PART V

Varieties of Control Theory

ociological explanations of crime have been

dominated by three main traditions: differ-
ential association/learning theory, anomie/strain
theory, and control theory. Other theories have
been set forth, but usually they have either in-
tegrated concepts from, or have been developed
explicitly to challenge, these three dominant tra-
ditions. The enduring appeal of these traditions
is in part due to the elegant way in which origi-
nal statements of the theories conveyed power-
ful theses as to the origins of criminal conduct.
Indeed, each perspective was authored by a
scholar of enormous accomplishment: anomie/
strain theory by Robert K. Merton; differential
association theory by Edwin Sutherland; and
control theory by Travis Hirschi.

Hirschi was not the first control theorist. As
noted previously, Shaw and McKay (Chapter 3)
tied delinquency to the attenuation of control
in inner-city areas. Other theorists focused on
how types of control—usually differentiating be-
tween those inside individuals (e.g., conscience)
and those outside individuals (e.g., parental
reactions)—were related to wayward behavior.
For example, Reiss (1951) delineated “personal
and social controls,” and Nye (1958) emphasized
controls that were “internal.” “direct”” and “indi-
rect” Sykes and Matza (Chapter 15 in this part)
also are seen as control theorists, because they ex-
amined how people become free to commit crime
only when beliefs can be evoked to “neutralize”
the restraint normative standards usually exert
over them. Furthermore, Walter Reckless (1961)
advanced the “containment theory” perspective
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that anticipated many of the ideas that Hirschi
would later formalize (for an overview of control
theory, see Britt and Costello, 2015).

Despite these predecessors, it was Hirschi’s
“social bond theory,” published in Causes of De-
linquency (1969), that emerged as the preeminent
statement of control theory (Chapter 16 in this
part; see Costello and Laub, 2020). In this work,
Hirschi divided criminological theory into three
main perspectives, which he identified by the
terms “control theory,” “strain theory,” and “cul-
tural deviance theory”—a term he used for dif-
ferential association/learning approaches (see
also Kornhauser, 1978). He argued that these
three perspectives were incompatible, and that
they should be seen as rivals to be tested em-
pirically against one another. Thus, in Causes of
Delinquency, Hirschi not only set forth his social
bond theory but also presented data showing
the merits of his perspective and the compara-
tive weaknesses of strain and cultural deviance
perspectives.

Up until this time, most theoretical statements
were just that—essays proposing a plausible ex-
planation of crime. Hirschi, however, “upped the
ante” by showing that theories could be tested
and by claiming that empirical evidence should
be the arbiter of which perspective deserved al-
legiance. In particular, Hirschi revealed the util-
ity of using survey research to test theories. In
this method, respondents—usually juveniles in a
high school—would be given a questionnaire that
contained both measures of theoretical concepts
and a “self-report” scale of delinquency. In this
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way, it would be possible to see which &\\eor\,", as
operationalized by the measures on the question-
naire, could explain more or less involvement in
delinquency. It is noteworthy that this approach
is the chief way in which criminologists test mi-
cro-level theories of crime.

We will turn shortly to Hirschi’s social bond
theory. As a prelude, however, we will focus ‘on
perhaps his two most important theoretical
predecessors: first, techniques of neutralization
theory by Gresham M. Sykes and David Matza
(1957 [Chapter 15 in this part]) and, second, con-
tainment theory by Walter C. Reckless (1961).

Techniques of Neutralization

T

Sykes and Matzas delinquency theory repre-

sents both the embrace of and departure from
Sutherland’s differential association perspective
(see Chapter 7 in Part TIT). Sutherland had pro-
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the image of the constrained, driven delinquent, he
noted that “drift stands midway between freedom
and control” (p. 28). A delinquent act is influenced
by factors such as having committed crimes in the
past (“preparation”) and a fatalistic sense that an
act must be carried out (“desperation”). But a de-
linquent act is also chosen, a reflection of a youth’s
“will” to offend. “Will, by definition, is something
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“Will is an option” (p. 191). In contemporary crim-
inology, Matza’s focus on the subjective decision

to act is called “human agency;” and it represents

an important but debated line of inquiry (see, e.g,,

Brezina, 2020; Cullen, 2017; Laub and Sampson,
200: ter 44]; Paternoster and Bushway, 2009
[Cha *71). More broadly, as a classic contribu-
tion, linquency and Drift contains many
theos hts that remain relevant today (see
Blombe )18).

