanctions. "Deterrents to corporate crime must be effective without smothering 

the risk-taking and innovation critical to corporate success in an increasingly challenging 

global environment" (Holcomb and Sethi, 1992, p. 94). Concern over the spillover 

effect and future earning potential is, of course, much less of a concern in the sanctioning 

of individual criminals than it is in the sanctioning of corporate offenders. 

Notwithstanding the impediments to white-collar enforcement, there has been a dramatic 

increase in the number of white-collar crime prosecutions in the last decade. This 

increase has been attributed to the criminalization of offenses that heretofore were civil, 

administrative or regulatory offenses (Cohen M., 1992) and reflects a growing concern 

that the harms that have befallen consumers, employees, and society in general have gone 

unredressed for too long. Naturally, then, it is of increasing concern to corporations that 

corporate behavior is regulated to a greater degree than is individual behavior. That is 

the case because legitimate behavior within a corporation will often be much closer to 

the legal "margin" than behavior beyond the corporation will be: 
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"Today, most individuals can plan their affairs so as to avoid any realistic 
risk of coming within a zone where criminal sanctions might apply to their 
conduct. Few individuals have reason to fear prosecution for murder, 
robbery, rape, extortion or any of the traditional common law crimes. 
Even the more contemporary, white-collar crimes - price fixing, bribery, 
insider trading, etc. - can be easily avoided by those who wish to 
minimize their risk of criminal liabiliQr. At most, these statutes pose 
problems for individuals who wish to approach the line but who find that 
no bright line exists. In contrast, modem industrial socie^ inevitably 
creates toxic wastes that must be disposed of by someone.... As a result, 
some individuals must engage in legitimate professional activities that are 
regulated by criminal sanctions; to this extent, they become unavoidably 
"entangled" with the criminal law. That is, they cannot plan their affairs 
so as to be free from the risk that a retrospective evaluation of their 
conduct, often under the uncertain standard of negligence, will find that 
they fell short of the legally mandated standard" (Coffee, 1991, p. 219-
20). 

In addition to the argument that corporate behavior is nearer to this zone of potential 

criminaliQr than is individual behavior, the increased criminalization of corporate 

misdeeds also reflects a concern with compensating for systemic inequities that 

consistently place individuals in society at a distinct disadvantage in their dealings with 

large organizations. Within this asymmetric relationship that exists between individuals 

and corporations; 

"...the corporate actor nearly always controls most of the conditions 
surrounding the relationship. The corporate actor controls much of the 
information relevant to the interaction - typically by advertising, 
propaganda, market research, public opinion research, credit ratings of 
customers, and dossiers of other sorts. Information expressly designed to 
serve the interests of the person is far less in evidence" (Coleman, p. 102. 
Also discussed in Sutherland, 1983, p. 25 and p. 237, and in Tucker, 
1992, p. 159). 

Policies of caveat emptor, or of strict adherence to the efficient markets model, fail to 
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address systemic inequities that undermine tbe ability of victims of corporate crime to 

successfully seek redress for their harm; 

"The victims of corporate crimes are seldom in a position to fight against 
the management of the corporation. Consumers are scattered, 
unorganized, lacking in objective information as to qualities of 
commodities, and no one consumer suffers a loss in a particular 
transaction which would justify him in taking individual action. 
Stockholders seldom know the complex procedures of the corporations 
which diey own, cannot attend annual meetings, and receive little 
information regarding the policies or the financial status of the 
corporation. Even if stoclAolders suspect illegal behavior by die 
management, they are scattered, unorganized, and frequently cannot even 
secure access to the names of other stockholders" (Sutherland, 1982, p. 
237). 

Despite the evidence that the legal environment of business is becoming more harsh and 

punitive over time, there is still the perception that white-collar laws are not enforced 

with the same rigor with which other criminal laws are enforced. Some argue that this 

perception persists either as a result of society failing to pressure law enforcement 

agencies to actively pursue white-collar criminals (perhaps because of the belief that 

white-collar crimes are not as serious as other types of crime), or as a result of the belief 

that the vast resources available to white-collar criminals provide them with relative 

immunity from prosecution. In either case, the result is the same: white-collar criminals 

are presumed to receive relatively lenient treatment in the criminal justice system. While 

it is true that factors considered in the adjudication of white-collar crimes (such as the 

effect of the sanction on consumers, employees, shareholders, etc.) differ from those of 
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street crimes, studies indicate that sentencing is far less lenient towards white-collar 

offenders than is commonly believed. Results of a 1982 study by Wheeler, Weisburd 

and Bode indicate that decisions to incarcerate offenders are characterized far more by 

consistency than by chaos or capriciousness, but that if leniency enters into incarceration 

decisions, it does so in favor of lower socioeconomic status offenders: 

"sentencing [of white-collar criminals] is more predictable than some 
recent accounts would suggest. Important correlates of the decision to 
incarcerate reflect a) the seriousness of the criminal act, b) the character 
of the criminal actor, c) the statutory category of violation, and d) such 
other variables as the sex and age of the defendant...." (Wheeler et al., 
1982, p. 641). 

The Wheeler et al. (1982) findings suggest, somewhat counter-intuitively, that the higher 

the status of the white collar offender, the greater the probability of imprisonment. 

Moreover, the findings of a study by Shapiro (1990) fiulher erode the leniency argument. 

Her findings indicate that: 

"... arguments that attribute the leniency accorded white-collar offenders 
to class bias misunderstand the structural sources of leniency and, indeed, 
misunderstand the conundrums raised by the social organization of trust... 
(p. 362). Abuses of trust are hard to detect, offending is collective, 
victimization subtle, offenses ongoing, culpability difficult to assign, 
conclusive evidence hard to amass, harsh sanctions spill over onto 
innocent parties, and so on. As a result, traditional strategies of social 
control that respond to those who rob and burgle through violence and 
trespass are not always effective in constraining those who do so through 
trust" (p. 359). 

While many remain unconvinced that upper class criminals receive no more leniency in 

the criminal justice system than do lower class criminals, it cannot be said that white-

collar workers are relatively free to deviate. One need only look to the substantial 
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criminal and civil liabili^ corporations face, as well as to an increasingly complex 

regiilatory environment to refute the argument that white-collar workers are relatively 

more free to commit crimes in the suites than individuals are in general to commit crimes 

in the streets. 

Such increases in enforcement and legislative efforts naturally culminate in increases in 

the amount of white-collar crime litigation and the number of prosecutions for white-

collar offenses. Consequently, identifying the true level of white-collar criminality is 

difficult since official statistics are inevitably confounded with enforcement activity. In 

retrospect, it is ironic that increases in the enforcement and litigation of drug-related 

cases as a result of the war on drugs coincided with declining rates of drug use. It is 

likewise possible that the current war on white-collar crime is being waged on a class of 

criminals that is characterized by relatively low rates of offending: 

"When comparable units[,]... comparable reference periods[,]... and 
comparable methods of measurement... are employed, rates of crime 
among employed white-collar workers should be low as compared to those 
of people in less structured occupations with similar opportunities; the 
rates should also be low as compared to those outside of the occupational 
structure with similar opportunities" (Gott&edson and Hirschi, 1990, p. 
191). 

1.6 The Present Study. It is evident from the foregoing that much is hypothesized 

about white-collar crime, and still more is simply assumed. The objective of the present 

smdy is to unravel part of this confusion by testing the applicability of a relatively recent 



53 

theory of offending, Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) self-control theory, to white-collar 

offending. The study will proceed in two stages. First, some of the methodological 

concerns that have been raised about self-control theory will be addressed. Indeed, self-

control theory itself has been the subject of much controversy. Two primary concerns 

about the theory have been expressed in the literature: (1) the absence, in the statement 

of the theory, of explicit operational measures of self-control; (2) the apparently 

tautological nature of the connection between independent and dependent variables. The 

call for development of indicators of self-control has been made repeatedly in the 

literature (Sampson, 1992; Grasmick et al., 1993). Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) have 

addressed the operationalization of self-control, and much attention was paid to this issue 

in the present study. Included in this study are attitudinal and behavioral indicators of 

self-control. The theory suggests that low self-control individuals will be more likely 

than others to hold low self-control attitudes and engage in low self-control behaviors. 

It is the use of low self-control behaviors to predict crime (a low self-control behavior) 

that raises the second concern. To address this concern, noncriminal behaviors are used 

as indicators of self-control. Another important methodological issue is the 

operationalization of white-collar crime. One approach to operationalizing white-collar 

crime is to disregard the social and occupational status of the offender. Since street 

crimes are defined without reference to the social status of the offender, there is little 

theoretical justification for taking social status into consideration when defining other 

types of crimes. The same logic can be extended to the requirement that the offense be 
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committed during the course of one's occupation. While the fact that crimes are 

committed during the course of employment is relevant to enforcement authorities, and 

is certainly relevant to the employers themselves, it is not relevant for theories of 

offending unless employment influences the causal structure of offending. If the mere 

fact of being employed does not alter the causes of offending, but merely opens up new 

opportunities for offending, then emplojonent is irrelevant to causal explanations of 

offending (Hirschi and Gottftedson, 1987). While offender social status was disregarded 

in this study, the distinction between workplace and non-workplace environments was 

maintained for purposes of testing the applicabili^ of the theory to offending in these two 

contexts. 

Having addressed the issues pertaining to the theory itself, and to the operationalization 

of the constructs of interest, the second stage of this study involves testing the ability of 

self-control to predict offending in the workplace. Measures of self-control and 

offending will be incorporated into a structural equation model representing the 

relationship between self-control and crime. LISREL analysis of the combined model 

will permit tests of hypotheses pertaining to the measurement of self-control and the 

prediction of white-collar versus non-white-collar offending. Included in this analysis 

will be an examination of the relative merits of attimdinal and behavioral measures of 

self-control. Also included will be a test of the abiliQr of self-control to predict white-

collar crime - a form of criminal conduct to which the theory's critics assert it is 
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inapplicable. This assertion itself implies that white-collar offending requires causal 

explanations different from other forms of offending. As such, the relationship between 

the ability of measures of self-control to predict white-collar crime and non-white-collar 

crime will be investigated. 

1.7 Significance. The present research into white-collar crime and the correlates of 

white-collar offending is important in several respects. Of theoretical significance is the 

fact that this research overcomes many difficulties historically encountered in white-collar 

crime research. The inclusion of items relating to the fraudulent activities of young 

adults permits the causal modelling of these behaviors independent of legal definitions 

of white-collar crime. The simultaneous inclusion of general non-white-collar items and 

white-collar items further permits comparison of the causal structure of various forms of 

misconduct. The large sample surveyed, and the nature of the items iircluded in the 

instrument should overcome the problem of insufficient amounts of misconduct. The 

proposed research is also theoretically significant in that it incorporates a direct test of 

specialization theory. There has been debate for years about whether criminals can be 

typologized, or are more appropriately characterized as collectively having a tendency 

toward antisocial behavior. The present study incorporates a test of the specialization 

theory, asking which is the more accurate characterization of offenders. 

Resolution of these theoretical debates could well inform public policy about white-collar 



56 

crime. Many attribute the heightened white-collar enforcement efforts of recent decades 

to the criminal justice system's responsiveness to increased public outcries against white-

collar and organizational criminals (Alschuler, 1991; Arlen, 1992; Baysinger, 1991; 

Block, 1991; Cohen, M.A., 1991, 1992; Coleman, 1994; Macey, 1991; Pitt and 

Groskaufinanis, 1991; Scott, 1989; Tucker, 1992). The concern is that such policies 

have been formulated on the basis of assumptions about white-collar criminals that have 

not been substantiated by empirical research. Such common perceptions include; 

relative to ordinary offenders, white-collar criminals earn higher salaries, and occupy 

organizational positions that carry with them greater status and prestige (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1990; Wheeler et al., 1988); many white-collar crimes are altruistically 

conmiitted by employees for the benefit of the organization (Ibid.); white-collar criminals 

are "one-shot" offenders, as opposed to recidivists (Weisburd et al., 1995); white-collar 

criminals have "more to lose" through formal, legal sanctions (Braithwaite and Geis, 

1982; Geis, 1982), and are therefore more amenable than other "types" of criminals to 

social control (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990); and, finally, notwithstanding their 

amenability to social control, most white-collar criminals are treated far more leniently 

in the criminal justice system than other types of criminals (Wheeler et al., 1988). While 

the veri^ of these perceptions have been debated, (Breyer, 1988; Clinard, 1983; Clinard 

and Yeager, 1980; Coffee, 1991; Cohen, A.K., 1990; Corrothers, 1990; Ermann and 

Lundman, 1992; Holcomb and Sethi, 1992; Lott, Jr., 1991; Nagel et al., 1989; Wheeler 

et al., 1982, 1988), discourse in this important area of criminal justice policy could be 
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enhanced by research designed to identify the causal structure of white-collar crime and 

to investigate distinctions between white-collar offending and other types of offending 

(Benson and Moore, 1992; Collins and Schmidt, 1993). If empirical efforts disprove 

these common assumptions about white-collar crime, or fail to even identify unique crime 

types, then criminal justice policy formulated on these assumptions may be misinformed 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1995; Nagin et al., 1995; Shapiro, 1990; Steffensmeier et al., 

1989; Weisburd et al., 1990). 
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CHAPTER2 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The aim of this study is to test the applicability of self-control theory to white-collar 

offending. Most, if not all, surveys in the field are inappropriate for such a test. While 

nimierous surveys incorporate attitudinal measures of self-control, most do not 

incorporate both behavioral and attitudal measures of the concept. The theory posits that 

the tendency to engage in illegal acts correlates with involvement in noncriminal activity 

such as academic misconduct, and deceiving family and friends. Crime is also correlated 

with victimization and accidents, events not ordinarily likened to crime. One 

requirement of this study, then, is the development of an instrument that includes both 

attitudinal and behavioral measures of self-control. Another requirement of this study 

is the opportuniQr to target a sample appropriate for examining these various forms of 

misconduct. Since no appropriate instrument or dataset exists that meets these 

requirements, a new instrument must be developed that incorporates items relating to 

involvement in ordinary forms of criminal conduct, white-collar misconduct, 

victimization, accidents, and other analogous behaviors, as well as attitudinal measures 

of self-control. This instrument must then be administered to a sample appropriate for 

such items. This smdy was designed with these requirements in mind. 

To meet these requirements, the study was incorporated into the Tucson Youth Project, 
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a large NSF-fiinded study designed to measure and test control theories of delinquency 

and crime in a large sample of adolescents in Tucson, Arizona^. As a result of the 

inclusion of this study, the Tucson Youth Project was expanded to include a college 

sample to acconmiodate the workplace offending items as an important crime measure. 

The Hndings from the present smdy derive from this college sample. 

2.1 Instrument Development. The two primary objectives of this smdy are to examine 

the relative merits of behavioral and attimdinal measures of low self-control as predictors 

of offending, and then to test the applicability of self-control theory to white-collar 

offending. To meet the first objective, a survey instrument that incorporates both Qrpes 

of measures of self-control and offending items was developed. Whereas the attimdinal 

items were drawn primarily from the literature, the behavioral items were developed 

primarily in accordance with the logic of A General Theory of Crime. If low self-control 

permits criminal activity, it also ought to permit conduct that is reckless, imprudent or 

immoral but not criminal. Items capturing various noncriminal acts purportedly related 

to offending, such as accidents and victimization, were thus incorporated into the 

instrument. To meet the second objective, traditional deviance and offending items were 

supplemented with items capturing offending in the workplace. Offenses traditionally 

included in white-collar crime research, such as tax evasion and embezzlement, were 

Portions of this research were funded by the National Science Foundation, grant # SBR-9412316, entitled "A 
Measurement Study of Control Theory Explanations of Deviant and Delinquent Behavior. 
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included. 

A design of this nature mandates that the sampling frame posses certain characteristics. 

These items necessitated a large sample to ensure sufScient variation in the offending 

items. Likewise, it was necessary to target respondents in late adolescence or early 

adulthood for several reasons. First, as with all surveys, it is important that respondents 

be sufficiently literate to understand the questions being asked of them. Second, in this 

period of their lives, individuals face opportunities to offend in a variety of contexts - at 

work, at school, and in relationships with family and friends. Requisite to testing 

theories of white-collar offending, of course, is that the respondents have held jobs. 

Given that the items developed for this instrument were specifically tailored to individuals 

with these sets of opportunities for offending, a college sample was targeted. 

Use of a college sample to conduct this research is defensible, notwithstanding that these 

subjects may not be employed in traditional white-collar positions. If, as self-control 

theory suggests, criminal behavior is a manifestation of low self-control, and if such 

tendencies are established early in life, adolescents and young adults should exhibit the 

tendency to engage in white-collar, as well as other forms of non-white-collar activiQr. 

Limiting the definition of white-collar crimes to include only those crimes committed 

during the course of white-collar employment is to define the concept in terms of 

opportuniQr factors. That is, white-collar criminals, so defined, will include only those 
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offenders who have the opportuni^ to engage in certain behaviors (ie., those with white-

collar positions), notwithstanding that other offenders would engage in these behaviors 

if they had an opportuni^ to do so. Inherent in this study, then, is the hypothesis that 

traditional definitions of white-collar crime merely reflect opportunity factors, and that 

criminality, white-collar or otherwise, is a general tendency that is exhibited early in life. 

Manifestations of low self-control among young adults naturally reflect the opportunities 

that they face. Whereas low self-control adults face opportunities to engage in illegal 

conduct in white-collar positions, the corollary of such opportunities for misconduct 

among subjects in this sample is to be found in non-white-collar jobs. Parallel to the 

argument that delinquent activiQr among juveniles is a predictor of adult criminal activi^, 

using workplace misconduct as a proxy for white-collar crime adjusts for the different 

opportunity structures young adults face, and provides a test of the contention that 

criminality is a general tendency which has multiple manifestations and which is 

established early in life. This study, of course, is not dispositive of this matter, and 

merely represents a novel approach to studying and thinking about white-collar crime. 

2.2 Measures of Offending. This smdy incorporates measures of non-white-collar or 

ordinary offending used in the Richmond Youth Survey, and widely used since that 

study. The non-white-collar items used in this study are included in Table 2.1 below. 
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Table 2.1 
Non-White-ColIar Items. 

A=Never B=Once or twice C=Several Times D=Many times 

Have you ever... 

Driven a car when you had been drinking? 
Stolen things worth less than $2? 
Purposely damaged or destroyed public properQr? 
Repeatedly cut classes? 
Beat up someone other than a brother or sister? 
Stolen things of medium value (between $2 and $50)? 
Driven a car without the owner's permission? 
Stolen things of value (over $50)? 
Used force to get something from another person? 
Been picked up by the police? 

Efforts to distinguish white-collar crime from other forms of offending presuppose, of 

course, a definition of the dependent variable. For theoretical purposes, it is insufficient 

to identify a subset of all crimes as white-collar crimes, label those who commit them 

white-collar criminals, and suggest that their offending is causally distinct from other 

types of offending. The problem associated with the adoption of legal definitions of 

white-collar crime is that the mere creation of a legal distinction between various Qrpes 

of offenses is not prima facie support for the argument that the causes of offending differ 

across the various offense categories. In order to discriminate between white-collar and 

other Qrpes of crime, the correlates or predictors of white-collar crime should be distinct 

from those of other types of crime. Given that a sample of sufficient size will yield 
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many differences that are significant, the difficult of this approach is to identify the 

point at which these patterns of association are different enough to conclude that the 

causes of white-collar and non-white-collar crime are in fact distinct. Another problem 

is that determining what is a white-collar crime and who is a white-collar criminal is 

more difRcult than it would at first appear. For example, embezzlement 

(misappropriating property that has been entrusted to you) conforms to conunon 

perceptions of what a white-collar crime is, but embezzlement does not occur only in the 

workplace, and when it does occur in the workplace, it is not conmiitted exclusively by 

individuals in traditional white-collar positions (Green, 1993). The versatility in 

offending is also problematic for de&iitional purposes. Most offenders commit various 

types of offenses, making it difficult to classify offenders as "specialists" in any one 

category (Farrington et al., 1988). Instead of defining criminal specialists as offenders 

who have committed only offenses in one crime category (eg., drug offenses), a criterion 

which excludes most offenders, many researchers define specialization with respect to 

a minimum proportion of offenses falling into a specific category. The most serious 

criticism of such definitions of criminal specialization is that they represent arbitrary, and 

perhaps conceptually meaningless, distinctions between specialists and nonspecialists.^ 

The definition of white-collar crime utilized in this study has the advantage of being 

independent of legal definitions. This definition, which reflects the reference in classical 

criminology to acts of force or firaud, is concephialized as the self-interested involvement 

^see Britt, 1994, for a more complete discussion of the definitional problems inherent in the specialization research. 
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White-collar crime was operationalized with this 

Much attention was paid to the debates about the appropriate definition of white-collar 

crime when the white-collar items to be incorporated into the instrument were designed. 

Common notions of white-collar crime include the offenses of high-status offenders 

during the course of their occupation. When this definition is closely scrutinized, 

however, there are many offenses that are commonly included in operationalizations of 

white-collar crime that do not adhere to this characterization. Referring to Table 2.2, 

few would disagree that offenses in cell I would be appropriately characterized as white-

collar crimes. To varying degrees, however, offenses in the remaining cells may also 

reasonably be so characterized, and in fact are so characterized in most white-collar 

crime research. 

Table 2.2 
Distinguishing OR'enses by Offiender Status, and Offiense Context. 