inment Theory

Twentieth-ce ociological ~ criminology

was largely dominated by the “Big Three” theo-
ries: strain, differential association (also called
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ocial learning”), and

“cultural deviance” or s '
Travis Hirschi clearly

control. As noted above,
demarcated these three perspectives and called

for a rigorous empirical competition to se¢ which
theory would still be standing after all the data

were counted. .
Walter Reckless was equally perceptl
the need to “make sense” of the prevailing theo-

retical paradigms so as to show how his “contain-
ment theory” differed. His terminology proved
to be less compelling than Hirschi’s characteriza-
tion of competing frameworks; still, he offered a
similar understanding of alternative theories and
of what was distinctive and important about his

brand of control theory.
Thus, Reckless identified two categories of

theories that were popular in his day: “push” the-
ories and “pull” theories. When answering why
people committed criminal acts, push theories
demarcated forces that would “push” or propel
individuals onto the other side of the law. Strain

theories fell into this category (see Part IV).
Reckless also believed that Bonger’s depiction
of the way capitalism creates intense pressures
toward crime would qualify as a push theory
(see Chapter 21 in this volume). In contrast, pull
theories showed how people could be lured into
crime by providing antisocial models and crimi-
nal companions. Differential association or social
learning theories would fall into this rubric (see
Part III). Reckless also made room for pushes
toward crime that emerge from deeply within the
individual. Although this line of analysis was not
well developed, he argued that pushes could be
“psychologic or organic in origin” and include

ve about

.. extreme restlessness and discontent, marked
inner tensions, hostility, aggressiveness, ag-
grandizement and need for immediate gratifi-
cation, extreme suggestibility, rebellion against
authority, sibling rivalry, hypersensitivity, strong
feelings of inadequacy and inferiority, guilt reac-
tions, mental conflicts, anxieties, compulsions,
phobias, organic impairments (brain damage,
epilepsy, and so on). (Reckless, 1961: 356)

In making these observations, he recogn:
that individual traits could be implica%n(;ze-d
crime causation (see Parts I, XII, and X]p ienth]-

is

volume).
Reckless believed, however, that “pygly
“Pull” theories were incomplete. His maip, ca.n.d
cism was that they assumed that there Waml~
ineluctable relationship between a strop ol
or pull and participating in crime. To bge e
Reckless was schooled at the University of scu}:e,
cago and was intellectually partial to Shay a;
McKay’s (Chapter 3) perspective on crime :{
agreed that social disorganization was an im.poe
tant source of wayward conduct—a point we wlru
return to shortly. Reckless had an insight, hoy.
ever, that escaped others: What about the “good
boy” in the “bad areas”? In disorganized inper.
city neighborhoods, many boys (and girls) did nt
succumb to the criminogenic pushes and py;
that surrounded them. How did they resist these
criminal influences? What made them different
from the boys (and girls) who were propelled or
lured into crime? In a series of empirical stud-
ies, Reckless proposed that a “good self-concept’
insulated these boys from the “bad neighbor-
hoods” in which they resided (see Reckless
et al., 1957; see also Scarpitti, 2002). But self-
concept was only one factor that played a rolein
insulating against crime and in controlling way-
ward impulses. A more comprehensive “contain-
ment theory” was needed to capture Recklesss
(1961) thoughts on this matter. Indeed, a major
advantage of Reckless’s theory was that its scopé
included internal and external sources of control
Notably, subsequent control theories would tend
to emphasize the importance of one or the othe
of these dimensions.
Reckless grouped one important set of €
trols under the category of “outer containmet
To a large extent, this insight arose from h.ls
witnessing the disorganization that prevailed
Chicago during his graduate school days. B
Reckless had another source for his insigbti ol
thropology (see 1961: 337-340). At on¢ pmgtm

had considered a scholarly career in arch
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ner containment consists of good self-
An

ability to find substitute satisfactions, tension-
reducing rationalizations, and so on.

In the end, RecKless's multidimensional con-
ept of inner containment may have proved t09
detalled and too difficult to measure. Indeed, it
s instructive that his own empirical research fo-

ased only on the “self-concept as an insulator”

One recent study has attempted to revitalize con-

inment theory, providing empirical support for
15core propositions (Janssen et al,, forthcoming)
Sl this work remains the exception to the rule,
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could be measured and tested
theories. Combined with its
the parsimony and testability
would contribute to socia bon
major role in American crim;

(Costello and Laub, 2020; 01
2019).

against Competing
intellectual rigor,
of his perspective
d theory playing a
nology to this day
eson and Costello,

Social Bond Theory

Although often unstated, mos theories of crime
make assumptions about human Nature and it
potential influence on behavior For strain and
cultural deviance theories, humans are usually
considered to be “blank slates” onto which socj-
ety writes its script for the personss life. On occy-
sion, scholars in thege traditions will admit that
humans have innate or universal drives, byt they
do not see these forces s inherently crimino.
genic. Take, for example, the ninth proposition of
Sutherland’s differentia] association theory (see
Chapter 7), which states that “while criminal
behavior is an expression of general needs and
values, it is not explained by those general needs
and values since noncriminal behavior i ap ex-

pression of the same needs and values” (Suther-
land and Cressey, 1970: 76)

Once they have rej
humans are driven to b
their “nature” strain an
orists must address th

ected the notion that
reak the law because of
d cultural deviance the.

€ question: “Well, thep,
why do people commit crimes?” The theoretj-
cal challenge is to discern what so
motivate individuals to eng
strain theory, the motiy
tive social rel

cial conditions
age in illegal acts, For

ation is rooted in
ations and ex
people to strain: crime is

otherwise responding to

nega-
periences that expose
A way of relieving or
this strain, For cyl-
tural deviance or learning theories, the motiva-
tion is created by social relations Or experiences
in which individyal 1€arn 1o positively valye
crime, at least under >Ome circumstances, Just as
Youths learn t Jike goIng to baseball games, they

can learn to |ike bre g windows, \hnplit'[ing
from stores, and beat; hers.
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; out
As Hirschi notes, control theorists start

with a different premise about human n:atur(i
people will “naturally” break the law. It“l'sd = .
necessary to show that humans have an 1 ’hat
psychoanalytic theory would Sugngt’ & t.a_
they have unique “animal impulse§ or are in

nately aggressive, as some biologlcal' t.heorles
contend. Rather, for control theorists, 1t 1S suffi-
cient to observe that like other animals, humans
seek gratification and that crime is often an
easy means to secure such gratification (see also
Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). People may vary
in their need for gratification, but humans gener-
ally have enough desire to seek pleasure that they
have ample motivation to commit crimes on a
regular basis.

This assumption has important theoretical
implications (Costello, 2013). If all humans have
motivations for crime, then theories that set forth
special explanations of criminal motivation—
such as strain and cultural deviance theories—
are not needed. They are explaining something
that does not need explaining; they are address-
ing the wrong question. Thus, rather than asking,
“Why do they do it?,” criminologists should be
asking, “Why don't they do it?” (Hirschi, 1969:
34). That is, if humans’ natural pursuit of gratifi-
cation makes crime attractive, what is it that stops
them from acting on this impulse?

The answer, of course, is the control that soci-
ety exerts over individuals. According to Hirschi
(1969: 16), “control theories assume that delin-
quent acts result when an individual’s bond to so-
ciety is weak or broken.” It follows that variation
in control, not variation in motivation, explains
why some people break the law more than others.
The theoretical task thus is to uncover the nature
of social control and how it constrains people
from acting out their underlying wayward urges.

In Causes of Delinquency (1969), Hirschi set
forth what remains, even to this day, the most
influential variant of control theory, which he
called “social bond” theory (see the selection in
Chapter 16; Costello and Laub, 2020). This per-
spective is distinctly sociological, because Hirschi

focused not on intgrnal controls, such o4 :
ego or inner containment, but rather & hSuper.
individual’s bond to society influence e Owgy
to break the law. He did not deny thy iCISlOIlg
controls exist—individual conduct s , ffegternal
what people think and anticipate wj]) ha ted by
them—but ultimately these contro]g Ofif’ﬁn ty
with and are sustained by the persop boglnate
society. nd
Hirschi’s theoretical genius is seen i,
ingness to move beyond the genera] pro
that weak controls cause crime to speci
four major elements of the social bopg: g
ment, commitment, involvement, and beliefcI;
essence, Hirschi argued that delinquency mﬁ
be low among youngsters who are attachy b
and care about the opinions of others-espedaﬂ;
their parents, whose commitment to scho| givs
them a strong investment in conformity
they do not wish to risk by getting into tr‘oublé
who are involved in conventional activities t;
occupy their time, and who believe they shy
obey rules. In contrast, youths who are not cl
to their parents, have few prospects for a succes
ful future, are idle after school hours, and ha
no allegiance to conventional morality are prir:
candidates for delinquency.