Offender Status 

High Status Low Status 

ORiense 
Context 

During the Course 
of Employment 1 2 

Unrelated to 
Employment 3 4 

For example, embezzlement can be committed by offenders of any socioeconomic or 

occupational status, and can thus fall into both cells 1 and 2. In fact, as Green (1993) 



65 

notes, there are certain offenses that could legally be defined as embezzlement that do 

not occur during the course of employment. The implication of these offenses is that 

embezzlement - a crime that most researchers agree is a white-collar offense - can occur 

in decidedly non-white-collar settings. Other offenses commonly included in 

operationalizations of white-collar crime are tax evasion and fraud. Commission of these 

crimes requires neither high status nor employment, and such cases are as likely to fall 

into cells 2, 3, and 4, as into cell 1. 

The present smdy focuses on white-collar offending by relatively low status individuals. 

Part of the criticism of Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990, p. 192-3) application of self-

control theory to the white-collar context is leveled at their discussion of arrest rates for 

forgery, fraud and embezzlement - offenses in which low status offenders are 

substantially represented. This approach is criticized on the basis that such offenses bear 

little resemblance to standard notions of white-collar crimes and white-collar criminals. 

It is nonetheless defensible to consider these offenses in investigations of white-collar 

crime. While fraud, forgery and embezzlement do not comprise an exhaustive list of 

white-collar crimes, such a list would arguably include them, and they are thus rightly 

considered in white-collar crime research. Investigations of these low status offenses 

merely represent the study of a subset, not the totality, of all white-collar crimes. 

Guided by this reasoning, the present study addresses white-collar offending by college 

smdents - individuals most likely in low occupational status positions. The white-collar 
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items incorporated into the study are included in Table 2.3 

Table 2.3 
White-CoUar Items. 

A=Never B=Once or twice C=Several Times D=Many times 

Have you ever... 

Lied on a job application form? 
Taken items that belonged to your employer? 
Lied to an employer about a job-related matter? 
Filled out a time sheet for more hours than you actually worked? 
Failed to file an income tax return when you knew you should have? 
Failed to repon income on an income tax return? 

In addition to focusing on relatively low status offenders, two of the white-collar items 

included in the instrument (the two tax items) involve conduct that may be unrelated to 

employment. The white-collar items designed with college students in mind thus fall into 

cells 2 (for the four work-related offending items) and 4 (for the two tax items) of Table 

2.2 above. 

2.3 Attitudinal Measures of Self-Control. Self-control is a characteristic that manifests 

itself in numerous forms. The self-control items included in the Tucson Youth Survey 

questionnaire capture respondents' relationship with their parents (in particular, with their 

mother), studiousness, attitudes towards authoriQr, propensities regarding time-

discounting, risk-seeking, sexual promiscuity, honesty and integrity, and guilt and 

conscience, views on justice and fatalism versus determinism, as well as temperament 
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and esteem items. Several of the attitudinal measure of self-control, as well as items 

pertaining to misconduct and family structure, are drawn from the Richmond Youth 

Survey (Hirschi, 1969) - albeit in updated form - which itself incorporated items from 

the California Personality Inventory and the Minnesota Multiphasic PersonaliQr Inventory. 

Also included were items utilized by Grasmick et al. (1993), who tested the 

unidimensionaliQr of self-control by factor analyzing items representing six potential 

dimensions of self-control - impulsivity, simple tasks, risk seeking, physical activities, 

self-centered, and temper. 

2.4 Behavioral Measures of Self-Control. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) stressed the 

importance of explaining crime without reference to legal definitions of conduct. To the 

extent that there are different criteria by which to judge behavior, distinctions can be 

made between different types of conduct. However, the need to establish unique causal 

explanations, they urge, does not follow simply from the ability to make such 

distinctions: 

With the introduction of specific sanction systems, distinctions between 
types of behavior automatically follow. If the sanctioning body is 
political, we have the distinction between crime and noncrime. If the 
sanctioning body is the social system, the theory distinguishes between 
conformity and deviation. If the sanctioning body is religious, the theory 
distinguishes between sin and rectitude. And if tte sanctions are physical, 
the theory distinguishes between prudent and imprudent or careM and 
reckless behavior. 

The sanctioning system is important only with respect to a 
descriptive characterization of the behavior in question. It is not 
important with respect to the causal mechanisms thought to produce the 
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behavior. The theory of sin is also a theory of crime and of immorality 
and of accident. In other words, the sanctioning system determines 
whether the behavior is criminal or noncriminal, moral or immoral, but 
this is merely a matter of description or system reference, not a matter of 
causation.... 

|T|he common element in crime, deviant behavior, sin, and 
accident is so overriding that the tendency to treat them as distinct 
phenomena subject to distinct causes is one of the major intellectual errors 
of positive thought..." (Gott&edson and Hirschi, 1990, 9-10). 

According to Gott&edson and Hirschi (1990), low self-control distinguishes not only 

between legal and illegal conduct, but between cautious and reckless behavior, and 

righteous and sinful behavior. Items pertaining to known behavioral correlates of 

delinquency (i.e., smoking, drug and alcohol use, involvement in dating and sex, 

involvement with delinquent Mends, accidents and victimization) were thus included 

(Keane et al., 1993). 

Respondents were also asked questions about their involvement in a variety of other 

forms of noncriminal low self-control behaviors, including academic misconduct and 

misconduct towards their parents. These academic misconduct items are adapted from 

various studies in the literature (Bonjean and McGee, 1965; Evans et al., 1993; Eve and 

Bromley, 1981; Haines et al., 1986; McCabe and Trevino, 1993; Michaels and Miethe, 

1989). Finally, respondents were asked to report their perceptions of the likelihood of 

their subsequent involvement in questionable business practices, the extent to which they 

perceive others to be involved in such practices, how unethical they believe these 

practices to be. These questionable business practices items are likewise adapted from 
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previous research in this area (Brenner and Molander, 1977; DeConinck and Good, 

1989; Glenn, Jr. and Van Loo, 1993; Mudrack, 1993; O'Clock and Okleshen, 1993; 

Ruegger and King, 1992; Stevens et al., 1993; Wynd and Mager, 1989). 

2.5 The Tucson Youth Project instrument. The principal difficulty with college 

samples for purposes of most deviance research is that they underrepresent the groups 

of major interest - delinquents, school drop-outs, absentees, and individuals who refuse 

or are unable to cooperate with a questionnaire survey (Hindelang et. al., 1981). In this 

siurey, these problems are to some extent mitigated because by its very nature, the 

conduct in question, academic and workplace misconduct, requires a sample that consists 

not of drop-outs and the unemployed, but of students and employees. 

The Tucson Youth Project instrument (see Appendix 1), as tailored to suit the needs of 

this particular smdy, consists of six categories of questions appropriate for such a 

sample. The first category consists of background variables, including demographic 

items, academic standing, income, as well as family composition and parental 

demographics (the latter two referring to when the respondent was in high school). The 

second category consists of the dependent variables - measures of white-collar and non-

white-collar criminal conduct. The third category, derived primarily from previous 

research, consists of various attitudinal measures of self-control. The fourth category 

includes noncriminal behavioral indicators of self-control, or what Gottfredson and 
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Hirschi (1990) have tenned analogous behaviors. Included among these measures are 

items pertaining to sexual activity, misconduct directed towards parents, accidents, 

victimization, academic misconduct, and drug use^. The fifth category consists 

primarily of masculinity/femininiQr items. The sixth category consists of fifteen 

questionable business practices. For each practice, respondents were asked to indicate 

how unethical they feel the practice is, how likely it is that they would engage in the 

practice in a job or occupation, and the extent to which, in their opinion, others engage 

in the practice in their jobs or occupations. Due to limitations on the scope of this study, 

the final two sets of items were not included in the present analysis. 

2.6 Summary. The benefit to this research of access to the Tucson Youth Project, as 

well as the inclusion of originally designed white-collar crime items specifically created 

for a sample of young adults, is obvious. The data collected will permit the 

measurement of the firaudulent activities of young adults independent of legal definitions. 

The data will also make it possible to causally model these white-collar activities 

independent of other forms of delinquency, in order to determine if they have unique 

causes. Using USREL, simultaneous equations estimation will determine if the patterns 

of association between known correlates of crime and the non-white-collar items are 

similar to the relationship of these correlates to the white-collar items. If correlates of 

four drug use items include two on tbe use of illegal drugs (marijuana and other drugs, such as cocaine, 
ecstasy, heroin, LSD, and steroids), and two items pertaining to the use of noncriminal drugs (alcohol and tobacco). 
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white-collar offending cannot be distinguished firom those of "ordinaiy" or "street" 

offending, then there reason to suggest that the two concepts are mote similar than not. 

As designed, there are two strengths of this study. First, involvement with the Tucson 

Youth Project permitted the creation of an instrument uniquely suited to capturing 

involvement in ordinary forms of crime, white-collar crime, analogous behaviors, and 

multiple measures of self-control. To study the relationship between white-collar and 

non-white-collar crime with known correlates of offending requires a dataset that 

incorporates each of these items. Such data were collected. Additionally, to capture 

involvement in misconduct across a wide spectrum of opportunities necessitates surveying 

individuals who possess such opportunities. Another strength of this study, then, is that 

it is uniquely well-suited to a target sample of college students, a group most likely to 

possess these multiple opportunities for misconduct. 
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The Tucson Youth Project instrument was pretested over the course of the 1994/1995 

academic year, and was administered beginning late in the 1995/1996 academic year to 

a convenience sample of undergraduate students enrolled in management (68% of the 

sample), public administration (21%), and sociology (11%) classes at a large 

southwestern university. The survey was administered in-class over a period of six 

months. While students were informed that participation in the study was voluntary, 

most received some form of class credit for participation, as dictated by the instructors. 

Students who had participated in the pretesting of the instrument were given extra credit, 

if applicable, but did not participate in the final study. 

The smdy was designed so that respondents would mark their answers on a computer 

scantron form. The scantrons were then read by a computer, and the responses compiled 

into a datafile. Use of the scantrons, of course, necessitated closed-ended questions with 

no more than five possible categories. Since most items were well-suited to Likert-type 

responses, this limitation was not problematic, with the exception of certain continuous 

variables such as age and income. However, given that the sample included a relatively 

homogeneous group of undergraduate students, it is likely that the variation in the 

continuous variables was adequately captured on five-point scales. 



3.1 Sample Characteristics. The demographic characteristics of the sample are 

included in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 
Demographic Characteristics of Tucson Youth Project College Sample. 

Demographic TYP Sample 
Characteristic (n = 1,039) 

(In Percent) 

Age 17 or younger I 
18 6 
19 9 
20 16 
21 or older 68 

Gender Female 47 
Male 53 

Race White 72 
Hispanic 15 
Black 3 
Asian 9 
Native 1 

Class Freshman 6 
Sophomore 10 
Junior 30 
Senior 54 

Regarding the respondents' marital status and living arrangements, 83% of the sample 

are single, 5% are co-habitating with a mate, 9% are married and 3% are divorced, 

widowed, or separated. The vast majoriQr of the sample (68%) lives in off-campus 

housing, not with parents, 14% live with their parents, 17% live in dorms, firatemiQr or 



sorority houses, or other university housing, and 1% have other living arrangements. 

93% of the sample have no children. 

Table 3.2 
Self-Reported GPA and Respondents' Estimated Income for the Current Year 

E)emographic TYP Sample 
Characteristic (n= 1,039) 

(In Percent) 

G.P.A. 
3.50 or higher 
3.00 - 3.49 
2.50 - 2.99 
2.00 - 2.49 
Less than 2.00 

Income 
Less than $5,000 
$5,000 - $10,000 
$10,000 - $15,000 
$15,000 - $20,000 
$20,000 or more 

17 
40 
34 
8 
1 

13 
30 
28 
13 
16 

3.1.1 Family composition during high school years. Respondents were asked to indicate 

the number of brothers and sisters they have, who acted as their parents or guardians 

while they were in high school, and parental education, occupation, and family income 

during their high school years. As Table 3. indicates, approximately 75% of respondents 

have between one and three siblings, 6% reported having no siblings, and approximately 

5% have six or more siblings. 
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Table 3.3 
Number of Siblings 

Number of Siblings Percent of Sample' 

0 6.0 
1 33.0 
2 26.0 
3 16.1 
4 9.5 
5 4.2 
6 2.2 
7 1.8 
8 or more 1.3 

• n= 1,034. 

The vast majoriQr of respondents indicated that during their high school years, either 

their biological father, biological mother, or both acted as their parents. Approximately 

75% of respondents lived with their biological fathers, 93% with their biological 

mothers, and almost 70% with both. Only 17 of 1,036 respondents reported living with 

neither of their biological parents when they were in high school. Regarding their 

parents* education, more than 56% of respondents reported that their fathers had 

completed a universiQr undergraduate or graduate degree, 44% of their mothers were 

likewise educated, and 35% reported that both parents held university degrees. Fewer 

than 15 % of respondents reported that at least one parent had not completed high school, 

and only 5 % reported that neither parent bad completed high school. Almost two-thirds 

of the respondents reported that during their high school years, their father was employed 
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in a professional, managerial, or executive occupation; half that number, or one-third 

reported that their mothers were so employed during that same period; and one-fourth 

of the respondents reported that both parents were so employed. An additional 9% and 

26% of respondents' fathers and mothers, respectively, were employed in other white-

collar positions, and 17% and 7% of fathers and mothers were either skilled or unskilled 

laborers. Respondents reported that during this period, 35% of their mothers, but only 

9% of then: fathers, stayed at home. Family income during respondents' high school 

years is reported in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 
Family Income During High School Years 

Income Range Percent of Sample* 

$20,000 or less 8.1 
$20,000 - $39,999 17.0 
$40,000 - $59,999 20.4 
$60,000 - $79,999 17.7 
$80,000 or more 36.8 

•n=l,013. 

As indicated in Table 3.5, the number of siblings correlates negatively with family 

income during respondents' high school years (r=-0.1776, p<.001). 
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Table 3.5 
Family Income During High School Years, by Number of Siblings* 

Family bicome during High School Years | 

$40,000 or less $40,000-$80,000 $80,000 + 1 

Number 
of 

Siblings 

0 or 1 17% 40% 43% 1 Number 
of 

Siblings 2 or 3 28% 37% 35% 1 

Number 
of 

Siblings 
4 + 37% 34% 29% 1 

* Percentages reported are o row totals, and thus sum horizontally. 

Respondents were also asked three questions about their relationship with their mothers. 

They reported the extent to which (1) they want to be like their mother, (2) they share 

their thoughts and feelings with their mother, and (3) their mother understands them. 

These three items were highly correlated - correlations ranged from 0.4862 to 0.6161, 

with all p-values < .001 - but were uncorrected with number of siblings, age, or race. 

As indicated in Table 3.1, the modal categories contained more than two-thirds of the 

respondents for both the age and race variables in this sample. As such, there was 

perhaps too little variation in these variables to capture any effect they may have had on 

the maternal relationship items. Surprisingly, there was an effect for gender on only one 

of these items. Male respondents were less likely to report sharing thoughts and feelings 

with their mother; 73 % of female respondents respondents agreed or strongly agreed with 

this item, compared with 55% of the male respondents. There was a modest but 

significant effect for mother's level of education on each of the maternal relationship 

items. Table 3.6 indicates that the higher the level of education attained by the 

respondents' mothers, the stronger they reported their relationships with their mothers 
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to be. 

Table 3.6 
Association between the Maternal Relationship items and Mother's Education 

Maternal 
Relationship 

Items 

Mother's Highest 
Level of 

Education 

Item Responses* 

Agiee or 
Strongly Agree 

Disagree or 
Strongly Disagree 

I would like to be 
the kind of person 
my mother is 

University Degree 83% 17% 

No Degree 72% 28% 

I share thoughts 
and feelings with 
my mother 

University Degree 79% 21% 

No Degree 69% 31% 

My mother seems 
to understand me 

University Degree 

No Degree 

81% 

76% 

19% 

24% 
* Percentages reported are of row totals, and thus sum horizontally. 

The effect of these family variables on offending will be examined in subsequent sections 

of this chapter. 

3.2 White-CoIlar and Non-White-Collar Offending. An initial concern with utilizing 

college samples for criminological research is that they have low rates of involvement 

in criminal and deviant acts, particularly serious acts. Table 3.7 indicates respondents' 

involvement in the white-collar and non-white-coUar acts. 



Table 3.7 
White-collar and Mbn-White-Collar Activities: Prevalence 
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Item Percent of Respondents who 
have ever partcipated* 

Non-White^CoUar Activities: 
1. Driven a car when you had been drinking 68.3 
2. Stolen things worth $2 or less 63.0 
3. Purposely damaged or destroyed public properQr 32.9 
4. Repeatedly cut class 69.2 
5. Beaten up someone other than a sibling 29.0 
6. Stolen things worth between $2 and $50 37.2 
7. Driven a car without the owner's permission 24.7 
8. Stolen things worth $50 or more 18.1 
9. Used force to get something from another 27.3 
10. Been picked up by the police 28.3 

* Sample sizes for the non-white-collar items range from 1,021 to 1,034 

White-collar Activities: 
11. Lied on a job application form 
12. Taken items belonging to your employer 
13. Lied to an employer about a job-relat^ matter 
14. Exaggerated the number of hours worked on a timesheet 
15. Knowingly failed to file a tax return 
16. Knowingly failed to declare income on a tax return 

* Sample sizes for the white-collar items range from 1,007 to 1,015 

Although substantial involvement in misconduct among individuals in this sample is 

reserved for relatively minor forms of misconduct, such as stealing small dollar value 

items, and skipping classes, a substantial number of respondents in this sample reported 

involvement in more serious offenses. Almost one-fifth of the sample reported that they 

30.9 
53.6 
38.6 
36.9 
15.8 
23.0 
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have pieviously used force to obtain something from another; more than one-fourth of 

the sample has stolen items worth $50 or more, and two-thirds of the sample have 

previously driven while under the influence of alcohol. In the workplace, more than one-

third of the sample admitted to knowingly reporting more hours on a timesheet that they 

had actually worked, and almost one-fourth of the sample admitted to prior tax evasion. 

That substantial proportions of undergraduate students in the sample report having 

engaged in the various types of misconduct considered above at least one time is, 

perhaps, unremarkable. Persistence in such conduct - conduct which is largely 

inconsistent with the goals to which most college students aspire - was therefore not 

predicted. Table 3.8 indicates the incidence, rather than prevalence, of respondents' 

reported involvement in these activities. 
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Whhe-CoUar and Non-White-Collar Activities: biddence 
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Item* Never Once or Several Very n 
Twice Times Often 

Non-White-CoUar Activities: 
Driven a car when you had been 

drinking 31.7 35.4 19.3 13.5 1,024 
Stolen things worth $2 or less 37.0 43.8 13.5 5.7 1,022 
Purposely damaged or destroyed 

public property 67.1 25.5 4.9 2.4 1,034 
Repeatedly cut class 30.8 37.2 20.6 11.4 1,028 
Beaten up someone other than a 

sibling 71.0 22.6 4.5 1.9 1,031 
Stolen things worth between $2 

and $50 62.8 30.0 5.3 1.8 1,033 
Driven a car without the owner's 

permission 75.3 21.8 2.0 0.9 1,033 
Stolen things worth $50 or more 81.9 14.3 2.4 1.4 1,032 
Used force to get something from 

another 72.7 23.4 2.5 1.4 1,034 
Been picked up by the police 71.7 25.0 2.7 0.6 1,027 

White-collar Activities: 
Lied on a job application form 69.1 27.0 2.4 1.5 1,013 
Taken items belonging to your 

employer 46.4 43.1 7.7 2.9 1,015 
Lied to an employer about a 

job-related matter 61.4 33.5 3.5 1.7 1,013 
Exaggerated the number of hours 

worked on a timesheet 63.1 27.6 6.5 2.9 1,015 
Knowingly failed to file a tax 

return 84.2 13.8 1.2 0.8 1,007 
Knowingly failed to declare income 

on a tax return 77.0 18.2 3.1 1.7 1,014 

See Table 3.7 for sample sizes. 



The correlations between the whitt-coUar and non-white-collar items are reported in 

Tables 3.9 through 3.11 below. 

Table 3.9 
Correlatioiis among the Noii-White-Conar Items* 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
01. DUX .30 .26 .31 .21 .24 .16 .13 .11 .27 
02. Theft (< $2) .36 .31 .25 .57 .24 .31 .24 .27 
03. Vandalism .26 .43 .43 .35 .38 .36 .40 
04. Cut Class .18 .24 .19 .13 .17 .15 
05. Battery .31 .25 .30 .39 .30 
06. Theft ($2-50) .33 .60 .30 .34 
07. Auto Theft .40 .29 .37 
08. Theft (>$50) .35 .39 
09. Robbery .33 
10. Arrest 

* Sample sizes range from 1,015 to 1,034; all correlations are significant at p < .001 

Table 3.10 
Correlatioiis among the White-collar Items* 

12 13 14 15 16 
11. Lied on a job application form .32 .47 .35 .32 .27 
12. Taken items belonging to employer .45 .38 .14 .17 
13. Lied to employer about job matter .42 .31 .28 
14. Exaggerated hours on a timesheet .30 .18 
15. Failed to file a tax return .45 
16. Tax evasion 

* Sample sizes range from 1,002 to 1,014; all correlations are significant at p<.001. 



83 

Table 3.11 
Correladons Between the White-Collar and the Non-White*Collar Items' 

U 12 13 14 15 16 
01. DUI .17 .21 .20 .18 .04' .14 
02. Theft (< $2) .20 .39 .30 .24 .03' .11 
03. Vandalism .26 .18 .30 .18 .18 .25 
04. Cut Class .16 .18 .22 .16 .01' .08^ 
05. Battery .20 .20 .22 .16 .15 .16 
06. Theft ($2-50) .26 .36 .34 .29 .14 .17 
07. Auto Theft .32 .11 .28 .23 .26 .21 
08. Theft (>$50) .29 .25 .29 .26 .28 .24 
09. Robbery .26 .21 .30 .24 .23 .21 
10. Arrest .30 .19 .23 .20 .25 .25 

' Not significant. 
^ Significant at p < .01 
* Sample sizes range from 1,015 to 1,034; all correlations are significant at p<.001, 
except as noted. 

As indicated in Tables 3.9 through 3.11 above, all of the offending items correlate 

significantly with each other, with the exception of one of the tax items Gcnowingly failed 

to file a tax return). The depressed correlations for this item is due to lack of variation 

in the responses to this item relative to the other white-collar items. As indicated in 

Table 3.8, only 15.8% of the respondents in this sample have ever knowingly failed to 

file a tax return, whereas between 23 and 53 percent of the respondents report having 

ever engaged in the other white-collar offenses. It is clear from these data that offending 

in the worlq)lace relates to offending in other contexts. Indeed, if lying on a job 

application form correlates with taking a car without the owner's permission (.32) and 

being picked up by the police (.30), it is plausible to assert the that these seemingly 
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different behaviors stem from common causes. 

3.3 Attitudinal Measures of Sdf-Control. Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that due to 

their high self-control prerequisites, individuals in white-collar positions should generally 

possess higher levels of self-control than is likely to exist in the population in general. 

Low self-control has implications for the likelihood of criminal acts, and 
it also has implications for selection into the occupational structure. 
Ordinary occupations require people to be in a particular place at a 
particular time. They also require educational persistence, willingness and 
abiliQr to defer to the interests of others, and attention to conventional 
appearance. These occupational requirements tend to be inconsistent with 
the traits comprising criminality. White-collar occupations therefore tend 
to demand ch^cteristics inconsistent widi high levels of criminality. In 
other words, selection processes inherent in the high end of the 
occupational structure tend to recruit people with relatively low propensiQr 
to crime. (Gott&edson & Hirschi, 1990, p. 191). 

By extension, this argument should apply to college students. That they forego 

immediate gratification in favor of long-term rewards, and that universiQr selection 

processes, at least in part, admit smdents based on prior evidence of diligence and 

perseverence, suggest that universiQr students should be a relatively high self-control 

group of individuals in society. It is not suggested, of course, that college students are 

uniformly high on measures of self-control. In fact, there will exist individual 

differences in self-control in every sub-group in socie^ (Gottfiredson and Hirschi, 1990, 

at 19S-6). Among Tucon Youth Project respondents - arguably a group possessed of 

high self-control - there are those who reported holding views characteristic of low self-

control. Depicted in Table 3.12 is a subset of the 66 high and low self-control items. 
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and the percent of the sample that reported a low self-control opinion on those items. 

For all attitudinal items, respondents indicated, on a 5-point Litert scale, the extent to 

which they agreed or disagreed with the item. For the high self-control items, strong 

disagreement indicates low self-control, and for the low self-control items, strong 

agreement indicates low self-control. Included in Table 3.7 are various high and low 

self-control items for which a substantial portion of the sample indicated holding low 

self-control attimdes. 
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Table 3.12 
Attitudinai Measure of Self-Control: 

Low Self-Control items* Percent of Respondents 
Strongly Agreeing with the Item** 

I can carry a grudge for a long time 12.7 
There are people I really hate 13.3 
I seldom pass up the chance to have fim 10.6 
I would rather have 10 really good years and die young 

than be watching TV in a rocking chair when I'm 70 10.1 
Casual sex is exciting 9.2 
I don't understand how some people can sit and read for hours 8.4 
Sometimes I take risks just for the fim of it 7.3 
My lies work best when they're partly true 7.0 
Telling a good lie is a real challenge 7.0 
A person should live for today and let tomorrow take care of itself 5.5 
Some people think I am hot-headed 5.4 
Fools and suckers deserve what they get 4.7 
Basically, everyone is a criminal 3.8 

High Self-Control items* Percent of Respondents 
Strongly Disagreeing with the Item** 

Lawbreakers are almost always caught and punished 18.9 
The police try to give everyone an even break 17.7 
If I don't do everything by the book I feel guilty 11.5 
I am really just an ordinary person 11.4 
Most people can be trusted 10.4 
Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me 6.2 
Cheating and lying are always wrong, no matter what 5.0 
I have a lot of respect for the police 4.9 
I am naturally monogamous 4.5 
One night stands are not for me 4.2 

* Items are worded "Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the 
following statements." Responses were indicated on a five-point Likert scale. 
** Sample sizes for these items range from 1,026 to 1,037. 
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3.4 Behavioral Measures of Self-Control. In addition to the attitudinai measures of 

self-control, behavioral measures were included for two reasons. First, they were 

included to test the versatiliQr hypothesis - that those predisposed to engage in low self-

control behavior will do so in various ways. Second, to the extent the versatiliQr 

hypothesis is supported, these behavioral measures should be robust predictors of 

criminal conduct. These behavioral measures have the further advantage of avoiding the 

criticism that criminal behaviors are being used to predict criminal behaviors, since these 

items pertain to noncriminal conduct^. Respondents reported their involvement in 

accidents, misconduct directed towards parents, academic misconduct, victimization, and 

drug use. Table 3.13 indicates the prevalence of respondents' involvement in these 

activities. 

^Exceptions include the two items regarding the use of illicit drugs, the forgery item, and the unauthorized use of 
a parent's credit card. These items were removed in subsequent analyses. 



Table 3.13 
Behavioral Indicators of Low Seif-Control: Prevalence 
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Item Percent of Respondents who 
have ever partcipated 

Accidents: 
Been in a car, truck, or motorcycle accident 71.7 
Been hurt on a bike, skateboard, or rollerblades 63.4 
Been to an emergency room as a result of an accident 45.8 
Broken a bone 38.1 

Misconduct towards parents: 
Signed a parent's signature on a report card 29.5 
Lied to parents about grades 43.4 
Used a parent's credit card without permission 16.0 

Academic Misconduct: 
Copied answers from another smdent during an exam 79.5 
Copied published material without citing it 62.6 
Used illness or a death in the family to avoid a deadline 34.8 
Handed in as your own work completed by someone else 27.1 
Purchased a term paper 10.7 
Used notes or cheat-sheets during a closed-book exam 47.2 
Written a paper for another student 55.4 
Smdied from another student's copy of an exam before taking a make-up 40.4 
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Table 3.13, cont'd. 
Behayioral Indicators of Low Self-Control: Prevalence 

Item Percent of Respondents who 
have ever partcipated 

Victimization: 
Had something taken from you by force 8.5 
Had someone beat or attack you, other than for self-defense 9.6 
Had someone threaten to beat or attack you 20.2 
Had something stolen from your vehicle 24.0 
Had something stolen from your residence 25.2 
Had your automobile stolen 6.7 
Had your bike stolen 15.2 
Been sexually assaulted in any way 8.5 
Been hit by a partner in a relationship 21.1 

Drug Use: 
Alcohol 89.6 
Cigarettes 36.1 
Marijuana 35.0 
Other Drugs 16.3 

As with the white-collar and non-white-collar offending items, involvement in these 

noncriminal behaviors is arguably not as unexpected as persistence in them would be. 

Table 3.14 indicates the incidence of respondents' involvement in the noncriminal 

behaviors. 



Table 3.14 
Behavioral Indicators of Low Self-Control: Incidence 
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Item* Never Once or Several Very a 
Twice Times Often 

Accidents: 
Been in a car, truck, or motorcycle 

accident 28.3 60.5 9.3 1.9 1,030 
Been hurt on a bike, skateboard, or 

rollerblades 36.6 45.9 12.9 4.5 1,021 
Been to an emergency room as a 

result of an accident 54.2 38.0 5.6 2.1 1,031 
Broken a bone 61.9 31.4 4.5 2.2 1,033 

Misconduct towards parents: 
Signed a parent's signature on a 

report card 70.5 24.0 4.0 1.5 1,030 
Lied to parents about grades 56.6 35.2 6.2 2.0 1,030 
Used a parent's credit card 

without permission 84.0 12.2 2.0 1.8 1,031 

Academic Misconduct: 
Copied answers from another smdent 

during an exam 20.5 49.4 22.4 7.8 1,031 
Copied published material without 

citing it 37.4 45.9 12.3 4.4 1,031 
Used illness or a death in the 

family to avoid a deadline 65.2 27.6 5.4 1.7 1,032 
Handed in as your own work 

completed by someone else 72.9 22.7 3.1 1.4 1,035 
Purch^d a term paper 89.3 8.2 1.5 1.1 1,033 
Used notes or cheat-sheets during a 

closed-book exam 52.8 35.4 9.0 2.9 1,035 
Written a paper for another smdent 44.6 39.5 12.5 3.5 1,034 
Studied from another student's copy 

of an exam before taking a make-up 59.6 32.8 4.7 2.9 1,032 
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Table 3.14, cont'd. 
Behavioral bidicators of Low Self-Control: Incidence 

Item* Never Once or Several Very n 
Twice Times Often 

Victimization:** 
Had something taken from you by 

force 91.5 7.4 0.7 0.4 1,028 
Had someone beat or attack you. 

other than for self-defense 90.4 7.8 1.1 0.8 1,028 
Had someone threaten to beat or 

attack you 79.8 17.0 2.4 0.8 1,035 
Had something stolen from your 

vetiicie 76.0 20.7 2.7 0.7 1,036 
Had something stolen firom your 

residence 74.5 22.2 2.3 0.6 1,035 
Had your automobile stolen 93.0 5.1 1.0 0.6 1,035 
Had your bike stolen 84.8 13.4 1.5 0.4 1,033 
Been sexually assaulted in any way 91.5 7.0 1.1 0.5 1,032 
Been hit by a partner in a 

relationsWp*** 78.9 18.0 1.8 1.3 1,031 

Drug Use: 

Item**** Daily Weekly Monthly Special Never a 
Occasions 

Alcohol 6.5 45.6 14.7 22.8 10.7 1,034 
Cigarettes 15.3 6.6 3.5 10.8 63.9 1,035 
Marijuana 8.2 5.7 4.3 16.8 65.0 1,035 
Other Drugs 4.9 0.9 2.2 8.3 83.7 1,034 

* Items are worded "Have you ever..." 
** Victimization items are worded "In the past year, how often have you..." 
*** Item is worded "Have you ever..." 
**** Drug Use items are worded "How often do you use..." 



3.5 Crime and Demographics. In chi-square tests of independence for gender with 

each of the sixteen offending items, there were significant gender differences for each 

item, with a disproportionately large proportion of male respondents reporting 

involvement. Table 3.15 indicates the differences by gender in reported prevalence of 

criminal activities for this sample. 

Table 3.15 
Prevalence of White-CoUar and Noa-White-Collar Activities, by Gender 

% of Respondents who have ever participated 
Males Females M-F 

Non-White-CoUar Activities:' 
Driven a car when you had been drinking 72.5 63.6 8.9 
Stolen things worth $2 or less 69.7 55.6 14.1 
Purposely damaged or destroyed public properQr 49.3 14.1 35.2 
Repeatedly cut class*" 70.8 67.3 3.5 
Beaten up someone other than a sibling 43.3 13.1 30.2 
Stolen things worth between $2 and $50 47.6 25.4 22.2 
Driven a car without the owner's permission 29.6 19.3 10.3 
Stolen things worth $50 or more 26.0 9.1 16.9 
Used force to get something from another 36.6 16.6 20.0 
Been picked up by the police 37.4 18.2 19.2 

* Sample sizes for the non-white-coUar items range from 1,019 to 1,030 

White-collar Activities:** 
Lied on a job application form 36.3 24.6 11.7 
Taken items belonging to your employer 58.7 47.7 11.0 
Lied to an employer about a job-related matter 46.4 29.8 16.6 
Exaggerated the number of hours worked on a timesheet 39.8 33.6 6.2 
Knowingly failed to file a tax return 19.5 11.8 7.7 
Knowingly failed to declare income on a tax return 30.4 14.9 15.5 

*' Sample sizes for the white-collar items range from 1,004 to 1,011 
*** Difference is not significant 
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For all offending items, males reported greater involvement than females. For the non-

white-coUar items, the percentage differentials varied from less then 10 percent for 

driving while under the influence, and for skipping classes, to over 30 percent for 

purposely damaging or destroying public property, and beating up someone other than 

a sibling. Relative to the non-white-collar items, the gender differences are smaller for 

the white-collar items, ranging from less than 10 percent for the exaggerating on a 

timesheet, and failing to file a tax return items, to only 17 percent for lying to an 

employer about a job-related matter. The average gender difference in involvement 

across all of the non-white-collar items is approximately 18%, compared to only 11.5% 

across all of the white-collar items. 

Unlike gender, there are no effects for race, age, and class standing on involvement in 

these acts, with the exception of driving while under the influence. The insignificant 

effects of these demographic variables is likely due to the lack of variabiliQr in them. 

As indicated m Table 3.1, approximately two-thirds of the sample is 21 years of age or 

older, almost 85 percent are juniors or seniors, and almost three-fourths are white. 

Given that the legal drinking age is 21, and that age and class standing are highly 

correlated (.79, p<.001), it is not surprising that their relationship with driving while 

under the influence is as illustrated in Table 3.16. 
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Table 3.16 
Driving While Under the Mluence, by Age, Class Standing, and Race 

Race % Age % Class % 

White 70.9 17 or younger 45.5 Freshman 56.3 

Hispanic 74.3 18 56.9 Sophomore 69.4 

Black 55.9 19 61.3 Junior 64.6 

Asian 36.8 20 61.5 Senior 71.5 

Native Amer. 72.7 21 or older 71.9 

With a few exceptions, respondents' GPA was not related to reported criminal activity. 

Respondents whose GPA is 3.00 or higher were somewhat less likely than respondents 

with lower GPA's to report having ever engaged in both types of activity, but the 

differences were only significant for the items in Table 3.17. 

Table 3.17 
Prevalence of White-CoUar and Non-White-Collar Activities, by High and Low GPA 

Prevalence of Prevalence of 
Respondents with Respondents with 
GPA > 3.00 GPA < 3.00 

Lied on a job application form 28.2 34.3' 
Lied to an employer about a job-related matter 35.2 42.8' 
Driven when you bad been drinking 64.3 73.5^ 
Repeatedly cut classes 60.9 80.1^ 

* Figures are percentages; sample sizes range from 1,009 to 1,024 
' Significant at p < .OS 
^ Significant at p< .01 
^ Significant at p< .001 
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Given the strong negative relationship between CPA and cutting classes, the academic 

misconduct items were analyzed by CPA. As indicated in Table 3.18, the relationship 

of GPA to the academic items mirrors that of GPA to the offending items. Respondents 

with GPA's of 3.00 or higher were less likely to report having ever been involved in the 

various fonns of academic misconduct, but the differences were only significant for four 

of the eight academic items. 

Table 3.18 
Prevalence of Academic Misconduct, by High and Low GPA 

Prevalence of Prevalence of 
Respondents with Respondents with 
GPA > 3.00 GPA < 3.00 

Copied answers from another on an exam 74.0 86.7^ 
Copied published material without citing it 59.4 67.0^ 
Handed in as your own work done by another 23.7 31.5^ 
Written/given a paper for/to another to hand in 52.5 59.3' 

* Figures are percentages; sample sizes range from 1,027 to 1,031 
' Significant at p < .05 
^ Significant at p< .01 
' Significant at p< .001 

Among the family items, the only variables that are significandy related to offending are 

father's level of education, father's occupation, and family income when the respondent 

was in high school. As indicated in Table 3.19, these three items are, not surprisingly, 

highly correlated. 



Table 3.19 
Correlations among three Family Items* 
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Father's Family 
Occup. Income 

Father's Education .4273 .5121 
Father's Occupation .4925 
Family Income 

* Sample sizes range from 1,009 to 1,026; all correlations are significant at p<.001. 

These items are only related to one of the white-collar items and three of the non-white-

collar items. What is unexpected about the relationships, however, is that they reverse 

direction for the white-collar item. For the three non-white-collar items - driving while 

under the influence, damaging or destroying public property, and being picked up by the 

police - the higher respondents' reported socioeoconomic status (as indicated by father's 

education, occupation, and family income), the more likely their involvement in non-

white-collar activities. On the contrary, the lower respondents' reported socioeconomic 

stams, the more likely their involvement in theft of items belonging to their employer. 

This relationship was not significant for any of the other theft items. Moreover, 

respondents' reported individual income for the current academic year was significantly, 

and surprising positively, related to driving while under the influence, theft over $50, 

and being picked up by the police, and was unrelated to any of the white-collar items. 

3.6 Summary. The concern with using a college sample to study deviance - that such 

respondents would not report engaging in criminal and deviant acts in sufficient numbers 
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to facilitate analysis - appears not to threaten analysis in this study. It is evident in Table 

3.13 that there is adequate variation in offending for present purposes. In a related 

argument, there also appears to be sufficient noncriminal indicators of low self-control, 

as indicated by subjects' responses to the attitudinal items in Table 3.7 and the behavioral 

items in Table 3.14. The data also support the versatility proposition - that individuals 

inclined to engage in low self-control behavior will do so in various forms. Although 

significant correlations between the offending items are not surprising in light of the large 

sample size, the correlations between the offending items reported in Tables 3.9 through 

3.11 are notable by criminological standards. This preliminary investigation of the data 

indicates that there is sufficient variation in both the offending items and the self-control 

items to examine the relationship between self-control and offending. Before analyzing 

this relationship, however, reliable and valid measures of self-control must be created. 
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CHAPTER4 

MEASURES OF SELF-CONTROL 

4.1 Attitudinal Measures. Much of the self-control research conducted to date 

incorporates attitudinal measures of self-control. Presumably, the assumptions implicit 

in this approach to the measurement of self-control are that attitudes are valid indicators 

of self-control in and of themselves, and that attitudes are sufficiently removed from 

offending to avoid criticisms of tautology. Consistent with this line of self-control 

research, an attitudinal scale of self-control was created from 66 items designed to 

capture various facets of self-control atdmdes. These 66 items included 22 high self-

control items and 44 low self-control items. The respondents indicated the extent of their 

agreement with each item on a Likert scale ranging from l^Strongly Agree to 

5 =Strongly Disagree. A preliminary analysis of the relationship between the self-control 

attitude items and the offending items was performed by recoding the attitudinal items 

such that a response of 1 indicated a low self-control response, regardless of whether the 

item was positively or negatively worded. The 44 low self-control items were reverse-

coded, so that l=Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree, so that for all attitudinal 

items, 1 represented the high self-control response, and S represented the low self-control 

response. The recoded responses were then summed over all 66 items to obtain a total 

attitudinal self-control score, for which a high value indicates low self-control, and a low 

value indicates high self-control. Although confusing, recoding the attitudinal items in 
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this diiectioii peimits attitudinal self-control to correlate positively with offending. That 

is, a high attitudinal self-control score (depicting low self-control) is hypothesized to 

positively correlate with offending activiQr. The range of possible scores of 66 items, 

each with a response scale of 1 through S, is 66 to 330. The mean score is 167.03, the 

standard deviation is 22.19, and skewness is +.569, indicating that most respondents 

clustered around relatively low scores (ie., high self-control), with some unusually high 

scores stretching out the high end of the distribution. While there are no significant 

differences in mean attitudinal self-control score across race, there is a gender effect; 

male respondents have significantly lower self-control than female respondents. The 

mean score is 159.5 for the female respondents, and 173.6 for the male respondents 

(p<.001). Attitudinal self-control scores also significantly decrease (ie., self-control 

increases) with respondents' GPA, as indicated in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 
Mean Attitudinal Self-Control Scores by levels of GPA 

GPA Mean Attitudinal Self-Control Score 

3.50 or higher 161.9 
3.00 - 3.49 165.3 
2.50 - 2.99 169.8 
2.00 - 2.49 172.9 
Less than 2.00 182.5 

The correlations of the attitudinal self-control scale with the offending items are given 
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in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 
Correlations between Self-Control Attitudes and the Wliite-Collar/Non>Wliite-Col]ar 
Items. 

* Sample sizes range from 1,007 to 1,034; all correlations are significant at p< .001. 

Holding low self-control attitudes is associated with both forms of illegal conduct, and 

with the exception of the tax items, the strength of this association is comparable across 

both Q^s of criminal activity investigated. 

4.1.1 Creating an Attitudinal Self-Control Scale. In order to test a model of offending, 

an attitudinal scale of self-control was created utilizing a subset of the original 66 

Correlation with 
Self-Control Attitode 

01. Driving when you had been drinking 
02. Theft (<$2) 

.31 

.34 

.38 

.31 

.31 

.34 

.24 

.27 

.30 

.32 

.31 

.25 

.32 

.29 
.16 
.17 

03. Vandalism 
04. Cut Class 
05. Battery 
06. Theft ($2-50) 
07. Auto Theft 
08. Theft (>$50) 
09. Robbery 
10. Arrest 
11. Lied on a job application form 
12. Taken items belonging to employer 
13. Lied to employer about job matter 
14. Exaggerated hours on a timesheet 
15. Failed to file a tax return 
16. Tax evasion 
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attitudinal items. Some of the original items appeared to incorporate elements of social 

control. Since the causal relationship between social and self-control is beyond the scope 

of the present analysis, the 14 social control items were removed. These included three 

items pertaining to respondents' relationship with their mothers, five items pertaining to 

respondents' views of authoriQr and conformity, and six items pertaining to commitment 

to school and planning/preparing for the future. When a reliability analysis was 

performed on the remaining 52 items, 8 more items were deleted because of their low 

correlation with the total scale. Seven of these items pertained to respondents' self-

esteem and pride, and one final item - Telling a good lie is a real challenge - was 

removed because it did not correlate with any of the other honesty items, or with the 

overall scale. Table 4.3 lists the excluded items. 



Table 4.3 
Items Excluded from the Attitudiiial Self-Control Scale 
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Relationship with Mother 
I would like to be the kind of person my mother is. 
I share my thoughts and feelings with my mother. 
My mother seems to understand me. 