his Wwill.
poSitiOn
f}'ing the

Self-Control Theory

Two decades after the publication of Caue?
Delinquency, Travi. Hirschi joined with Mich
Gottfredson to author A General Theory ofC™
(1990),a volume in which he set forth the prem
that a lack of “self-control” was the chiefsouf“j’
criminal behavior (sce Chapter 171in this part
this book, Gottfredson and Hirschidid notf:r”
itly try to reconcile social bond and 561?:4‘:,{}:;
theories. It is clear, however, that Hilrschlfn y
ing about crime had changed over “me?om‘
his latest work was a marked depart’™® }rlir;;j'
earlier theorizing. In particular xvhe(faz o
social bond theory located control l? oved”
relation to society, self-control Fhfof) Tos
locus of control inside the individud"

v
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Obsem]‘ ure because committing a crime re-
term P ea,sskills and opportunities to offend are
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grs on)[lml theory question, as in Causes
dasSt, % ency, is that controls hold these im-
W’Deh{lquchec}l’; but unlike before, Gottfredson
ujsex-sﬁ:chi assérted that self-control, not social
:ﬂds is the chief source of resistance against
i tations.
m;ma:l] t;?rf’d theory was largely an explana-
tion of juvenile delinquency, focustpg on how
sdolescents attach to parents, commit to school,
are involved in recreational activities, and the
like. By 1990, however, research had revealed
that many wayward youths do not suddenly
become seriously delinquent in their teen years.
Instead, they begin to manifest conduct prob-
lems in childhood—problems that evolve into
delinquency (see Moffitt, 1993 [Chapter 43];
Patterson et al., 1989). This continuity or stabil-
ityin misconduct suggests that the roots of crime
lienot in adolescence but in the first years of life.
twould follow; of course, that criminologists
;‘(’)‘:;h:ns:arch for the causes of crime in child-

z expm::t’ s ?f’d prt ﬁVloysly been the case, in

ecritic;lesso !ulven'u-es - LS .teenage g

amily, ang the :,::a ;mjle" in Chlldhgod is the
Sounter are jnfim tl:Ia experiences children en-
Wha, then, distina 24 shaped by their parents.
Tesst g ity immg:gshes th.e children who can

‘ nediate gratification from those

gx[enty Hi -
social experl

at develope
the life course

0act on thei
U eie” Impulses, €ngaging in such pre-
ingy .~ nquency ag stealing, bullying, and

(tf,
Tedson apg Hirschj, the key dif-
S a child can exer-
Y Teject the jdes that this

Introduction 179
s.elf-control is caused by biological predisposi-

tions (see, however, Wright and Beaver, 2005)

Instead, here they remain sociologists in attribut:

ing the inculcation of self-control to how parents

raise their children. In particular, they assert that
parents who monitor their children, recognize
deviant behavior when it occurs, and then correct
this conduct will instill self-control. Conversely,
say Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990 97), “the
major ‘cause’ of low self-control thus appears to
be ineffective child-rearing” (for an assessment of
this parenting thesis, see Cullen et al., 2008; Hay
and Meldrum, 2016). ’
Gottfredson and Hirschi contend that the
level of self-control, once established in child-
hood, is an enduring propensity or individual
difference that has general effects in a person’s
life. This explains why there is stability of offend-
ing across the life course. The continuing lack of
self-control also explains why criminal offend-
ers also engage in activities that are “analogous”
to crime—that is, acts, such as smoking, drink-
ing, skipping school, having unprotected sex,
and driving fast, which, like crime, provide easy
and immediate gratification. As Gottfredson and
Hirschi note, traditional sociological theories of
crime have not shown that they can account for
these key empirical facts: the early emergence of
conduct problems, the stability of offending, and
the participation of criminals in wide-ranging

forms of deviance.