Authority and Conformî  
I think young people should respect tradition more than they do nowadays 
People who break the law are ahnost always caught and punished 
I have lots of respect for the police 
Most people can be trusted 
The police try to give everyone an even break 

Commitment to School and Planning for the Future 
I like school 
I plan to graduate from college 
I try hard in school 
I try to save as much money as I can 
I don't understand how some people can sit and read for hours 
Whatever I do, I try hard 

Self-Esteem and Pride 
1 don't waste time worrying about the bad things I have done 
I am really just an ordinary person 
No one would think of me as a nerd 
I have never done anything I am ashamed of 
I care about what other people think of me 
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 
I am shy and reserved in social settings 

Honesty 
Telling a good lie is a real challenge 

The result of excluding these items is a 44-item attitudinal self-control scale. Table 4.4 

provides the results of a reliability analysis performed on the scale. Item-total 
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correlations, and the overall scale alpha are included. 

Table 4.4 
Item-Total Correiatioiis and Alpha of the Attitudiiial Self-Control Scale 

I am usually pret^ cautious. .27 
I try to get the things I want even when I imow it's causing problems for other people. .40 
[ have had sex with more than one partner in the same week. .32 
I can carry a grudge for a long time. .26 
If people are victims of crime, it's nobody's &ult but their own. .22 
It's okay to take somediing &om big business because they won't miss it anyway. .39 
I often do what brings me pleasure here and now, even at the cost of some future goal. .46 
I see no need for hard work. .36 
It's okay to get around the law if you can get away with it. .55 
My motto is, "Do unto others before they do unto you.' .36 
Only fools tell the truth all the time. .43 
Some people think I am hot-headed. .26 
Sometimes I take a risk just for the fun of it. .42 
What is going to happen to me will happen, no matter what I do. .30 
Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me. .29 
I am namrally monogamous. .39 
I tell good stories, even if they aren't always the whole truth. .38 
It's okay to steal something that's covered by insurance. .48 
I seldom pass up an opportuni^ to have a good time. .34 
My social life is extremely important to me. .22 
Sky diving would be fun. .23 
There are lots of things my conscience won't let me do. .32 
There is something especially exciting about casual sex. .54 
There is no sense lool^g ahead because no one knows what the future will be like. .28 
To get ahead, you have to do some things diat are not right. .57 
When I get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. .42 
A person should live for today and let tomorrow take care of itself. .26 
Cheating and lying are always wrong, no matter what the situation. .25 
Fools and sucters deserve what they get. .31 
I lose my temper really easily. .31 
I like to test myself by doing risl^ things. .50 
I do not have much to be proud of. .21 
If I don't do everything by the book, I feel guil^. .24 
It is easy to trick people out of their money. .32 
I'd rather have 10 really good years and die young than be watching TV in a 

rocking chair when I'm 70. .26 
I'd rather have great looks than exceptional intelligence. .33 
1 don't devote much thought and effort to preparing for the future. .32 
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Table 4.4, cont'd. 
Item-Total Correlations and Alpha of the Attitudinai Sdf-Control Scale 

Item Item-Total Correlation 

It hurts me to see people suffer. 
Most things that people call delinquency don't really hurt anyone. 
My lies work best when they contain some truth. 
There are people I really hate. 
Rules were made to be broken. 
When it comes right down to it, everyone is a criminal 
"One night stands" are not for me. 

.28 

.40 

.35 

.36 

.53 

.43 

.52 

Cronbach's Alpha = .8777; sample size is 991; 44 items in scale 

In order to assess the unidimensionality of self-control attitudes, the items were factor 

analyzed. According to the Kaiser-Guttman rule, the number of meaningful factors is 

determined by the number of eigenvalues greater than 1. This method of assessing 

unidimensionality, however, is likely to overstate the number of meaningful factors when 

as many as 44 items are factor analyzed. As such, another common method of 

determining the number of meaningful factors was utilized. Examining the factor scree 

plot, the number of eigenvalues preceding the point at which the decline in eigenvalues 

becomes more gradual represents the number of meaningful factors. Principal 

Components Analysis with oblique rotation' was performed. Table 4.S includes the 

results of this factor analysis, which yielded 12 factors with eigenvalues 1.0 or greater. 

The scree plot of the eigenvalues in Table 4.S is illustrated in Figure 4.1. 

^Oblique rotation was chosen over orthogonal rotation because die argument that latent variables underlying self-
control are correlated is more plausible than the argument that they are uncorrected. 
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Table 4.5 
Principal Components (Oblique 
rotation) of the Attitudinal 
Self-Control Scale 

Factor Eigenvalue 

1 7.6348 
2 2.3634 
3 1.9956 
4 1.8088 
5 1.6237 
6 1.4447 
7 1.3124 
8 1.1739 
9 1.1320 
10 1.1229 
11 1.0820 
12 1.0003 

FACTOR SCREE PLOT 
Attitudnai Self-Control Scale 

Factor NumlMr 

Figure 4.1 
Factor Scree Plot of the Attitudinal Self-
Control Scale 

It is evident from the list of eigenvalues and from the scree plot that the most substantial 

decline in eigenvalues is between the Hrst and second factors. From the first to the 

second eigenvalue, there is a 70 percent decline, whereas there is only a 16 percent 

decline from the second to the third eigenvalue. This analysis supports the argument that 

the attitudinal self-control scale, as operationalized, is measuring an essentially 

unidimensional construct. 

4.2 Behavioral Measures. Behavioral indicators of self-control were incorporated into 

the TYP instrument. Included are items pertaining to accidents, victimization, 

misconduct towards parents, academic misconduct, and drug and alcohol use. With the 
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exception of the drug items, low values in the raw data represent no involvement in the 

conduct, and high values represent substantial involvement. The drug use items were 

reverse coded so that a value of 1 represents never consuming the drug, and 5 represents 

daily consumption. The range of possible scores of 28 items, each with a response scale 

of 1 through 4, is 28 to 112. The mean score is 42.3, the standard deviation is 8.54, and 

skewness is 1.309, indicating that most respondents clustered around relatively low 

involvement in these behaviors, with some unusually high scores stretching out the high 

end of the distribution. There is a statistically significant (at p< .001) difference in the 

mean behavioral self-control score across gender. The mean score for the female 

respondents is 40.2, and 44.1 for the male respondents. There is likewise a statistically 

significant (at p < .05) race effect, but the differences are not large, and range from a low 

mean of 39.5 among the native american respondents to a high mean of 42.8 among the 

white respondents. As with scores on the attitudinal scale, there is clearly a relationship 

between GPA and reported low self-control behaviors, as indicated in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 
Mean Behavioral Self-Control Scores by levels of GPA 

GPA Mean Behavioral Self-Control Score 

3.50 or higher 39.3 
3.00 - 3.49 42.2 
2.50 - 2.99 43.2 
2.00 - 2.49 44.7 
Less than 2.00 54.0 
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The distribution of the behavioral self-control scale mirrors that of the attitudinal self-

control scale. Since most respondents hold high self-control attitudes and engage in 

relatively few low self-control behaviors, with notable exceptions in each distribution, 

both scales are positively skewed. Not surprisingly, the positive correlation between the 

scales is highly significant (.48, p< .001). 

The correlations between the items in the behavioral self-control scale and the offending 

items are provided in Tables 4.7 and 4.8. 



Table 4.7 
Correlations between Behavioral Items and the Nbn-White-Collar Items.* 

01 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
Accidents 
Been in a vehicular accident .19 M .12 .15 .13 .12 .11 .19 
Been hurt on bike/skate/rollerblades .13 .19 .24 .15 .23 .12 .16 .08 .19 .19 
Been to emerg. room for accident .12 .13 .20 .24 .12 .17 .20 .22 J5 
Broken one of your bones .12 M .16 .12 .23 .11 .11 .16 .15 .23 
Victimization 
Had something stolen by force .07 .11 .12 .13 .18 .21 .28 02 
Had someone beat you .11 .17 .26 JO .30 .24 .19 .26 .31 jn 
Had someone threaten to beat you .13 .21 .26 M .28 .18 .15 .17 .21 JO 
Had something stolen from veUcle .19 .13 .17 .06 .19 .15 .11 .19 .16 32 
Had something stolen from residence .13 .16 .21 .08 .13 M .14 .14 .16 .16 
Had your automobile stolen .09 .10 M .15 .11 .19 
Had your bicycle stolen .11 .10 .14 .07 .06 .11 .11 .17 .10 .12 
Been sexually assaulted in any way M .11 .12 .06 .10 .14 .16 21 
Been hit by a partner in relationship .06 M .15 .18 .16 .22 .21 .18 2A 
Misconduct towards parents 
Forged parent's signature .10 .16 .22 .16 .18 .19 .27 .27 .25 J9 
Lied to your parents about grades .14 .20 .22 .30 .16 .19 .22 .22 .22 21 
Used credit card without permission .14 M .22 .16 .22 .13 .33 .28 .24 31 
Academic misconduct 
Copied exam answers from another .31 .33 .28 .32 .17 .27 .14 .15 .15 .U 
Plagiarized published material .23 .22 .22 .25 .15 .20 .14 .14 .15 .14 
Lied about illness to avoid deadline .11 .20 .25 .25 .17 .19 .24 .21 .23 23 
Handed in as yours work of another .19 .18 .31 .23 .19 .25 .29 .30 .24 25 
Purchased a term paper .07 .23 .07 .23 .16 .31 .35 .26 JO 
Used cheat sheets during an exam .27 .34 .33 .30 .22 .34 .24 .30 .23 .18 
Written a paper for another student .25 .20 .20 .24 .16 .16 .10 .14 .21 JO 
Studied an exam copy for a make-up .16 .23 .29 .27 .22 .25 .23 .22 .25 JO 
Drug use 
Frequency of alcohol consumption .43 .13 .17 .15 .06 M .08 .08 M 
Frequency of cigarette consumption .22 .13 .12 M M .10 .18 .08 .08 .15 
Frequency of marijuana consumption .20 .13 .15 .10 .11 .13 .15 .15 .07 .19 
Frequency of other drag use .07 M .07 .08 .10 .08 .U 

* Sample sizes range from 993 to 1,033; item numbers per Table 3.3; only correlations 
significant at p < .05 are included; correlations in bold are significant at p < .001; those 
underlined and in italics are significant at p< .01; the rest are significant at p< .05. 
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Table 4.8 
Correlations between Non-Criminal Behavioral Items and the White-CoUar Items* 

11 12 13 M 15 16 
Accidents 
Been in a vehicular accident .16 .08 .07 
Been hurt on a bike/skate/roUerblades .08 .11 .08 .08 .11 
Been to emergency room for accident .12 .14 .15 .06 .16 .18 
Broken one of your bones M .08 .11 .17 
Victiniization 
Had something stolen by force .19 .15 .16 .22 .15 
Had someone beat you .23 .13 .17 .18 .17 .16 
Had someone threaten to beat you .15 M .14 .15 .09 
Had something stolen from vehicle .18 .08 .14 .12 .08 .20 
Had something stolen from residence .17 .10 M M .09 .18 
Had your automobile stolen .12 .07 .12 .20 
Had your bicycle stolen .06 .07 
Been sexually assaulted in any way .07 .07 .14 .10 
Been hit by a partner in a relationship M M JO .16 .13 
Misconduct towards parents 
Forged parent's signature .28 .15 .19 .18 .19 .16 
Lied to your parents about grades .22 .14 .19 .18 .19 .13 
Used credit card without permission .29 .14 .25 .20 .25 .21 
Academic misconduct 
Copied exam answers from another .12 .17 .17 .22 .08 
Plagiarized published material .21 .16 .18 .24 .11 .15 
Lied about illness to avoid deadline .26 M .21 .26 .26 .19 
Handed in as yours work of another .26 .07 .26 .26 .23 .24 
Purchased a term paper .27 M .20 .23 .32 .24 
Used cheat sheets during an exam .17 .20 .23 .30 .11 .20 
Written a paper for another student .14 .14 .19 .20 .13 
Studied an exam copy for a make-up .17 M .19 .21 M .13 
Drug use 
Frequency of alcohol consumption .07 .10 .11 
Frequency of cigarette consumption .20 M .17 .08 
Frequency of marijuana consumption .16 .08 .15 
Frequency of other drug use .13 .07 M .08 

* Sample sizes range from 993 to 1,013; item numbers per Table 3.3; only correlatioiis 
significant at p< .05 are included; correlations in bold are significant at p< .001; those 
underlined and in italics are significant at p<.01; the rest are significant at p<.05. 



110 

It is evident from the foregoing tables that these behavioral indicators of self-control are 

strongly correlated with both types of offending. It is also evident that accidents, 

victimization and drug use are more closely associated with non-white-collar activiQr than 

with white-collar activity, whereas academic misconduct and misconduct towards parents 

are strongly and comparably associated with both types of illegal activiQr. One possible 

explanation for this pattern of association is the distinction between fraudulent and 

forceful behavior. While non-white-coUar crime encompasses both deceptive and violent 

behavior, white-collar offending primarily involves fraudulent behavior only. Accidents, 

victimization, and drug use - all physical behaviors - should be more closely associated 

with non-white-collar than with white-collar behaviors. Academic misconduct and 

misconduct towards parents, given their exclusively fraudulent nature as operationalized 

in the Tucson Youth Survey instrument, ought to be as closely associated with white-

collar as with non-white-collar crime. 

4.2.1 Creating a Behavioral Self-Control Scale. To test models of offending, a 

behavioral self-control scale was created. To avoid the criticism of using a crime scale 

to predict crime, the four criminal items - forgery, credit card fraud, and the two illicit 

drug use items - were removed. The results of a reliability analysis performed on the 

remaining 24 behavioral items are shown in Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.9 
Item-Total Correlations and Alpha of the Behavioral Self-Control Scale 

Item Item-Total Correlation 

Been in a vehicular accident .21 
Been hurt on a bike/slcate/rollerblades .31 
Been to emergency room for accident .30 
Broken one of your bones .26 
Had something stolen by force .33 
Had someone beat you .38 
Had someone threaten to beat you .37 
Had something stolen from vehicle .36 
Had something stolen from residence .33 
Had your automobile stolen .25 
Had your bicycle stolen .24 
Been sexually assaulted in any way .27 
Been hit by a partner in a relationship . 17 
Lied to your parents about grades .30 
Copied exam answers from another .45 
Plagiarized published material .44 
Lied about illness to avoid deadline .44 
Handed in as yours work of another .50 
Purchased a term paper .40 
Used cheat sheets during an exam .50 
Written a paper for another smdent .46 
Studied an exam copy for a make-up .50 
Frequency of alcohol consumption .25 
Frequency of cigarette consumption .27 

Cronbach's Alpha = .7834; sample size is 982; 24 items in scale 

The behavioral self-control items were factor analyzed to determine whether they capture 

a unidimensional underlying construct - low self-control behavior; behavior that yields 

short-term pleasure, but entails long-term negative consequences. Utilizing the same 

approach as with the attitudinal self-control scale, the behavioral items were factor 
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analyzed utilizing principal components analysis with oblique rotation. The results of this 

analysis, including the number of factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, are shown 

in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.2 below. 

Table 4.10 
Principal Components (Oblique 
rotation) of the Behavioral 
Self-Control Scale 

Factor Eigenvalue 

1 4.8526 
2 2.4633 
3 1.5478 
4 1.2891 
5 1.1956 
6 1.0059 

Again, the most significant decline in eigenvalues is between the first and second factors, 

although the change in the rate of decline is not nearly as abrupt for these items as for 

the attitudinal self-control items. Nonetheless, the decline between the first and second 

eigenvalues is approximately 1/2, but is only 1/3 from the second to the third. Thus, 

while the argument that the behavioral self-control scale, as operationalized, is measuring 

a unidimensional underlying construct is somewhat supported by the decline in 

eigenvalues, the factor scree plots suggests that there may be two nontrivial factors. 

FACTOR SCREE PLOT 
Behavioral Self-Controi Scale 

Factor Number 

Figure 4.2 
Factor Scree Plot of the Behavioral Self-
Control Scale 

Further analysis indicates that efforts to characterize these items as representing a one-
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factor or two-factor construct may be futile, since the results are being driven by the 

numer of items entered for each type of activity. With the removal of the forgery, credit 

card fraud and the two illicit drug use items, there remain essentially four types of 

behaviors: accidents (4 items), victimization (9 items), academic misconduct (8 items), 

and use of alcohol and tobacco (2 items)'. Of the six non-trivial factors identified, only 

five were interpretable. These five factors - in order of decreasing eigenvalues - can 

be interpreted as academic misconduct, physical victimization, accidents, legal drug use, 

and property victimization. Reliability analyses on the academic misconduct items and 

the victimization items indicate that the former is a more cohesive set of items than the 

latter. Cronbach's alpha for the academic misconduct scale is .82, and only two of the 

eight items had item-total correlations that were less than .50, whereas Cronbach's alpha 

for the victimization scale is .73, and only two of the nine items had item-total 

correlations that were greater than .50. The factor analysis thus appears to be driven by 

the numer of items entered per behavioral category, and the cohesiveness of those items. 

Viewed in this light, it is clearly erroneous to conclude that these items represent either 

one or two latent concepts. 

4.3 Summary. Two measures of self-control were developed: one consistent with the 

literature, and one in accordance with A General Theory of Crime. Consistent with 

^ith the removal of the forgery and credit card fraud items, only one item pertaining to misconduct towards 
parents remained. 
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Grasmick et. al. (1993) and others who have utilized attitudinal items to operationalize 

self-control, 66 original items were reduced to a 44-item attitudinal scale. The original 

items were drawn from prior research, including the Richmond Youth Survey and 

Grasmick et. al. (1993), so no individual study was perfectly replicated. Since the items 

were chosen in this manner, it is neither surprising nor problematic that what Grasmick 

et. al. (1993) identified as the six components of self-control - impulsivity, risk-seeking, 

self-centered, temper, and preference for simple tasks and physical activities - were not 

identified in this study. Of course, Grasmick and his colleagues identified six 

components of self-control and subsequently created four items for each component. Any 

differences in the resulting factors across the smdies is most likely due to the manner in 

which items were chosen for inclusion in the instruments. Moreover, in this smdy as in 

the Grasmick et. al. study, factor analysis supports the conclusion that the underlying 

concept captured by the items is unidimensional. 

A behavioral self-control scale comprised of noncriminal conduct was developed 

consistent with the argument put forth in A General Theory of Crime. If noncriminal 

conduct, or "analogous behaviors", are indicators of self-control, then it is appropriate 

to incorporate them into a self-control scale. Unlike the items in the attitudinal scale, 

factor analysis of the behavioral items did not support the existence a unidimensional 

construct, but the items included in the latter scale were designed to capture multiple 

behavioral manifestations of low self-control. Moreover, there is nothing in A General 
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Theory of Crime to suggest that a behavioral measure of self-control must be 

unidimensional. What the authors have argued is that low self-control has multiple 

manifestations and that these manifestations share certain characteristics. They need not 

share all characteristics. The items incorporated in the behavioral self-control scale were 

so incorporated because they represent various noncriminal manifestations of low self-

control. Again, the objective was to develop a valid and reliable measure of self-control, 

not a unidimensional one. Setting unidimensionali^ issues aside, Cronbach's Alpha's 

indicate that each scale is internally consistent (.88 for the attitudinal scale; .78 for the 

behavioral scale). These measures of self-control were subsequently tested in models of 

white-collar and non-white-collar offending to determine whether self-control significantly 

predicts white-collar offending, and which is the better self-control scale. 
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CHAPTERS 

TESTING MODELS OF WHITE-COLLAR AND NON-WHITE-COLLAR ACTIYITIES 

In the furtherance of the two primary objectives of this study - to compare atritudinal and 

behavioral measures of self-control, and to test the applicabiliQr of self-control theory to 

white-collar crime - scales of these concepts were created. The data presented in 

Chapters 3 and 4 indicate that involvement in various forms of misconduct correlate with 

each other. Two Qrpes of analysis were performed for the purpose of creating scales. 

First, reliability analysis of the scales was conducted to determine how cohesive the scale 

is, and the extent to which individual items correlate with the scale. Second, the scales 

were factor analyzed to determine if the items capture one or more latent concepts. 

Subsumed in these analyses are efforts to empirically distinguish between white-collar 

and non-white-coUar offending. 

5.1 Distinguishing Between White-CoUar and Non-White-CoUar Crimes. Prior to 

testing models of offending activiQr, analyses were performed on the white-collar and 

non-white-collar items to determine if they capture one underlying offending construct, 

or fimdamentally different types of behavior. The results of a reliabiliQr analysis on all 

offending items together are included in Table 5.1. 



117 

Table 5.1 
Item-Total Correlatioiis and Alpha of the Total Offending Scale.* 

Item Item-Total Correlation 

Driving when you had been drinking .37 
Theft (< $2) -51 
Vandalism .55 
Cut Class .36 
Battery .44 
Theft ($2-50) .60 
Auto Theft .47 
Theft (>$50) .54 
Robbery .46 
Arrest .49 
Lied on a job application form .49 
Taken items belonging to employer .46 
Lied to employer about job matter .56 
Exaggerated hours on a timesheet .44 
Failed to file a tax return .35 
Tax evasion .37 

Cronbach's Alpha = .8374; sample size is 967; 16 items in scale. 
* The two illicit drug use items were removed because of low item-total correlations. 

The 16 items were then analyzed utilizing principal components analysis with oblique 

rotation. Table 5.2 and Figure 5.1 depict the results of this analysis, including the 

number of factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. 
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Table 5.2 
Principal Components (Oblique 
rotation) of the Total Offending 
Scale 

FACTOR SCREE PLOT 
Delinquency/White-Collar Scale 

s 

Factor Eigenvalue 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5.0217 
1.5148 
1.3104 
1.0431 

0 

Fitetor Number 
4 

Figure 5.1 
Factor Scree Plot of the Delinquent and 
White-CoUar Items 

It is evident from both the list of eigenvalues and from a visual analysis of the factor 

scree plot that the most drastic decline in eigenvalues is between the first and second 

factors - a 70 percent decline, as compared with only a 13 percent decline between the 

second and third factors. The foregoing analyses provide initial support for the argument 

that white-collar and delinquent activi^, as presently operationalized, are more similar 

than dissimilar. More comprehensive analyses of the causal structure of these two Qrpes 

of o^ending were performed with multiple regression and LISREL analysis. 

5.2 Multiple Regression. Multiple regression was used as a preliminary test of two 

hypotheses. First, it is hypothesized here that the correlates of white-collar offending do 

not differ from those of offending in general. In particular, it is hypothesized that low 

self-control is a significant predictor of both white-collar and non-white-collar crime. 
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contrary to the popular assumption that while low self-control may predict the latter, it 

is unrelated to the former. Second, assessments of involvement in specific, tangible 

activities are arguably more accurate than assessments of abstract characteristics. As 

such, it is predicted that the behavioral self-control scale (an objective measure of 

conduct) will be a significantly better predictor of all Qrpes of offending - white-collar 

and otherwise - than the attitudinal self-control scale (a subjective measure of opinions) 

will be. It is therefore of interest to test models utilizing each of the self-control scales 

individually, as well as one utilizing both scales. It is also of interest to test models 

explaining white-collar offending only, delinquency only, as well as both outcome scales 

together. These hypotheses were initially addressed in nine multiple regression models. 

To test the first hypothesis above - that low self-control is a significant predictor of both 

white-collar and non-white-collar crime - the dependent variable was operationalized in 

three ways: white-collar crime only (the six white-collar items), non-white-collar crime 

only (the ten non-white-collar crime items), and total offending (all sixteen items). To 

test the second hypothesis - that self-control behaviors are a better predictor of criminal 

conduct than self-control attitudes - the independent variables were likewise 

operationalized in three ways; low self-control attitudes only (the 44 attitudinal items), 

low self-control behaviors only (the 24 noncriminal behavior items), and both scales 

simultaneously. 

Prior to relying on the results of multiple regression, it is important to ensure that none 



120 

of its iinderl3ing assumptions have been violated. For example, it is important to 

determine whether a linear model is appropriate, to ensure that multicoUineariQr is not 

biasing the results, and to ensure that none of the numerous error term assumptions, such 

as homoskedasticity, is violated. Included as Plots 3 through 6 in Appendix 2 are the 

four plots of white-coUar and non-white-collar offending by self-control attitude and 

behaviors. These plots indicate that these relationships are only approximately linear, 

with non-white-collar offending having a slightly more linear relationship with the self-

control scales than white-collar offending. Further, since respondents generally clustered 

around high self-control attimdes, and low involvement on each of the behavioral 

indicators, the data appear somewhat heteroskedastic, with greater variances in the low 

self-control ranges. In this study, however, multiple regression is merely utilized to 

provide a preliminary look at the influence of self-control on offending. The results of 

the nine multiple regression models are summarized in Table 5.3 (see Appendix 3 for the 

nine analysis of variance tables). The results of the regression analysis provide clear 

support for the hypothesis that level of self-control is a significant predictor of offending, 

explaining approximately 10 to 45 percent of the variance in offending. Although self-

control explains only half as much of the variance in white-coUar offending as that of 

non-white-collar offending, the effects are significant. Also supported is the hypothesis 

that noncriminal low self-control behaviors are better predictors of offending (accounting 

for approximately 20 to 40 percent of the variation) than are self-control attitudes (which 

account for approximately 10 to 25 percent of the variation). 
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Table 5.3 
Regression of Offending on Self-Control Attitude and Beiiaviors' 

DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE Low Self-Control 

Attitude 
Noncriminal 

Low Self-Control 
Behaviors 

Both Attitude 
and Behaviors 

Non-White-Collar 
Offending 

R^=.23 
|Sa„=.11 t=-17.8 

R2=.41 
/?Beh = .39 t=27.1 

R2=.45 
0^=-,O5 t=-8.7 
iSBd,=.327 t=20.5 

White-CoUar 
Offending 

R^=.12 
^Att= 05 t=-12.1 

R^=.18 
0ba=.15 t=15.0 

R2=.21 
t=-6.1 

0^=A2 t=10.4 

Total Offending R^=.23 
0^=.l6 t=-17.8 

R2=.40 
i8Bch=-54 t=26.1 

R^=.44 
/JAtt=-.08 t=-9.0 
j3Bdi=-44 t=19.5 

* All regression coefficients are significant at p< .001. 

The amount of variance explained by the attitudinal items is consistent with other studies 

of this nature, such as Grasmick et al., 1993, wherein self-control attitudes accounted for 

20 to 26 percent of the variation in offending. Finally, it appears that the unique 

variance explained by the two measures of self-control is minimal. Notwithstanding the 

significance of each self-control measure when entered independently, when attitudes and 

behaviors were both included in the models, explained variance was only 3 or 4 percent 

greater than when behaviors alone are entered. In light of the strong correlation between 

self-control attitude and behaviors, as indicated in Table S.4 below, it was to be expected 

that the unique variance to be explained by each of the self-control measures would not 

be substantial. See Plot 2 in Appendix 2 for a scatterplot of low self-control attitude with 

low self-control behavior. 
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Table 5.4 
Correlations Between the Offending and the Self-Control Scales' 

Non-White-Collar Low Low 
Offending Self-Control Self-Control 

Attitude Behavior 

White-CoUar 
Offending .51 .35 .42 

Non-White-Collar 
Offending .48 .64 

Low Self-Control 
Attitude -.48 

* All correlations significant at p< .001. 

5.3 LISREL Analysis. To better understand these relationships, the data were entered 

into numerous structural equations models and analyzed with LISREL 7.20. When 

performing a LISREL analysis, the number of latent concepts implied by the model being 

tested are indicated, as are the variables that are hypothesized to load onto them. 

LISREL analysis incorporates a two-stage procedure wherein the indicators are regressed 

on the latent concepts, and then the postulated relationships between the concepts 

themselves ate tested. The first of these steps can be likened to the inverse of a factor 

analysis. Factor analysis determines the extent to which indicators load onto latent 

concepts. The first stage in LISREL determines the extent to which the latent concept 

accounts for variation in each of its indicators. This analysis produces, for each 

indicator, parameter estimates conceptually similar to beta coefficients in regression. 
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These estimates are utilized in the second stage of LISREL to estimate the relationship 

between the concepts. Although akin to two-stage least squares regression, LISREL 

provides the additional advantage of accounting for imperfect measurement. 

"LISREL integrates measurement concerns with structural equation 
modeling by incorporating both latent theoretical concepts and observed 
or measured indicator variables into a single structural equation model.... 
Thus, in LISREL, measurement concerns become integrated with model 
development, estimation, evaluation, and interpretation" (Hayduk, 1987, 
p. 87-88). 

Issues of validly and reliability of the measures are addressed prior to regression. 

Regression analysis itself makes no adjustment for imperfectly measured variables. By 

accoimting for the fact that some variables are measured imperfectly, LISRH. analysis 

yields information not only about model fit, but about the relative contribution of the 

variables entered in light of how well or how poorly diey were measured (ie., in light 

of their error variance). That is, LISREL differentiates - in a way that regression does 

not - between the variables entered as indicators of an underlying concept. LISREL then 

utilizes this information in its assessment of whether the data conform to the model-

implied relationship between these underlying concepts. 

To make this assessment, maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) was utilized. MLE is 

an estimation procedure that maximizes the likelihood that the discrepancies between the 

relationships implied by the model and those observed in the data are simply the result 

of fluctuations in sampling. LISREL provides a measure of fit, testing the null 
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hypothesis that the data fit the model well against the alternative that they do not. A 

well-specified model should yield an insignificant statistic, with a large p-value 

indicating the likelihood that the differences between the model and the data ate due only 

to sampling error. Joreskog (1969), Matsueda and Bielby (1986), and others have 

addressed the usefulness and the limitations of various goodness of fit tests. One 

important limitation on the goodness of fit test is that with large sample sizes, even 

small differences can become statistically significant. Joreskog (1969) suggested that the 

ratio of to degrees of freedom is a more appropriate measure of fit with large sample 

sizes. While subsequent debates arose over the number of times larger than degrees of 

freedom can be until the data are deemed to fit the model poorly, general consensus 

appears to be between two and five times larger (Hayduk, 1987). 

While measures of fit calculated from the present analyses will be reported, a good 

overall model fit is not the primary objective of this study. That is, the models tested 

are not meant to represent full structural equation models of offending, such as those 

tested in Matsueda (1982) and Matsueda and Heimer (1987). Two of the main 

propositions of self-control theory are that child-rearing practices determine one's level 

of self-control, and diat low self-control plus opportuni^ determine the likelihood of 

offending. Of the theory's three central concepts, then - self-control, child-rearing 

practices, and opportunity - child-rearing practices are altogether absent, and opportuniQr 

is not fiilly operationalized. While not central to the focus of this study, opportunity was 
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conceptualized as having a job (for the white-collar items) and being a smdent (for the 

academic items). Specific opportuniQr issues, such as the nature of the job, were not 

investigated. As such, if the present study had been designed as a comprehensive test 

of self-control theory it would have inevitably failed. The focus of the present study, 

however, is not a comprehensive test of the theory. The study was designed to test the 

consequences, not the causes, of self-control. Nor was the smdy designed to be a test 

of a comprehensive model of offending, but rather a test of the ability of self-control to 

predict offending, particularly white-collar offending. In light of the objectives of the 

study, overall model fit is less important than the relative explanatory power of self-

control attimde and behaviors, and their abiliQr to predict white-collar offending 

compared with non-white-collar offending. 

5.4 The Items. The nine models that were tested in regression were retested in 

LISREL with refinement of the list of items that were included. The number of items 

entered into the regression models to represent the attitudinal and behavioral scales were 

44 and 24. Entering such a large number of items into LISREL stmcniral equations 

models is problematic for two reasons. First, there is a substantial amount of error 

variance associated with using a large number of items to represent a small number of 

concepts. The error variance will tend to make the model fit poorly, and may make the 

results uninterpretable. Second, because LISREL calculates parameter estimates by 

permitting items to contribute differentially to concepts, items with the least error 
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variance will figure disproportiooately in the model. This procedure amounts to an 

empirically-driven determination of the relative importance of items, rather than a 

theoretically-driven one. In order to reduce error variance and to ensure that items that 

are theoretically meaningful are not crowded out of the model by less meaningful items 

with less error variance, the number of items representing each concept was reduced 

prior to analysis. 

The 24 behavioral self-control items were factor analyzed with oblique rotation, yielding 

six factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00. Of these six factors, only five were 

interpretable (ie., items loading highly on that factor clustered together in a concepmally 

meaningful way). Only items that loaded .70 or higher on these five factors, of which 

there were eight, were included as indicators of behavioral self-control. This procedure 

was repeated for the attitudinal self-control items, which yielded twelve nontrivial 

factors. Six of these factors were interpretable, and there were ten items with loadings 

of .70 or higher on these six factors. The list of offending items was likewise reduced, 

but the cutoff was dropped to .65 for the non-white-coUar items to ensure a sufficient 

number of items were included. For both white-collar and non-white-coUar offending, 

factor analysis yielded two nontrivial and interpretable factors, onto which five items 

loaded .65 or higher. The reduced list of 28 items that were included in LJSREL 

analyses is included in Table 5.5. 



Table 5.5 
Items Incorporated into LISREL Models. 

Item Loading 

Rehavinral items 
Academic Misconduct ql51 .81 

ql56 .74 
ql52 .73 

Physical Victimization ql60 .71 
Accidents ql45 .78 
Use of Legal Drugs ql68 .81 

ql67 .79 
Property Victimization ql64 .75 

Attitudmal items 
Rationalization q033 .80 
Bad Temper q045 .82 

q073 .78 
Haying a Social Life q060 .74 
Live for the Moment q070 .74 
Attitude about Sex q091 .79 

q049 .79 
q028 .79 
q066 .74 

Risk-Seeking q062 .72 

Ncn-white-coUar items 
Serious Offending ql40 .79 

ql41 .69 
ql39 .65 

Minor Offending ql33 .76 
ql36 .76 

White-collar items 
Crimes against employers ql28 .83 

ql29 .73 
ql30 .72 

Tax offenses ql32 .84 
ql31 .81 
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5.5 The Models. The nine models originally tested in regression were retested using 

LISREL. The first three models are indicated in Figure S.2. 

MODEL 1 MODEL 2 

Non-White-Collar' 
V Crime ) 

Low Self-Control 
>. Attitude J 

Low Self-Controi 
V Attitude y 

White-Collar 
Crime 

MODEL 3 

/Non-Whlte-CoHan 
Crime J 

[\jati Self-ContrdV  ̂
y Attitude 

 ̂White-Collar ) 
V Crime J 

Figure 5.2 
LISREL Models 1,2, and 3: Direct Effect of Attitudinal Self-Control on Offending. 

Consistent with self-control theory, it is hypothesized that self-control attitudes will be 
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a significant predictor of both white-collar and non-white-collar offending. Models 4 

through 6 mirror Models 1 through 3, but test the explanatory power of noncriminal low 

self-control behaviors on offending. These models appear in Figure 5.3 below. 

MODEL 4 MODEL 5 

f Noncriminal  ̂
Low-Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

f Noncriminal 
Low-Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

Non-White-Collar̂  
V Crime ) 

White-Coilar 
Crime 

MODEL 6 

Non-White-Collar 
V Crime ) 

/ Noncriminal N, 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

WMte-Collar 
Crime 

Figure 5.3 
LISREL Models 4, 5 and 6: Direct Effect of Behavioral Self-Control on Offending. 
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Again, consistent with self-control theory, these noncriminal indicators are hypothesized 

to predict both Qrpes of offending. Also consistent with the theory, it is hypothesized 

that the behavioral items will be better predictors of offending than will the attitudinal 

items. Models 7 through 9 incorporate both the attitudinal and behavioral items in an 

effort to determine which set is the better predictor. These models are indicated in 

Figure 5.4 below. 
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MODEL 7 MODEL 8 

/ujw Self-ControlY /Low Self-ControlV 
Attitude \ V Attitude  ̂

^TNon-Whlte-CoUan Whlte-Collar j 
^ C r i m e  J Crime J 
! Noncriminal \  ̂ f Noncriminal \  ̂
fLow Self-Controll̂  (LOW Self-Control)̂  
V Behavior J V Behavior J 

MODEL 9 

(\j»M Self-Control] * 
^on-Whlte-CoHan 

V Attitude y V Crime J 

Noncriminal \ 
(LOW Self-Controll 
V Behavior y 

• V ( White-Collar ) 
Noncriminal \ 

(LOW Self-Controll 
V Behavior y V Crime J 

Figure 5.4 
LISREL Models 7, 8 and 9: Direct Effects of Attitudinal and Behavioral Self-
Control on OR'ending. 

5.6 The Results. As previously indicated, these models were run utilizing maximum 

likelihood estimation procedures. Correlations among the indicators of the endogenous 
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concepts were fixed at zero initially, but were freed as USRH '̂s modiflcatioa indices 

dictated to improve model fit. This empirically-driven procedure is defensible in two 

respects. First, the various Qrpes of offending are known to correlate highly, so the 

decision to permit them to correlate, while not driven by theory per se, is not 

inconsistent with it. Second, virtually all of the offending items correlate significantly 

with each other (see Tables 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11). To permit diem all to correlate, 

however, results in a loss of degrees of freedom. Constraining them to be zero, and then 

freeing only those LISREL dictates should be freed to improve model fit strikes a balance 

between incorporating all relationships known to exist on one hand, and model parsimony 

on the other. Correlations between the exogenous variables were similarly treated. 

Relationships not permitted include correlations between exogenous and endogenous 

indicators, as well as the relationship between an endogenous (or exogenous) indicator, 

and an endogenous (or exogenous) concept other than the latent concept onto which it 

loads. For example, stealing items belonging to an employer (an endogenous indicator) 

was not permitted to load onto the latent non-white-coUar crime concept, and the 

consumption of alcohol and tobacco (exogenous indicators) were not permitted to load 

onto the latent high self-control attitude concept. 

Results of the LISREL analysis of the nine models are provided in Figures S.5, 5.6 and 

5.7 below. The figures include the standardized parameters, their significance levels, 

as well as the model goodness of fit index (GFI). Results of the Hrst three models are 
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indicated in Figure 5.5 below. 

MODEL 2 MODEL 1 

Low Self-ControP 
V Attitude 

Low Self-Control* *2® 
V Attitude 

Non-White-Collar̂  
k Crime ) 

White-Collar 
Crime (p<.00l) (p<.001) 

GFI-976 GFI-.983 

MODEL 3 

Non-White-Collar 
 ̂ Crime ) 

(p<.00l) 
.401  ̂

Low Self-Control 
< Attitude / 

.660^ 
(p<.001) White-Collar 

Crime 

QFi-.960 

Figure 5.5 
Results of LISREL Models 1, 2, and 3: Direct Effect of Attitudlnal Self-Control on 
Offending. 

The standardized parameters are provided for comparison purposes. All three models 
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tit the data well, with GFI's greater than .950. The MLE parameter estimates indicate 

that high self-control attimde is a highly significant predictor of both Qrpes of offending. 

The generalized hypothesis that self-control is a significant predictor of offending is 

clearly supported, as is the first hypothesis of this study - that self-control predicts not 

only non-white-collar offending, but white-collar offending as well. 

The results of the behavioral models are provided in Figure 5.6 below. 
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MODEL 4 MODEL 5 

f Noncriminal 
Low-Self-Controi 
V Behavior J 

f Noncriminal  ̂
Low-Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

•915 /Mnn-White-nnlbii> 
Crime j 

.875 White-Collar 
Crime (p<.001) 

GF!>.93S GFI-.9S6 

MODEL 6 

'Non-White-Collar̂  
< Crime ) 

(p<.001) 
.994  ̂

/ Noncriminal 
Low Self-Controi 
V Behavior J 

.708^ 
(p<.001) White-Collar 

Crime 

QFI-.919 

Figure 5.6 
Results of LISREL Models 4, 5 and 6: Direct Effect of Beiiavioral Self-Control on 
Offending. 

Again, an ill-fitting or misspecified model does not appear to threaten the results, with 

all GFI's .919 or greater. The parameter estimates indicate that low self-control 
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behaviors are a highly significant predictor of both types of offending. Indeed, the 

results provided in Figures 5.5 and 5.6 firmly support the first hypothesis that along with 

non-white-collar offending, white-collar offending can be predicted from self-control. 

While the preliminary conclusion that low self-control predicts offending in its various 

forms can be drawn, more specific conclusions about the magnimde of the effect of 

attitudes versus behavior, or about the proportion of the variation in offending that can 

be explained by self-control is as yet unexplored. LISREL provides three coefficients 

of determination for each model: the coefficient of determination for the Y-variables, 

for the X-variables, and for the structural equations model as a whole. The coefficients 

for the first six models are provided in Table 5.6 below. 

Table 5.6 
Coefncients of Determinatioa for LISREL Models 1 through 6. 

Coefficient of Determination for 
the Y-Variables the X-Variables the Stnictural Equations Model 

Model 1 
Model 2 
Model 3 

.608 

.846 

.953 

.904 

.852 

.821 

.438 

.181 

.303 

Model 4 
Model 5 
Model 6 

.915 

.744 

.999 

.645 

.494 

.521 

.837 

.765 

.997 

The first column of Table 5.6 indicates the strength of the relationship between the 

endogenous concepts (offending) and the indicators used to represent them. The second 
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column indicates the strength of the relationship between the exogenous concepts (self-

control) and the indicators used to represent them. The final colimm represents the 

strength of the association between the endogenous and exogenous concepts. Two 

patterns in Table 5.6 are noteworthy. First, coefficients of determination for the self-

control behaviors (column 2, Models 4 through 6) are lower than those for self-control 

attitudes (column 2, Models 1 through 3), suggesting that the attimdinal items were more 

representative of their latent concept than the behavioral items were. There are two 

possible explanations for this finding. While there were eight behavioral indicators, there 

were ten attitudinal indicators. It is possible that the two additional attitudinal indicators 

contributed to the higher coefficients of determination. It is more plausible, however, 

that self-control attitude is simply a more cohesive concept than self-control behaviors, 

which incorporates any number of behavioral low self-control manifestations. 

A second finding of note is that the overall strength of association between the latent 

concepts, as indicated by the coefficient of determination for the structural equations 

model, is much stronger in the behavioral models than for the attitudinal models. This 

finding suggests that low self-control behaviors account for a greater proportion of the 

variance in offending than does a low self-control attitude, consistent with the second 

hypothesis, and with Gottfredson and Hirschi's own predictions. 

The results of Models 7 through 9 shed additional light on the relative merits of 
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behaviors and attitudes as predictors of offending. These results are presented in Figure 

5.7 below. 

MODEL 7 MODEL 8 

(̂ Low Self-Control 
V Attitude 

\̂ 108 (n.8.) (Law Self-Control\ 
V Attitude / 

f Noncriminal n, 
(l  ̂Self-Control, 
V Behavior J 

[̂Non-White-Collaî  
Crime J 

(p<.001) 

 ̂Noncriminal \ 
(Low Self-Control)-
V Behavior y 

White-Collar ) 
Crime J 

-̂ 50 
(pc.OOl) 

GFI-.930 GFi-gaa 

MODEL 9 

Low Self-Control 
V Attitude / 

Non-White-Collar̂  
S, Crime ) 

f Noncriminal  ̂
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

Figure 5.7 
Results of LISREL Models 7,8 and 9: Direct Effects of Attitudinal and Behavioral 
Self-Control on Offending. 
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The results in Figure 5.1 indicate that when both self-control concepts are included in 

the model, the influence of noncriminal low self-control behaviors remains positive and 

highly significant, but the influence of high self-control attitude becomes equivocal. 