Notably, since its publication in 1990,
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory has been
subjected to extensive conceptual analysis and
empirical investigation (see Burt, 2020; Goode,

2008). Thus, scholars have shown that the
concept of self-control has various dimensions.
According to Tittle et al. (2004), individuals not
only vary in the capacity for self-control—as
Gottfredson Hirschi argue—but also in their
desire to exercist rol. In this vein, Muraven

: t self-control is not stable
In a situation—again as Gottfredson and Hirschi
argue—but can experience depletion if, similar
to a muscle that loses strength, it is overused in

et al. (2006) sug I
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a short period of time. It is further relevant that evidence that antisocial behavigy i

) 2 X oss stages of the |j > Tela,
some of the bolder claims of the lheory}have n'Otl ;tst)lfhf;;r i Ggottfredl;f),l:fe ch,rSe (1993‘.‘\1:[ " 2dulthood. Second, they develop an
the contention that socia ax and Hirg.p: ) 3 ctive, X |
been supported, such as the for committing what Elliott Cy schi . \heoretical perspective, accepting that ;

learning variables (e.g., antisocial values) are un- Irie (19gs, ]a‘:‘ differences and social bonds combi;

related to crime. Even so, there is now extensive calls the“fa.llacy of intractability— g, bel .f 5 Jain the onset of and desistance from
evidence linking self-control to crime and “analo- \.aecz?use childhood problems ofte, aPpea: thy gehavioi Third, they argue that the ke
gous behaviors” across social groups (e.g., gender in h.fe, they are thel‘ef:()r.e fundamemally Cary ot whether a social bond exists but wl
and age) and across cultures (Gottfredson, 2006; versible, p()))rtentAS of criminality Worseniy I, pond is of high quality. Quality relatic
Hay and Meldrum, 2016; Pratt and Cullen, 2000; afiulthood: While there is continuity i, ai Ity such as a good marriage or a ;
Vazsonyi et al, 2017). Furthermore, research cial behavior, observe Sampson ang ol :hl“" job—engender close attachment, grow
shows that low self-control is a predictor of being is also change. Some problem childrep Ef;)w? mitment, and reciprocity. In turn, note

victimized by a crime (Pratt et al., 2014). to be delinquents, but others do o, some 4. and Laub (1993: 141),‘.‘relz§tions charact

linquents become adult criminals, by oth & an extensive set of obligations, expectat

not; some adult criminals persist in their 0;;5&30 interdependent social networks are bett
end.

Social Bonds Across the Life Course ing, but others do not. fcilitate social control”