Consider its effect on non-white-coUar offending (ie., Models 1, 7 and 9). In the most 

simplified model (Model 1), having a low self-control attitude was strongly and positively 

related to engaging in non-white-collar crime, as hypothesized. When the behavioral 

concept is added as an additional explanatory concept (Model 7), the influence of attimde 

on non-white-collar offending becomes insignificant, and remains insignificant when both 

endogenous concepts (white-collar and non-white-collar offending) are included in the 

model (Model 9). An even more puzzling relationship is that between attitudinal self-

control and white-collar offending (Models 2, 8 and 9). In the simple model (Model 2), 

the effect of high self-control attitude on white-collar offending is highly significantly 

negative, again as expected. However, when the behavioral concept is included in the 

model (Model 8), self-control attitude becomes positively related to white-collar crime, 

and remains positively related to it in the full model (Model 9), albeit with declining 

levels of significance (p< .01 for Model 8 and p< .05 for Model 9). 

Although no effect between the two self-control concepts was hypothesized - beyond an 

obvious positive correlation - the unexpected change in the effect of self-control attimde 

on offending when self-control behaviors were entered into the model led to further 

hypothesizing about the relationship between the two self-control concepts. Given that 
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the behavioral self-control influence on offending remained constant with or without the 

presence of attitudes in the model, but that the attitudinal influence on offending was 

altered upon adding the behavioral concept, it was subsequently hypothesized that 

behavioral self-control had both an direct effect on offending, as well as an indirect on 

it through self-control attitudes. According to Gott&edson and Hirschi, this is entirely 

plausible theoretically. First, whereas low self-control behaviors are exhibited in the 

earliest stages of life, it is questionable that a high self-control attitude makes its 

appearance so soon. It follows that our attitudes about ourselves are determined, in large 

measure, by our own conduct. For instance, responses to the item "Sometimes I take 

risks just for the fim of it" will be predicated on the knowledge that one has or has not 

taken such risks in the past. Consider the models in Figure 5.8 below. 
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MODEL 10 MODEL 11 

Low Self-Control 
 ̂ Attitude / 

Low Self-Control 
V Attitude / 

f Noncriminal > 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior y 

f Noncriminal N 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

Non-White-Collar̂  
V Crime ) 

White-Collar 
Crime 

MODEL 12 
J^on-White-Collari 7L Crime J 

f Noncriminal̂  
[Low Self-ControlL Self-Control) V Behavior I Attitude J 

•jK White-Coliar ) y Crime J 

Figure 5.8 
LISREL Models 10, 11 and 12: Direct and bidirect Effects of Behavioral Self-
Control on Offending. 

Contrary to the popularly held view that attitude causes behavior, the results of Figures 

5.5 through 5.7, consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi's assertions, suggest that our 
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prior behaviors form our attitudes. To test this new hypothesis, LISREL Models 10 

through 12 were tested. The results are provided in Figure S.9 below. 

MODEL 10 MODEL 11 

Low Self-Control 
Attitude / 

Low Self-Control 
Attitude 1 

r.005 
\ (n.8.) 

r.075 
\ (n.8.) 

f Noncriminal N 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior y 

' Noncriminal > 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior J 

Non-Whita-Collar̂  
V Crime ) .957 

(p<.001) 
.791 

(p<.001) 

GFI>.916 

MODEL 12 

.595 
(p<.001) 

(p<.001) 
.639^;^ 

J^on-Whit»-Collan 
"7  ̂ Crime J 

Noncrlmlnal̂ C  ̂
[Low Self-Controi)—  ̂
V Behavior 

_^Low Self-Control) 
Attitudo J 

!093 (n.8.) 

-.046 (n.8.) 

GFI-.900 

.958""^\ 
(p<.001) White-collar ) 

V Crime J 

Figure 5.9 
Results of LISREL Models 10,11 and 12: Direct and Indirect Effiects of Behavioral 
Self-Control on Offending. 
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Models 10 through 12 provide support for the hypothesis that the relationship between 

attitudinal self-control and offending is spurious. When the direct effect of behavioral 

self-control on offending and its indirect effect on self-control attitude are controlled for, 

there is no statistically significant effect for high self-control attitude on either of 

offending. 

To consider once again the explained variance in the endogenous and exogenous 

concepts, as well as the overall structural equations models, the coefRcients of 

determination are provided in Table 5.7 

Table 5.7 
Coefficients of Determination for LISREL Models 7 through 12. 

CoefBcient of E)etermination for 
the Y-Variables the X-Variables the Structural Equations Model 

Model 7 .982 .914 .852 
Model 8 .865 .882 .793 
Model 9 1.00 .906 .989 

Model 10 .963 .632 .917 
Model 11 .963 .502 .673 
Model 12 .997 .606 .884 

An important distinction between Models 7 through 9 and Models 10 through 12 is in the 

characterization of the attitudinal concept. In Models 7 through 9, attitudinal and 

behavioral self-control were both exogenous concepts, and the two Qrpes of offending 

were endogenous concepts. In the latter three models, attitudinal self-control became an 
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endogenous concept since it was caused by something prior in the model, namely 

behavioral self-control, which thus became the only exogenous concept in Models II 

through 12. Two findings from Table 5.7 merit explanation. First, the coefficients of 

determination for the x-variables in Models 10 through 12 are lower than those in Models 

7 through 9. These figures are not directly comparable because x-variables for the last 

three models in Table 5.7 incorporate both ^pes of offending as well as attitudinal self-

control, whereas the x-variables for the first three models include offending alone. 

Recall from Table 5.6 that there were lower coefficients of determination for the 

behavioral items than for the attitudinal items. It is therefore not surprising that the 

coefficients of determination when self-control behaviors alone are the x-variables (as in 

Models 10 through 12) are lower than when self-control attimde and behaviors are both 

modeled as x-variables (as in Models 7 through 9). 

A second finding of note from Table 5.7 is that although Models 10 through 12 shed 

light on an apparently spurious relationship between self-control attimde and offending, 

neither the goodness of fit indices nor the coefficients of determination for the structural 

equations model improved from those for Models 7 through 9, and in fact, with one 

exception, declined slightly. While somewhat surprising, this finding does not suggest 

that models of independent effects of attitudinal and behavioral self-control on offending 

are more accurate than models of indirect effects of behavioral self-control on offending 

through attitudinal self-control. To the contrary. Models 10 through 12 explain the 



145 

heretofore equivocal relationship between attitude and offending, and any erosion in 

either the goodness of fit indices or the coefficients of determination is as plausibly 

explained by the additional parameter (ie., that between the two self-control concepts) 

to be estimated in the latter three models as by theoretical misspecification. 

As a check on the accuracy of the specifications in Model 12, a model reversing the 

relationship between behavioral and attitudinal self-control was tested. In light of the 

consistency of the relationship between behavioral self-control and offending and the 

inconsistency of that between attitudinal self-control and offending, it was assumed that 

behavioral self-control had both direct effects on offending as well as indirect effects 

through attitudinal self-control. It was also assumed that attitudinal and behavioral self-

control were not interchangeable in this relationship. To determine whether the 

relationship between behavioral self-control and offending was the spurious result of their 

common cause - attitudinal self-control, the model indicated in Figure 5.10 was tested. 
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MODEL 13 

Ion-White-Coil) 
. Crime 

/ \ / Noncriminal 
[Low Self-Control)_ -̂M.ow Self-Cont 
V Altitude jf \ Belwvior 

White-Collv 
Crime 

Figure 5.10 
LISREL Model 13: Direct and bidirect Effects of Attitudinal Seif-
Control on Offending. 

The results are provided in Figure 5.11 below. 

As expected. Model 13 does not represent nearly as good a fit with the data as does 

Model 12. The GFI is only .867, but as previously addressed, overall model fit is not 

the primary concern, and there exist more important grounds on which to criticize this 

model. For instance, the direct effect of self-control attitude on offending disappears 

when behavioral self-control is entered, either causally prior or subsequent to attitude. 

Additionally, self-control attitude explains a much lower proportion of the variance in the 

three remaining endogenous concepts in Model 13 than self-control behaviors do in 

Model 12. Table 5.8 below compares the coefficients of determination for Models 12 

and 13. 
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MODEL 13 

lon-Whit»-Colli 
. Crime 

.657 (p<.001) 
/ Noncriminal \ 

[Law Self-Control] 
\ Behavior J 

[Low Self-Control 
\ Attitude l 

White-Coiiar 
Crime 

Figure 5.11 
Results of LISREL Model 13: Direct and Indirect Effects of Self-Control 
Attitudes on Offending. 

Table 5.8 
Coefficients of Determination for LISREL Models 12 and 13. 

Coefficient of Determination for 
the Y-Variables the X-Variabies the Structural Equations Model 

Model 12 .997 .606 .884 
Model 13 .977 .820 .323 

Recall once again that when the behavioral and attimdinal self-control scales are the lone 

x-variables, the coefGcient of determination is lower for the behavioral items (Model 12) 

than for the attimdinal items (Model 13). Notwithstanding the lower coefficient of 

determination for the behavioral items as x-variables, there is a much higher coefficient 
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of detenninatioii for the structural equations in Model 12 than in Model 13. 

5.7 The Parameter Estimates. To complete a discussion of the LISREL results, a 

closer look at the parameter estimates is in order. Having established that the direct 

effect of attitudinal self-control becomes insignificant when behavioral self-control is 

entered as a prior causal variable, only those parameter estimates for self-control 

behaviors will be considered. To ensure that the presence of attimdinal self-control in 

the model - its own insignificance notwithstanding - did not significantly alter the 

parameter estimates for the behavioral concept, tests for the difference between the 

behavioral parameters with and without attitude in the model were conducted for both 

types of offending. The results are indicated in Table 5.9 below. 

Comparison of Effect Size of Beliavioral Self-Control on White-CoUar and Non-
White-Collar Offending 

Table 5.9 

Parameter Estimate for Low 
Self-Control Behaviors in... 

Model 6 Model 12 t-statistic p-value 

Non-White-CoUar 2.077 
White-CoUar 1.229 

1.620 
.956 

1.691 (n.s.) 
1.439 (n.s.) 

While the significance of behavioral self-control as a predictor of white-collar offending 

has been established, the strength of the relationship between self-control behaviors and 

white-collar offending versus non-white-collar offending has not yet been addressed. 
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Utilizing the unstandardized MLE parameter estimates, t-tests of the difference between 

the relationship of behavioral self-control with both Qrpes of offending were calculated. 

The results are in provided in Table 5.10 below. 

Table 5.10 
Comparisoii of Effect Size of Behavioral Seif-Control on White-Collar and Non-
White-CoUar Offlending 

Parameter Estimate for Low 
Self-Control Behaviors on... 
White-Collar Non-White-Collar 
Offending Offending t-statistic p-value 

Model 6 1.229 2.077 3.416 p<.001 
Model 12 .956 1.620 3.051 P<.01 

A comparison of the parameter estimates was made on two pairs of estimates - those 

derived from Model 6 and from Model 12 - again to determine if the presence of 

attimdinal self-control alters the behavioral parameters. Results of these t-tests indicate 

that for both models, there is a significantly stronger relationship between low self-

control behaviors and non-white-collar offending than between such behaviors and white-

collar offending. While it was hypothesized that self-control would be a significant 

predictor of white-collar crime, no predictions were made regarding either the magnitude 

of its effect on white-collar offending, or the relative magnitudes of its effect on both 

Q^s of offending. Recall that the study was not designed to be a comprehensive model 

of offending, or even of self-control theory. Indeed, while measures of self-control were 

considered in-depth, less attention was paid to opportuniQr, and child-rearing practices 
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were not incorporated into the study. It is quite plausible that the difference in the 

observed magnitudes of the relationship between behavioral self-control and the two types 

of offending can be attributed to opportunity. While this explanation is clearly 

speculative, it is certainly consistent with the theory. References to the importance of 

opportunity abound in the white-collar crime literature. For instance, to engage in price-

fixing, an employee must be given the authority to set prices. Employees with no such 

authority have no opportunity to engage in price-fixing. A comprehensive test of the 

theory's applicability to white-collar offending would include measures of opportunity, 

and a consideration of the relative of importance of opportunity and self-control for 

different types of offending. For example, it may be that for certain offenses, self-

control declines in importance as opportunity becomes increasingly important. 

Another point of inquiry is the relative importance of the eight items used to represent 

noncriminal behavioral low self-control. Recall from Table 5.5 that a prior factor 

analysis of all 24 behavioral items yielded five interpretable factors, and that the eight 

items in the table are those that loaded .70 or higher on these five factors. While the 

behavioral parameter estimates when attitude is excluded from the model are not 

significantly different from those estimates when attitude is entered, it is still possible that 

the relative importance of certain behavioral items shifts depending upon the presence or 

absence of attitude. As such, t-tests on the seven free parameter estimates of Model 6 

(attitude excluded) and Model 12 (attitude included) were performed. The results. 
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provided in Table 5.11 indicate that the presence or absence of attitudinal self-control in 

the model did not influence the relative importance of the behavioral items. 

Table 5.11 
T-tests on the Behavioral Self-Control Items, when Attitude is Included/Excluded. 

Parameter Estimate for 
Behavioral Item in... 
Model 6 Model 12 t-statistic p-value 

ql5I (fixed) (fixed) (fixed) (fixed) 
ql56 1.439 1.325 .963 (n.s.) 
ql52 .938 .872 .657 (n.s.) 
ql60 1.273 1.204 .428 (n.s.) 
ql45 .828 .757 .525 (n.s.) 
ql68 .664 .709 .351 (n.s.) 
ql67 .809 .895 .643 (n.s.) 
ql64 .710 .577 .962 (n.s.) 

One final look at the parameter estimates included the relative importance of the 

behavioral items for white-collar versus non-white-collar offending. In light of the 

finding in Table 5.10 that parameter estimates for behavioral self-control on white-collar 

offending differ significantly for those on non-white-collar offending, it is plausible that 

certain types of noncriminal low self-control behaviors are better predictors of certain 

types of offending than other such behaviors are. To test this argument, the parameter 

estimates for the seven firee behavioral items in Model 4 were compared with those in 

Model 5. The results, provided in Table 5.12 below, indicate that regardless of the Qrpe 

of offending being explained there is no difference in the relative importance of the 
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behavioral items. 

Table 5.12 
T-tests on the Behavioral Self-Control Rons, on White-Collar/Nbn-White-Collar 
Offending. 

Parameter Estimate for 
Behavioral Item in... 
Model 4 Model 5 t-statistic p-value 

qlSl (fixed) (fixed) (fixed) (fixed) 
ql56 1.381 1.574 1.265 (n.s.) 
ql52 .915 1.154 1.837 (n.s.) 
ql60 1.320 1.114 1.072 (n.s.) 
ql45 .849 .619 1.476 (n.s.) 
ql68 .725 .550 1.197 (n.s.) 
ql67 .853 .636 1.471 (n.s.) 
ql64 .656 .810 .881 (n.s.) 

5.8 Another Conceptualization of Opportunity. While not the focus of this study, 

opportuniQr was indirectly incorporated into the design. A college sample was targeted 

primarily for opportunity reasons. As college students, they have the opportunity to 

engage in academic misconduct, as well as workplace misconduct, since virtually all 

subjects have jobs. It was only the latter form of misconduct, however, that was 

incorporated into LISREL models as a dependent variable. Since most subjects held 

jobs, opportunity was not particularly problematic. Another way of conceptualizing the 

dependent variable so as to accommodate opportunity is to use academic misconduct as 

the college student's pro^Qr for white-collar crime. Per the discussion in chapter 2, the 

self-interested use of fraud and deceit among adults can occur in the workplace, but 
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among college-aged individuals can occur both at work and at school. One final model 

testing the abillQr of self-control to predict academic misconduct, a variant of fraudulent 

conduct pertinent to college students, was tested. This model is indicated in Figure S. 12 

below. 

MODEL 14 

Low Self-Control 
k Attitude y 

f Noncriminai N 
Low Self-Control 
V Behavior y 

Academic 
Misconduct 

Figure 5.12 
LISREL Model 14: Direct and bidirect Effects of Behavioral Self-Control on 
Academic Misconduct. 

To test a model of academic misconduct (formerly an independent variable), the items 

included as indicators of endogenous and exogenous concepts had to be rearranged. The 

eight academic misconduct items were excluded from the original 24 noncriminal 

behaviors. The remaining sixteen items were factor analyzed, and a new noncriminal 

behavioral self-control scale was comprised of the highest loading of these items. 

Likewise, the new dependent variable consists of the five highest loading academic 

misconduct items. Table 5.13 indicates the items used to test Model 14. 



Table 5.13 
Items bicorporated into Model 14. 

Item 
Academic Misconduct ql51 

ql52 
ql54 
ql55 
ql56 

Attitudinal Self-Control 
Rationalization q033 
Bad Temper q045 

q073 
Having a Social Life q060 
Live for the Moment q070 
Attitude about Sex q091 

q049 
q028 
q066 

Risk-Seeking q062 

Behavioral Self-Control 
Personal Victimization ql60 

qI59 
ql6I 

Accidents ql45 
ql46 

Alcohol/Tobacco Use ql68 
ql67 

Property Victimization ql64 
ql65 

Results of Model 14 aie depicted in Figure 5.13 below. There are three primary points 

of departure between these results, and the results from the previous models. First, the 

goodness-of-Ht index for Model 14 is lower than the usual .90 cutoff, although not 

appreciably so. Second, the coefGcient of determination for the structural equations 
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model is only .175, substantially lower than those for the previous models (see Tables 

5.6 and 5.7), but still highly significant in light of the limited scope of the model. Third, 

the relationship between attitudinal self-control and academic misconduct cannot be 

accounted for by behavioral self-control. 

MODEL 14 

Low Self-Control 
V Attitude J 

f Noncriminal > 
Low Self-Control 
V Betavior J 

Academic 
Misconduct .275 

(p<.001) 

GR-.893 

Figure 5.13 
Results of LISREL Model 14: Direct and Indirect Effects of Behaviorr* Self-Control 
on Academic Misconduct. 

These points of departure aside, however, it appears that low self-control is a significant 

predictor of both academic misconduct as well as workplace and non-workplace offending 

among college smdents. If low self-control individuals engage in fraudulent or deceitftil 

conduct as opportunities permit, then this tendency among college student should 

manifest itself in both contexts. These findings suggest that self-control predicts 

misconduct in a varieQr of contexts. 
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5.9 Sumiiiary. There were three purposes of these analyses. The first was to 

determine if white-collar and non-white-collar offending are two aspects of one common 

factor - offending - more similar than different, or if they are two correlated but causally 

distinct forms of conduct. The weight of the evidence falls primarily on the side of the 

former characterization. Results of both a reliability analysis and a factor analysis reveal 

that while illegal conduct may take many diverse forms, these various forms of conduct 

tend to converge onto one latent offending factor. The second purpose was to determine 

whether low self-control is a significant predictor of white-collar offending, contrary to 

the assertions of the critics of self-control theory that while low self-control may explain 

certain non-white-coUar offenses, it cannot explain white-collar crime. The results of 

multiple regression and LISREL analyses suggest that low self-control is a significant 

predictor of offending in its various forms. While there were statistically significant 

differences in the relative magnitude of the explanatory power of self-control on white-

collar versus non-white-coUar offending, these differences can plausibly be explained by 

the absence of other theoretically important determinants of offending. The final purpose 

was to determine whether, as Gottfredson and Hirschi predict, low self-control behaviors 

are a better predictor of offending than are attitudes. The results indicate that what 

appear to be a significant and substantial direct effect (see Figure 5.5) of attitudinal self-

control on offending was in fact an insignificant spurious one. The indirect effect of 

noncriminal low self-control behaviors on offending accounts for most, and in some cases 

all, of the effect of self-control attitude on offending. 
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While the limitatioiis of this study aie discussed more fully in Chapter 6, it is worth 

noting that numerous interpretations of these findings ate plausible. First, it is possible 

that what appear to be significant relationships are, to some extent, merely 

methodological artifacts. All items are measured on either 4-pomt or 5-pomt LOcert 

scales. In fact, the behavioral self-control items and the offending items are measured 

on identical scales. It is also plausible that variables excluded from the model account 

for the relationship between self-control and offending. Parallel to the way in which 

behavioral self-control accounted for the relationship between attitudinal self-control and 

offending, there may well exist variables that, when entered, account for the relationship 

between self-control - in whatever form it is measured - and offending. These and other 

limitations are addressed in the concluding chapter. 
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CHAPTER6 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

For the myriad reasons introduced in the first chapter, white-collar crimes have been 

distinguished from other Qrpes of crime not only in terms of the tangible features of the 

offenses themselves, but in terms of their causes as well. While Qrpological approaches 

to crime theorizing are hardly new, few crime types have inspired more quests for unique 

theories than white-collar crime. This perceived need to distinguish white-collar crime 

stems from the dissimilarities between white-collar crime and "ordinary" street crime. 

These crimes are often separated along spatial lines, and their perpetrators are often 

separated along race and socioeconomic status lines. It is at this point, however, that 

definitions of white-collar crime become most relevant. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) 

point to official statistics to show that embezzlement arrests peak in early adulthood. 

Their expansive definition of the concept, however, is at odds with those who suggest 

that it is only the offenses of those in white-collar, managerial, or high-status positions 

or positions of trust within an organization whose offenses are rightly defined as white-

collar, suggesting that this limitation is theoretically meaningful. While it is true that the 

nature of the positions at the apex of organizational hierarchies differs from the nature 

of those at lower levels, and that this has obvious implications for the sorts of criminal 

opportunities employees have, there is no prima facie argument for assuming that causes 

of offending in the upper echelons of organizations differ from those in the lower 

echelons. Furthermore theories of elite deviance are vulnerable to the same threat as the 
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poverty pathology theories - if a theory that explains crime with reference to one 

subgroup in society cannot explain offending within another, then its usefulness as a 

general theory of crime must be called into question. 

Eschewing ±e need for a unique theory of white-collar crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(1990) argue instead that crimes that have unique features do not necessarily require 

unique explanations, and suggest that their theory of self-control explains offending in 

the workplace at all levels of the organizational hierarchy. While the focus of much 

white-collar crime research has been on the crimes of organizations' mid-level and senior 

personnel, it is upon the white-collar crimes of junior personnel that this investigation 

focuses. To that end, use of a college sample to test the applicability of self-control 

theory to white-collar crime is justified not merely because of convenience, but more 

importantly because of the multitude of opportunities for misconduct individuals face 

during college years. College students in general maintain some form of employment, 

engage in social activities, and of course attend school - activities which provide 

numerous opportunities for deviance. In one sense, use of a college sample represents 

a somewhat rigorous test of self-control theory, since a sample of college students will 

arguably tend towards higher levels of self-control than will a sample more representative 

of the population in general. 

It was from this theoretical and practical starting point that the present smdy was 
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designed. The objective was to answer two basic questions. First, can self-control 

predict white-collar offending? Relying on the theoretical issues raised above, and 

consistent with operationalizations found in the literature, white-collar offending was 

operationalized as various workplace and Internal Revenue Code offenses, including such 

standard white-collar crimes as embezzlement and tax evasion. The advantage of this 

dataset over existing datasets is the simultaneous inclusion of non-white-collar and white-

collar offenses. If Gott&edson and Hirschi (1990) are correct, self-control should predict 

both forms of offending. The second question to be answered was whether attitudinal 

or behavioral measures of self-control were the better predictors of offending. Since the 

theory's introduction, much of the research into the abiliQr of self-control to predict 

offending has focused on attimdinal measures of the concept. Results of these smdies 

have found support for the explanatory power of attimdinal self-control on offending 

(Grasmick et. al., 1993, Ameklev et. al., 1993). However, Gottfiredson and Hirschi 

(1990) argue that behavioral measures should be a better predictor of offending for two 

reasons. First, people are not always the most accurate judges of themselves, and 

responses to items like "Sometimes I take risks just for the fun of it" involve subjective 

judgments that behavioral items like "Have you ever had a broken bone?" do not. 

Second, it is our prior conduct which in part forms the basis of our attitudes. 

Respondents are unlikely to agree that they sometimes take risks just for the fun of it if 

they cannot recall ever having done so. 
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6.1 The Unidimensionality of Self-Controi and OfTending. Implicit in this study was 

an effort to empirically distinguish between white-collar and non-white-coUar offending. 

As predicted by Gottfiredson and Hirschi (1990), the similarities overwhelm the 

differences. They are strongly and positively correlated with each other and similarly 

related to known correlates of offending. Indeed, beyond the obvious employment 

requirement of white-collar offending, there is little to distinguish it from non-white-

collar offending. More rigorous analysis does not alter this conclusion. In a reliability 

analysis of all sixteen offending items (Table 5.1), the Cronbach's alpha of .84 suggests 

that they are a relatively cohesive set of items. More telling are the mean item-total 

correlations, which are .45 for the white-collar items and .48 for the non-white-coUar 

items, suggesting that the scale is not being dominated by either set of items. Factor 

analyses confirm that the items load primarily on a single latent factor that alone accounts 

for over 30% of the variance in the items (see Table 5.2 and Figure 5.1). Indeed, the 

primacy of this factor is evident when the 31% of the variance that it explains is 

compared with the 24% that the remaining three nontrivial factors combined explain. 

When the items were re-analyzed forcing a single factor solution, the mean loading of 

the white-collar and non-white-coUar items were .54 and .56, suggesting again that the 

latent factor is not dominated by one or the other set of items. 

The foregoing analyses provide strong support for the argument that white-collar crime 

is not a unique subset of offending. Also, Plot 1 of Appendix 2 shows that involvement 
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in white-collar crime is positively related to involvement in non-white-collar crime. Still 

more support is provided in Tables 4.7 and 4.8, which indicate that conmion correlates 

of illegal conduct generally are also correlates of white-collar offending. Of course, the 

objective was not merely to prove that white-collar crime and non-white-collar crime are 

related, but to prove that self-control - a known predictor of non-white-collar crime - can 

predict white-collar crime. Prior to subjecting the offending items to analysis, however, 

considerable attention was paid to the development of measures of self-control. 

The attimdinal items commonly found in the literature were supplemented by behavioral 

items hypothesized by Gott&edson and Hirschi (1990) to predict offending as well as, if 

not better than, attimdes. Tests of the nature of self-control are in part driven by 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's own claim that it "is a unitary phenomenon" (1990, at 232). 

Reliability and factor analyses performed on both sets of items provide support for the 

argument that the attimdinal items are unidimensional, but the same conclusion cannot 

be drawn of the behavioral items (compare Figures 4.1 and 4.2). However, even if there 

is more than one latent behavioral factor, it is doubtful that this fact is problematic for 

the theory. In section 4.2.1 of Chapter 4, the multidimensionality of the behavioral scale 

was addressed. It was concluded there, and is worth repeating here, that low self-control 

manifests itself in various ways. These manifestations, however, need not cohere as 

unidimensional scales to confirm the theory, for it has never been asserted that low self-

control is the only cause of these behaviors - merely a conmion cause. Certainly the 
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behaviors in which one engages are caused by factors other than self-control. Empirical 

evidence of the multidimensionality of low self-control behaviors does not falsify self-

control theory. It merely indicates that self-control is not the only, or even the dominant, 

cause of them - a possibility to which the theorists have already stipulated. 

In short, the lack of unequivocal unidimensionaliQr in the behavioral self-control items 

is neither a theoretical nor an empirical threat. It is not a threat to the theory because 

the theory was never predicated on the assumption of unidimensionality in the 

manifestations of self-control. It is not an empirical threat since the latent factors 

identified, and the relative importance of them in terms of eigenvalues and explained 

variance, were shown to be driven by the number and cohesiveness of the items in each 

of the behavioral categories. Moreover, tests of the relative importance of the behavioral 

items for predicting white-collar versus non-white-collar offending yielded no significant 

differences. Even though the behavioral items loaded onto different factors, there was 

no evidence that these factors differentially predict white-collar and non-white-collar 

offending. Recall that eight items were used to represent behavioral self-control, which 

was modeled as a unidimensional concept. Factor analysis of the 24 noncriminal 

behavioral items identified five interpretable nontrivial factors. The highest-loading items 

(.70 and higher) on each of the five factors yielded the final eight items. The absence 

of any significant differences in Table 5.11 suggested that the relative importance of the 

items (and by extension, the relative importance of the five underlying factors), in 
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predictions of white-collar crime versus non-white-collar crime was unchanged. 

Certainly more rigorous testing is required before any firm conclusion about the relative 

explanatory power of various low self-control behaviors can be drawn. Of course, in the 

absence of any a priori reason to suspect that one type of noncriminal low self-control 

behavior will be a better predictor of a specific type of offending than another behavior 

will be, it may be difficult to determine if any statistical differences discovered are 

theoretically meaningful or simply a particularity of the items included in the analysis. 

6.2 Predicting Offending from Self-Control. Notwithstanding the plethora of 

alternative operationalizations of self-control, the undeniable conclusion to be drawn from 

this smdy is that self-control is a significant predictor of offending. The results of 

regression analysis reported in Table 5.3 indicate that self-control accounted for between 

12 and 45 % of the variation in the offending items, a substantial amount by any standard. 

By necessary implication, then, the first hypothesis was confirmed - low self-control is 

a significant predictor of white-collar offending. The hypothesis that behavioral measures 

of self-control would be better predictors of offendmg than would attitudinal measures 

was likewise supported. What initially appeared to be a significant correlation between 

low self-control attitudes and offending (see Figure 5.5), was obscured when behavioral 

self-control was included (see Figure 5.7). Tests of a subsequent hypothesis that 

behavior has both a direct effect on offending, and an indirect effect through attimde, 

suggest that the relationship between attitude and offending is spurious (see Figure 5.9). 
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This result may initially seem counterintuitive, and may in fact simply reflect the fact that 

the behavioral self-control items and the offending items were all measured on the same 

scale and the attitudinal self-control items were measured on a different scale. 

Indeed, it would be premature to denounce the value of attimdinal measures in self-

control research. It would likewise be premature to conclude, on the basis of Figures 

5.9 and 5.11, that behavioral self-control precedes attitudinal self-control. Much of the 

current research being conducted on the theory implicitly assumes that attitude precedes 

behavior. While a reasonable assumption on its face, it is not entirely consistent with 

the theory. Recall how the theory itself began: 

"The disciplines routinely begin by asking 'What causes crime?'... We 
begin... with a different question: 'What is crime?* Unlike nearly all 
previous work, we thus begin with the crime itself, exploring its essential 
nature before attempting to explain it" (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, p. 
XV). 

After exploring the essential nature of crime, they explored the essential nature of 

criminals, finding that they are possessed of low self-control. Their explanation of the 

causes of low self-control is rooted in childhood socialization practices. It can be 

inferred from their discussion of child-rearing practices that low self-control behavior is 

temporally prior, not subsequent, to low self-control attitudes: 

"There is good evidence that some of the traits predicting subsequent 
involvement in crime appear as early as they can be reliably measured, 
including low intelligence, high activiQr level, physical strength, and 
adventuresomeness.... Other traits affecting crime appear later..." (Ibid., 
p. 96). 
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The argument that whether or not these low self-control behaviors are permitted to persist 

(ie., child-rearing practices) determines behavior and attitudes later in life accords well 

with the logic in A General Theory of Crime, and is a testable assertion for future 

research. 

That a greater proportion of the variance in non-white-collar offending was explained 

than in white-collar offending, although not explicitly hjrpothesized, is not unexpected. 

Recall that this study was not designed to be a comprehensive model of the theory, for 

such a model would have to more rigorously address, among other variables, criminal 

opportunity - surely a dominant factor in white-collar crime. The importance of 

opportunity in white-collar crime depends heavily upon one's definition of the concept. 

If one defines white-collar crime to include only those offenses committed by high-level 

personnel during the course of their occupation, opportunity will limit the vast majority 

of individuals who would otherwise be predisposed to engage in the conduct in question. 

Thus, for crimes such as stock market manipulation, the field of eligible offenders 

narrows considerably on the basis of opportunity alone. One must be employed in an 

institution routinely engaged in the business of buying and selling securities; one must 

be educated in the practices of the securities industry; and one must hold a position with 

the authority to effect relatively unsupervised purchases and sales of large blocks of 

securities. Individuals who do not meet these criteria - such as most, if not all, of the 

college students in the Tucson Youth Project sample - will be drastically limited in their 
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opportunity to engage in these crimes. If one defines white-collar crime more broadly 

to include any workplace-related offense, then the field widens somewhat (and includes 

respondents in this study), but opportunity still precludes a large portion of the offender 

population - the unemployed. The fact that definitions of white-collar crime and 

opportuni^ for it are inextricably tied to each other explains certain features of white-

collar crime data. For offenses included in more expansive definitions of white-collar 

crime - such as embezzlement, forgery, credit card fraud, and tax evasion, - opportunity 

is not the "barrier" to crime commission it is for offenses included in more restrictive 

definitions. It is unremarkable, then, that die perpetrators of these more "accessible" 

white-collar offenses resemble the perpetrators of most non-white-collar offenses: they 

have "little power, not much income, and only moderate prestige" (Gottfiredson and 

Hirschi, 1990, p. 196). As the definition of white-collar crime becomes increasingly 

restrictive, however, opportuni^ poses an increasingly substantial barrier to crime 

commission. It is unremarkable that the perpetrators of these offenses bear less 

resemblance to the typical street offender, since opportuniQr precludes many typical 

offenders from engaging in them. Although it is arguable that low self-control explains 

commission of these elite offenses, it is likewise arguable - and a testable assertion - that 

the explanatory power of low self-control is to a certain extent mitigated by opportunity. 

Indeed, even in the present study - in which an expansive definition of white-collar crime 

was adopted - it is possible that opportunity explains the difference in the amount of 

explained variance in the two types of reported offending. 
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6.3 Limitatioiis and Future Research. There are as many operatioiializations of white-

collar crime as there are smdies of it. This smdy contributes yet another 

operationalization to the field. It is undeniable that these white-collar items do not 

capture conduct Qrpically thought of as white-collar crime, and that the sample utilized 

is not representative of individuals typically thought of as white-collar criminals. 

Although it is true that opportuniQr-driven offenses were excluded, embezzlement, 

forgery, credit card fraud and tax evasion - arguably nontrivial white-collar crimes - were 

included. Moreover, that the respondents' reported involvement in these offenses was 

not insubstantial (see Table 3.8) suggests that undergraduates - tomorrow's white-collar 

employees - are a highly relevant, if aQrpical, sample. 

The limitations of the study are best understood in light of what the smdy was not 

designed to be. First, the study was not designed to compare self-control theory with 

any other theory. The merits of self-control theory relative to other theories therefore 

cannot be addressed. Second, the study was not designed to test an entire theory of 

offending. As such, important causes of offending were not included. Third, this study 

was not designed to test self-control theory in its entirety. Had this been the objective, 

not only would opportunity have been more systematically addressed, but so too would 

the purported causes of self-control (namely, child-rearing practices); so too would social 

control have been included to test its relationship with self-control; and so too would 

items addressing the theory's other propositions, such as stability, have been included. 



169 

Fourth, while the development of valid, reliable measures of self-control was the focus 

of this study, it is possible that items capturing self-control were excluded from this 

study. Theoretically relevant items may have been inadvertently omitted from the study 

altogether, or intentionally excluded from subsequent analysis. Decisions to exclude 

items were either theory-driven (for example, items that appeared to draw more from 

social control than self-control were excluded^") or empirically-driven (only items that 

loaded highly onto latent concepts in factor analysis were included in the LISREL 

models). At each of these stages, theoretically meaningful items may have been 

excluded. It is likewise possible that items were incorporated that ought to have been 

excluded. For example, repeatedly skipping class, while a status offense for adolescents, 

is not an offense for college smdents, but was nonetheless included as an indicator of 

non-white-collar offending. Finally, a comprehensive test of self-control theory would 

have necessitated a different target sample. Such a test would rightly be conducted on 

a sample characterized by more diversity across relevant characteristics (ie., age, 

educational attainment, occupational aspirations) than is characteristic of a college 

sample. In short, when drawing conclusions from these findings, it is important to bear 

in mind the relevant variables that were excluded from the study - variables that could 

exaggerate or mitigate the explanatory power of self-control on offending. 

While there is much research to be done in the area of white-collar crime, the findings 

'°See Table 4.3. 
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of this study suggest two directions for future research. First, notwithstanding an 

apparent initial significant relationship, attitudinal self-control was found to be only 

spuriously related to offending. With reference to white-collar crime, however, it is 

possible that attitudes specifically pertaining to questionable business practices predict 

white-collar offending. Data pertaining to respondents' opinions about fifteen 

questionable business practices were collected as part of the Tucson Youth Project. 

Although analysis of these data was beyond the scope of this study, respondents reported, 

for each of the fifteen practices, how unethical they thought the practice was, how often 

they thought others engaged in the practice, and how likely they thought it was that they 

would engage in the practice in the future. Numerous surveys about questionable 

business practices have been administered to universiQr students in business programs. 

These surveys usually ask only one of the three Qrpes of questions asked of the present 

sample. The data collected as part of the Tucson Youth Project will permit an 

investigation into the interrelationships between the three sets of questions. More 

importantly, the extent to which respondents' attitudes about questionable business 

practices predict offending, particularly white-collar offending, will be examined. Other 

important issues that this analysis will address include the relationship between 

retrospective assessments of previous offending and prospective assessments of future 

o^ending. The fifteen items and the three questions pertaining to them are included in 

Table 6.1 below. 



Table 6.1 
Questionable Business Practices Itons. 

171 

In vour opinion, how unethical is it to do the following in a job or occuaatfon; NU VU 

Not at all unethical Very unethical 
A B C D E 

How likely is it that vou would do the foUowing in a iob or occupation; VL SL U SU 

A = Very Likely B =: Somewhat Likely C = Undecided D = Somewhat Unlikely E - Very Unlikely 

How oKen do vou think other neonle do the following in a fab or occupation; AL OF OC SE NE 

A = Always B = Often C = Occasional^ D Seldom E = Never 

1. Use company supplies and services Gite copiers and long distance) for personal 
use. A B C D E 

2. Arrange for some type of gift or favor in exchange for a potential customer's 
business. A B C D E 

3. Take extra personal time, like long lunches, arriving late, or leaving early. A B C D E 
4. Divulge confidential company information. A B C D E 
5. Take a spouse on a business trip at the company's expense. A B C D E 
6. Claim credit for someone else's work. A B C D E 
7. Do personal business on company time. A B C D E 
8. Conceal company violations of the law from the authorities. A B C D E 
9. Inflate job experience on a resume. A B C D E 
10. Own stock in a company with which your company does business. A B C D E 
I I .  Make agreements  wi th  your  company 's  compet i tors  about  pr ices .  A B C D E 
12. Use confldential corporate information for personal financial gain. A B C D E 
13. Employ pressure and deceit to sell products. A B C D E 
14. Have a receptionist tell a caller you are out of the office when you are trying 

to avoid the call. A B C D E 
IS. Conceal work ereors by passing blame for such errors to an innocent co-worker. A B C D E 

A second direction for future research suggested by the findings of this study pertains to 

white-collar criminal opportuniQr. That opportuniQr is an important variable in self-

control theory, and a uniquely important aspect of white-collar crime in light of the 

opportunity-driven nature of many white-collar offenses, has akeady been discussed at 

length in an earlier section of this chapter and will not be repeated. Incorporating both 

self-control and opportunity in a smdy of woiiq)lace offending would permit specific tests 
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of self-control theory - that ascension up the organizational hierarchy should be 

associated with higher levels of self-control, for example - and would also permit tests 

of the relative importance of opportunity and self-control at different levels in the 

organizational hierarchy. Consideration of both the organizational features diat 

encourage or discourage illegal conduct in the workplace (ie., opportunity), as well as 

individual differences in the tendency to engage in workplace misconduct (ie., self-

control) would substantially advance knowledge in this important area of criminological 

research. 
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APPENDIX 1 

TUCSON YOUTH PROJECT INSTRUMENT 
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TUCSON YOUTH SURVEY 

Septanber, 1996 

This is part of a study of opinions, attiiudes, and aciivilies of people in die TUcson aiea. Our purpose is to better understand 
why we behave as we do. and to use diis itnowledge to plan usefiil and effective programs. 

Your answers are anonymous. Do NOT put your name or soc^ securi^ number on die answer sheet. We will not attempt to 
identify you in any way as an individual. 

The questionnaire is quite long, so please try to work as rapidly as you can. Answer itie questions frankly, even if you diink 
there are people who disagree widi you. If you can't understand a question, you may skip it. But please try to answer all that 
you can. 

How to Mark Your Answers 

Please mark die answer sheets with a number 2 pencil. After each question, there are several answers. Each answer has a letter 
associated widi it. die answer to the question which is best for you. Then, fill in the circle on die answer sheet diat stands 
for the answer you have chosen. 

1. In what class ate you taking this survey? 
A. Any MAP course 
B. PA 241 - Criminal Justice AdministTation 
C. SOC 101 - Introduction to Sociology 
D. SOC 160 - Minority Relations and Urban Society 
E. SOC 342 - Criminology 

2. What is your sex? 
A. Male 
B. Female 

3. What is you race? 
A. White 
B. Hispanic 
C. Black 
D. Asian 
E. Native American 

4. What is your age? 
A. 17 or younger 
B. 18 
C. 19 
D. 20 
E. 21 or older 

5. What is your marital status? 
A. Never married 
B. Cohabitating 
C. Not married 
D. Married 
E. Divorced, widowed or sepaiated 

6. What is your class scmding? 
A. Freshman 
B. Sophomore 
C. Junior 
D. Senior 
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7. What is your cumuladve GPA? 
A. 3^ or higher 
B. 3.00-3.49 
C. 2.50-2.99 
D. 2.00-2.49 
E. Less than 2.0 

8. What was the first semester you registered at die University of Arizona? 
A. FaU 
B. Spring 
C. Summer 

9. What was die first year you registered at die Universi^ of Arrona? 
A. 1996 
B. 1995 
C. 1994 
D. 1993 
E. 1992 or earlier 

10. How would you rate yourself in academic ability? 
A. Among die best 
B. Above average 
C. About average 
D. Below average 
E. Among the worst 

11. On average, how many hours per week do you spend studying or doing homework? 
A. 1-2 hours 
B. 3-4 hours 
C. 5-6 hours 
D. 7-8 hours 
E. 9 or more hours 

12. How many brodiers (including haif-brodiers and step-brothers) do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 

13. How many sisters (including half-sisters and step-sisters) do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or mote 

14. How many children do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 
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15. Where do you live now? 
A. In a donn or oiher Universiiy-nin housmg 
B. La a ftaienuiy or sorority 
C. In a house or apantnent (tiot with parents or lelatives) 
D. Widi parents or relatives 
E. Other 

16. During your high school years, who acted as a father for you? 
A. My real father, who lived at home 
B. My real father, who did not live at home 
C. My step-father 
D. Other relative or adult 
E. No one 

17. During your high school years, who acted as a mother for you? 
A. My teal mother, who lived at bome 
B. My teal modier. who did not live at home 
C. My step-mother 
D. Other reladve or adult 
E. No one 

When answering questions 18-23. please diink about the people you checked in questions 16 and 17. 

18. Where does your modier live now? 
A. Tucson 
B. Arizona (other than T\icson) 
C. Out of state or country 

19. Where docs your fadier live now? 
A. Tucson 
B. Arizona (odier dian Tucson) 
C. Out of state or country 

20. How much education does your fiidier have? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Completed high school 
C. Some college 
D. Graduated from college 
E. Attained advanced degree 

21. How much education does your modier have? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Completed high school 
C. Some college 
D. Graduated from college 
E. Attained advanced degree 

22. When you were in high school, what was your Other's occupation? 
A. Professional, executive, manager or owner 
B. Technical, clerical or sales 
C. Craftsman, skilled laborer, repairman 
D. Less skilled blue collar (operator, driver, laborer) 
E. Other or none 
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23. When you wcfe in high scbool. what was your mother's occupation? 
A. Professional, executive, manager or owner 
B. Technical, clerical or sales 
C. Ciaftsman, skilled labocer. lepaiiperson 
D. Less stalled blue collar (opeiaior, driver, laboter) 
E. Other (including housewives) or none 

24. When you were in high school, what was your yeariy fiunily income? 
A. $20 thousand or less 
B. $20 - $39 thousand 
C. $40 - $S9 thousand 
D. $60 - $79 thousand 
E. $80 thousand or more 

25. For the current year, how much income do you estimate you wQl receive from all sources (e.g., financial aul, jobs, 
parental support)? 
A. Less than $5,000 
B. $5,000 - $9,999 
C. $10,000-$14,999 
D. $15,000 - $19,999 
E. $20,000 or more 

A = Strongly Agree 
B = Agree 
C =Undedded 
D = Disagree 
E = Strongly Disagree 

Please indicate how stronshr vou aorce or disasree wHh the follawfaw statements: SA A U D SD 

26. I am usually pretty caudous. A B C D E 
27. I try to get die diings I want even when I know it's causing problems for odier people. A B c D E 
28. [ have had sex wtdi more than one partner in die same week. A B c D E 
29. I can carry a gtudge for a long time. A B c D E 
30. I don't waste time worrying about die bad diings I have done. A B c D E 
31. I am really just an ordinary petson. A B c D E 
32. If people are victims of crime, it's nobody's fault but dieir own. A B c D E 
33. It's okay to take something from big business because diey won't miss it anyway. A B c D E 
34. I like school. A B c D E 
35. I diink young people should respect tradition mote than diey do nowadays. A B c D E 
36. I often do what brings me pleasure here and now. even at die cost of some fiiture goal. A B c D E 
37. I see no need for hard work. A B c D E 
38. I plan to graduate from college. A B c D E 
39. I would like to be die kind of petson my mother is. A B c D E 
40. It's okay to get around die law if you can get away with it. A B c D E 
41. My motto is. 'Do unto odien before they do unto you.* A B c D E 
42. No one would diink of me as a nerd. A B c D E 
43. Only fools tell the tiuth all die time. A B c D E 
44. People who break the law are almost always caught and punished. A B c D E 
45. Some people diink I am hot-headed. A B c D E 
46. Sometimes I take a risk just for die fim of it A B c D E 
47. What is going to happen to me will happen, no matter what I do. A B c D E 
48. Hiichhiking is too dangerous for me. A B c D E 
49. I am naturally monogamous. A B c D E 
50. I have never done anydiing I am ashamed of. A B c D E 
51. I tell good stories, even if they aren't always the whole truth. A B c D E 
52. It's okay to steal something dial's covered by insurance. A B c D E 
53. I caie about what other people diink of me. A B c D E 
54. I try hard in school. A B c D E 
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A = Strongijr Agree 
B = Agree 
C = Undedded 
D = Dingrce 
E = Siraiig(]r Dbagree 

Please indicate how strongijr you agree or dingrce with tiie foDowiiig statements: SA A U D SD 

55. I share my dioughts and feelings widi my mother. A B C D E 
56. I have lots of respect for the police. A B c D E 
57. I seldom pass up an oppommity to have a good time. A B c D E 
58. 1 ny to save as much money as I can. A B c D E 
59. Most people can be trusted. A B c D E 
60. My social life is extremely imponam to me. A B c D E 
61. On die whole, I am satisfied widi myself. A B c D E 
62. Sicy diving would be fiin. A B c D E 
63. Telling a good lie is a real challenge. A B c D E 
64. The police try to give everyone an even break. A B c D E 
65. There are lots of diings my conscience won't let me do. A B c D E 
66. There is something espec^y exciting about casual sex. A B c D E 
67. There is no sense looking ahead because no one knows what die future will be like. A B c D E 
68. To get ahead, you have to do some diings that are not right. A B c D E 
69. When I get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. A B c 0 E 
70. A person should live for today and let tomorrow take care of itself. A B c D E 
71. Cheating and lying are always wtang. no matter what die siniation. A B c D E 
72. Fools and suckers deserve what diey get. A B c D E 
73. 1 lose my temper really easily. A B c D E 
74. I am shy and reserved in social settings. A B c D E 
75. I like to test myself by doing risky diings. A B c D E 
76. I don't understand how sotne people can sit and read for hours. A B c D E 
77. I do not have much to be pioud of. A B c D E 
78. If I don't do everydiing by die book, I feel guilty. A B c D E 
79. It is easy to trick people out of dieir money. A B c D E 
80. I'd rather have 10 really good years and die young dian be watching TV in a 

rocking chair when I'm 70. A B c D E 
81. I'd radier have great looks dian exceptranal intelligence. A B c D E 
82. I don't devote much thought and effort to preparing for die fiimre. A B c D E 
83. It hurts me to see people suffer. A B c D E 
84. Most diings diat people call delinquency don't really hurt anyone. A B c D E 
85. My modier seems to understand me. A B c D E 
86. My lies work best when diey contain some trudi. A B c D E 
87. There are people I really hate. A B c D E 
88. Rules were made to be broken. A B c D E 
89. When it comes right down to it, everyone is a criminal. A B c D E 
90. Whatever I do, I tiy hard. A B c D E 
91. 'One u'ght stands" are not for me. A B c D E 



179 

A = Very Likely 
B — Somewliat Likefy 
C = Undecided 
D — Sonewiiat Unlikely 
E = Very Unlikely 

How likehr is it that vou would do the foOawinv bi a fob or ommatinn; VL SL U SU VU 

92. Use company supplies and services (like copiers and long distance) for personal use. A B C D E 
93. Arrange for some type of gift or fiivor in exchange for a potential customer's business. A B C D E 
94. Take extra personal time, like long lunches, arriving late, or leaving early. A B C D E 
95. Divulge confidential company information. A B C D E 
96. Take a spouse on a business trip at the company's expense. A B C D E 
97. Claim credit for someone else's work. A B C D E 
98. Do personal business on company time. A B C D E 
99. Conceal company violations of the law from the au±orities. A B C D E 
100. Inflate job experience on a resume. A B C D E 
101. Own stock in a company with whkh your company does business. A B C D E 
102. Make agreements widi your company's competitors about prices. A B C D E 
103. Use confidential corporate information for personal financial gain. A B C D E 
104. Employ pressure and deceit to sell products. A B C D E 
105. Have a receptionist tell a caller you are out of the office when you ate trying to avoid the call. A B C D E 
106. Conceal work errors by passing blame for such errors to an innocent co-worker. A B C D E 

A = Not at aU 
B = Somewhat 
C = Very well 

How well do the foDmring wnrds describe you? N S V 

107. 
108. 
109. 
no. 
111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. 
117. 
118. 
119. 
120. 
121. 
122. 

Forceful 
Affectionate 
Feminine 
Aggressive 
Compassionate 
Understanding 
Dominant 
Gentle 
Masculine 
Tender 
Leader 
Sympadietic 
Cruel 
Undisciplined 
Sofispoken 
Yielding 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

A = Yes 
B - No 

123. Are you curremly sexually active? 
If you answer no, go to question 126. 

Yes Sto 
A B 

124. Do you or your sex partner lake binfa control pills? 
125. Do you insist on using condoms during sexual inteicouise? 
126. Have you or your partner ever had an unplanned pregnancy? 

A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
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A = Merer 
B = Once or twice 
C = Srreral times 
D s Muqrltacs 

Have vou even N O S M 
127. Lied 00 a job application form? A B C 0 
128. Taken items that belonged to your employer? A B C D 
129. Lied to an employer about a job related matter? A B C D 
130. E^ed out a time sheet for more hours dian you acnially worked? A B C D 
131. Failed to file an income tax return when you knew you should have? A B C D 
132. Failed to report income on an income tax return? A B C D 
133. Driven a car when you had been drinking? A B C D 
134. Stolen things worth less than $2? A B C D 
135. Putposely damaged or destroyed public propeity? A B C D 
136. Repeatedly cut classes? A B C D 
137. Beat up someone odier than a brodier or sistei? A B C D 
138. Stolen things of medium value (between S2 and $50)? A B C D 
139. Driven a car without the owner's permission? A B C D 
140. Stolen things of value (over SSO)? A B C D 
141. Used force to get something ftom another person? A B C D 
142. Been picked up by die poike? A B C D 
143. Been in a car, truck, or motoicycle accident? A B C D 
144. Been huit riding your bike, skateboard, or ralleiblades? A B C D 
145. Been to die emergency room of a hospital because you bad been injured in an accident? A B C D 
146. Broken one of your bones? A B C D 
147. Been hit by a pattnei? A B C D 
148. Signed your patent's sigtuture on a repott card without dieir permission? A B C D 
149. Lied to your patents about your grades? A B C D 
150. Used a parent's credit card widiout permission? A B C D 
151. Copied answers from anodier student during an exam or on a homework assignment? A B C D 
152. Copied material from a published source widiout citing it? A B C D 
153. Faked or lied about an illness or death m die fiuiily to avokl an exam or extend an assignment? A B C D 
154. Handed in as your own an assignment or paper done by someone else? A B C D 
155. Purchased a term paper? A B C D 
156. Used notes or cheat sheets during a closed-book exam? A B c D 
157. Written a paper for another student or given them a copy of an old exam? A B c D 
158. Studied ftom someone else's exam before taking a make-up exam? A B C D 

A = Never 
B = Once or twice 
C = Several times 
D = Ribnytfancs 

In the nast vear. how frcauenllv has nmmm: N O S M 
159. Taken something from you by force (e.g., a stickup. mugging, or direat)? A B C D 
160. For reasons odier dian self-defense, beaten you up, attacked or hit you widi something 

like a rock or botde? A B C D 
161. Threatened to beat you up. or direatened you widi some form of weapon? A B C D 
162. Stolen diings diat belonged to you from inside your car or truck? A B c D 
163. Stolen something fiom your tesidence? A B c D 
164. Stolen your automobile? A B C D 
165. Stolen your bicycle? A B C D 
166. Sexually assaulted you. under any circumstances (e.g.. while intoxicated or on a date)? A B C D 
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A = Daify 
B WccUjr 
C = Monthly 
D = Special occasions 
E = Never 

How often do von use: D W M s N 

167. Alcohol A B c D E 
168. Cigarettes A B c D E 
169. Marijuana A B c D E 
170. Other drugs (e.g.. cocaine, ecstasy, heroin. LSD. steroids) A B c D E 

Not at aU Imptliirgl 
A B C D E 

In vour omnion. how unethical k it to do the foliawinv bi a tob or ocanntion: NU VU 

171. Use company supplies and services (like copiers and long distance) for personal use. A B c D E 
172. Arrange for some type of gift or favor in exchange for a potential customer's business. A B c D E 
173. Take extra personal time, like long lunches, arriving late, or leaving early. A B c D E 
174. Divulge confidential company information. A B c D E 
175. Take a spouse on a business trip at die company's expense. A B c D E 
176. Claim credit for someone else's work. A B c D E 
177. Do peisonal business on company tinie. A B c D E 
178. Conceal company violations of die law ftom die audtotines. A B c D E 
179. Inflate job experience on a resume. A B c D E 
180. Own stock in a company with which your company does business. A B c D E 
181. Make agreements widi your company's competitors about prices. A B c D E 
182. Use confidential corporate infotmation for personal financial gain. A B c D E 
183. Employ pressure and deceit to sell products. A B c D E 
184. Have a recepdonist tell a caller you are out of die office when you are dying to avoid the call. A B c D E 
185. Conceal work errors by passing blame for such errors to an innocent co-worker. A B c D E 

A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionaily 
D = Seldom 
E = Never 

How often do vou think other neonie do the foOowfai* in a lab or occnnation: AL OF DC S NE 

186. Use company supplies and services (like copieis and long distance) for personal use. A B c D E 
187. Arrange for some type of gift or favor in exchange for a potendal customer's business. A B c D E 
188. Take extra personal time, like long lunches, arriving laie, or leaving early. A B c D E 
189. Divulge confklential company infonnation. A B c D E 
190. Take a spouse on a business trip at die company's expense. A B c D E 
191. Claim credit for someone else's work. A B c D E 
192. Do personal business on company time. A B c D E 
193. Conceal company violations of the law from die audioriiies. A B c D E 
194. Inflate job experience on a resume. A B c D E 
195. Own stock in a company with which your company does business. A B c D E 
196. Make agreements widi your compaiqr's competitors about prices. A B c D E 
197. Use confidential corporate information for personal financial gain. A B c D E 
198. Employ pressure and deceit to sell products. A B c D E 
199. Have a receptionist (ell a caller you are out of die office when you are trying to avoid die call. A B c D E 
200. Conceal work errors by passing bUme for such errors (o an innocent co-worker. A B c D E 
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APPENDIX 2: 

SCATTERPLOTS 



Plot of Non-White-Collar Offending with White-Collar Offending 
PLOT 1 
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PLOT 2 
Plot of Attitudinal Self-Control with Behavioral Self-Control 
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Plots of White-Collar and Non-White Collar Crime with Low Self-Control Attitude 
PLOT 3 
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Plots of White-Collar- and Non-White-Collar Crime with Low Self-Control Behavior 
PLOT 5 (n=1038) 
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Frequaneiaa and ayabola uaad for PLOT 1 through PLOT S 

1 - 1 11 - B 21 - L 31 - V 
2 - 2 12 - C 22 - M 32 - W 
3 - 3 13 - D 23 - M 33 - X 
4 - 4 14 - B 24 - 0 34 - y 
5 - 5 15 - F 25 - P 35 - z 
6 - 6 IS - G 26 - Q 36 - * 

7 - 7 17 - H 27 - R 
8 - 8 18 - I 28 - S 
9 - 9 19 - J 29 - T 

10 - A 20 - K 30 - a 
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APPENDIX 3: 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES 
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Equation Number 1 Dependent Var-iahlA- WCSC White-Collar scale-6 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable (s) Entered on Step Number 
1. . SCATTSC Attitudinal S. C. scale-44 

Multiple R .35382 
R Square .12519 
Adjusted R Square .12434 
Stcuidard Error 2.39953 

Analysis of Variance 
DF Sum of Squares MecUi Square 

Regression 1 843.74308 843.74308 
Residual 1024 5895.94113 5.75776 

F = 146.54029 Signif F = .0000 

Varicibles in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

SCATTSC -.048373 .003996 -.353822 -12.105 .0000 
(Constant) 15.947513 .631997 25.234 .0000 

Equation Number 1 Dependent Varicdale.. WCSC White-Collar scale-6 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable (s) Entered on Step Nximber 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. scale-24 

Multiple R .42388 
R Square .17968 
Adjusted R Square .17888 
Stcuidard Error 2.32361 

Analysis of Variemce 
DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 1 1210.96146 1210.96146 
Residual 1024 5528.72275 5.39914 

F = 224.28771 Signif F = .0000 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

SCBEHSC .154932 .010345 .423882 14.976 .0000 
(Constant) 2.676533 .385772 6.938 .0000 

End Block Number 1 All requested veuriables entered. 
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Equation Nximber 1 Dependent Vpi'iaiil o. . WCSC Whi ̂ «»-^ollar scale-6 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable (s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. sccile-24 
2. . SCATTSC Attitudinal S.C. sceLle-44 

Multiple R .45704 
R Square .20889 
Adjusted R Square .20734 
Stcindard Error 2.28298 

Analysis of Varicuice 
DF 

Regression 2 
Residual 1023 

F = 

Sum of Squares 
1407-82469 
5331.85952 

Mecin Square 
703.91234 
5.21198 

135.05651 Signif F = .0000 

VariedDles in the Equation --

Variable B SE B Beta 

SCATTSC 
SCBEHSC 
(Constant) 

-.026656 
.120633 
8.118904 

.004337 
.011596 
.963244 

-.194976 
.330042 

T Sig T 

-6.146 .0000 
10.403 .0000 
8.429 .0000 

End Block Number 1 All requested variables entered. 

Equation Number 1 Dependent V3T-Tah1 a . . DELSC Delinquency scale-10 

Block Number 1. Method; Enter 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCATTSC Attitudinal S.C. scale-44 

Multiple R .48305 
R Square .23334 
Adjusted R Squeure .23260 
Standard Error 3.79036 

Analysis of Variance 
DF 

Regression 1 
Residual 1036 

Sum of Squares 
4530.12560 
14884.02083 

Mean Square 
4530.12560 
14.36682 

F = 315.31870 Signif F = .0000 

Variedsles in the Equation 

Variable 

SCATTSC 
(Constcmt) 

B 

-.111724 
32.977131 

SE B 

.006292 
.994412 

Beta 

-.483054 

T Sig T 

-17.757 .0000 
33.162 .0000 

End Block Number 1 All requested Vouricdales entered. 
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Equation Number 1 Dependent Veuriahl** DELSC Delinquency scale-10 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. scale-24 

Multiple R .64359 
R Square .41421 
Adjusted R Square .41364 
Stamdard Error 3.31323 

Analysis of Varieuice 
DF 

Regxession 1 
Residual 1036 

Sum o£ Squares 
8041.44721 
11372.69923 

Meeui Square 
8041.44721 
10.97751 

F = 732.53844 Signif F = .0000 

Variables in the Equation --

Varicible B SE B Beta 

.643588 

T Sig T 

SCBEHSC 
(Constant) 

.393546 
1.023369 

.014541 

.542609 
27.065 
1.886 

.0000 
.0596 

End Block Number 1 All requested Vcurieibles entered. 

Equation Number 1 Dependent Variable. . DELSC Delinquency scale-10 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable (s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. scale-24 
2.. SCATTSC Attitudinal S.C. scale-44 

Multiple R .67397 
R Square .45424 
Adjusted R Squcure .45318 
Stamdard Error 3.19957 

Analysis of Variance 
DF 

Regression 2 
Residual 1035 

Sum of Squares 
8818.58704 
10595.55940 

Mean Square 
4409.29352 
10.23726 

F = 430.71051 Signif F = .0000 

Variables in the Equation --

Variable B SE B Beta 

SCATTSC 
SCBEHSC 
(Constant) 

-.052663 
.327075 

11.723916 

.006044 
.015980 
1.335253 

.227698 
.534884 

T Sig T 

-8.713 .0000 
20.467 .0000 
8.780 .0000 

End Block Number All requested vaurieUales entered. 
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Total Offending 
3cale-16 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Varicd3le{s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCATTSC Attitudinal S.C. scale-44 

Multiple R .48411 
R Square .23436 
Adjusted R Square .23362 
Standard Error 5.32351 

Analysis of Variance 
DF 

Regression 1 
Residual 1036 

Sum of Squaores 
8987.05440 
29359.95909 

MecUi Square 
8987.05440 
28.33973 

F = 317.11857 Signif F = .0000 

Vcuriables in the Equation --

Variable B SE B Beta 

SCATTSC 
(Constant) 

-.157362 
48.393907 

.008837 -.484109 
1.396638 

T Sig T 

-17.808 .0000 
34.650 .0000 

End Block Number 1 All requested VeuricQsles entered. 

Equation Number 1 Dependent Variahl«». TOTOFFSC Total Offending 
3cale-16 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. scale-24 

Multiple R .63005 
R Square .39696 
Adjusted R Square .39638 
Standard Error 4.72454 

Analysis of VaricUice 
DF 

Regression 1 
Residual 1036 

Sum of Squares 
15222.17655 
23124.83694 

Meem Square 
1S222.17655 

22.32127 

F = 681.95832 Signif F = .0000 

VaricU3les in the Equation --

Variable B SE B Beta 

SCBEHSC 
(Constant) 

.541461 
3.858018 

.020734 

.773739 

End Block Number 

.630047 

All requested varicdsles entered. 

T Sig T 

26.114 .0000 
4.986 .0000 
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Equation Number 1 Dependent Variahig TOTOFPSC Total Offending 
scale-lS 

Block Number 1. Method: Enter 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 
1.. SCBEHSC Behavioral S.C. scale-24 
2.. SCATTSC Attitudinal S.C. scale-44 

Mtxltiple R .66369 
R Square .44049 
Adjusted R Square .43940 
Standard Error 4.55304 

Analysis of Varicmce 
DP 

Regression 2 
Residual 1035 

Sum of Squares 
16891.30723 
21455.70626 

Mean Squcure 
8445.65362 
20.73015 

F = 407.40917 Signif F = .0000 

Variables in the Equation 

Variedsle B SE B Beta T Sig T 

SCATTSC -.077180 .008601 -.237436 -8.973 .0000 
SCBEHSC .444045 .022740 .516693 19.527 .0000 
(Constant) 19.540022 1.900085 10.284 .0000 

End Block Number 1 All requested variables entered. 
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