Although lheysharecertainfeaturesbecausethey Individual difference theories, such Asdiscussed above,SamPSOn and Lau
are both control theories, self-control theory and Gottfredson and Hirschi’s self-contro] theory ;. social bond the.ory with the notion th
social bond theory are incompatible in funda- adept at explaining continuity in problen, beha should be studied as = developmental
mental ways (cf. Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1995, ior. Once equipped with an enduring crimin; that occurs across the ll.fe course. Their ¢
with Sampson and Laub, 1995; see also Pratt, propensity, people carry this trait from sityyy; tion isithus two-fold. irst, they elabore
2016). Social bond theory asserts that experi- to situation and from one age to the next, T, and t'he‘")’la"d show its relevanc.e no
ences beyond childhood can affect a person’s ties theories encounter difficulty, however,in explin. crm:ie Im e es::lence l}ut also to crime
to conventional society, and thus that as bonds ing change in behavior. If, for example,  pers; ho? d rf;[]:ortan y: their theory argues th
strengthen or weaken, people’s involvement in has low self-control, why would he or she evs i Socfl SAatole Areidgegn qded, with
crime can ebb and flow. In contrast, self-control stop being criminal? Or why would a juvenie ;ge:s?n E?nzis af{)ectxgg md‘wdual.s HE
theory contends that criminal propensities are who had no record of childhood misconduc- to ;gchool ine asgl" A parent§ B
established in childhood, and thus that miscon- and thus whose parents instilled self-control- The evidence is 1 $cence; to_ work i adu
duct is stable across the life course. Even more start getting into trouble in the teenage years (s il d§e 5 argely consistent with th,
provocatively, self-control theory claims that any Moffitt, Chapter 43)? predictions (Laub et al., 2006).
apparent empirical relationship between social Using a life-course perspective, Sampson i e
bonds (e.g., attachment to others, commitment Laub suggest that people usually are on certid Ref,
to schooling) and crime is spurious. Self-control “trajectories” that result in continuity of beha\-' erences
would account for both the bond and the level ior. Even so, people also experience “transiliom-. Benson, Michae] 1, 1985. “Denyi
of crime. Thus, if being in a good marriage is as- life events that may serve as “turning points Accounting for Invol i
sociated with less crime, Gottfredson and Hirs- evoke behavioral change. Sampson and L Crime? Criminop, (;;lemem o DR
chi would argue that this is because people with propose that establishing social bonds, suchﬁ Burt, Callie H. 205(); “:3583—607.
high levels of self-control are both more likely through schooling or marriage, is a salient ““;; A Beyond Gottfredson & :{lf 'Cof""l and
to have good marriages and less likely to engage why people are redirected away from cnmel . i iew of Criminol A irschi’s Theory”
in crime. into conformity. Explaining change, I Sht’;‘ °g‘b€fg, Thomas G, gF};a . 4.3 o
Ironically, social bond theory received its quires a consideration of sociologlcfil f;ﬁ: il -atlsson, anq Cher)y[ LenCls T. Cullen, cp,
most potent shot in the arm from two former Although borrowing from Hirsc (l>t o D’;‘Ilfency and Drify Revi;(‘) Jonson, eds.
students of Gottfredson and Hirschi, Robert bond theory, Sampson and Laub ‘dO :[ir“'hi fo g,.VC'dlM“fZ and Beyond’ted The Crimiy,
Sampson and John Laub (1993). Sampson and rehash this perspective. First, whllen ar; ) BinnaaTTh Y, Volumeu;Adm"“S in (
Laub agree with their mentors that sociological cused on the juvenile years, S“me] childho® dorn) O;mmh)‘ 2020, "Fre. dew York: Rout
theorists have largely neglected the “considerable examine the entire life course from Choice, , cdom of Actio,
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‘\Tsd‘gc“d theory with the notion that crime
pt (\), qudied as a developmental process
o es across the life course. Their contribu-
M qccg‘!“s two-fold. First, they elaborate social
“0“:; theory and show its relevance not only to
\):;?me in argo\escence but also to crime in gdult-
hood. Importantly, their theory argues thaF infor-
i social controls are age-graded, with dl_fferent
s of bonds affecting individuals at (.hfferent
sages i life (e.g, bonds to parents in childhood,
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The evidence is largely consistent with their theo-
retical predictions (Laub et al., 2006).
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However, recent research Suggests that i
adulthood, desisting from crime may often
precede rather than be the consequence of the

formation of social bonds (Skardhamar ang
Savolainen, 2014 Skardhamar et al,, 2015). That
is, offenders may have to give up criminal ep.
deavors before they will be capable of building
a quality marriage and retaining a good job—a
causal order opposite of what Sampson and Layh
(1993) propose. Of course, it also is possible that
desistance and social bonds have g reciprocal re-
lationship, with each affecting the other as the
process of leaving a life in crime unfods,
Second, they furnish one of the most impor-
tant life-course theories of crime, a mode] that
accounts for both continuity and change across
time. For this reason, although we have discussed
Sampson and Laubs perspective with regard to
social bond theory here, their work is relevant to
Part XIII, where perspectives that explore “Get-
ting Into and Out of Crime: Life-Course Theo-
ries” are discussed. In this section, we review their
more recent theoretical views (Laub and Samp-
son, 2003 [Chapter 44)). At that later juncture, we
will also have more to say about how Sampson
and Laub’s ideas converge with and differ from

competing life-course theories of crime, including
Gottfredson and Hirschis self-control approach,
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16. Social Bond Theory

Travis Hirschi

Although Causes of Delinquency is a complex
book filled with intricate theoretical discussions
and numerous statistical analyses, Hirschi’s theory
has an appealing quality: It can be simply stated
and thus easily understood and studied by crimi-
nologists. Indeed, his theory can be reduced to two
propositions. First, delinquency and social bonds
are inversely related. Second, the concept of social
bonds has four elements—attachment, commit-
ment, involvement, and belief—that independently
and in combination restrain criminal conduct.

But how exactly do these bonds exert control
over youngsters? Hirschi argued that youths can be
attached to peers, teachers, and other adults, al-
though relationships with parents are most crucial.
Attachment involves an emotional connection to
another person. When such a relationship exists,
youths will be more likely to care what that other
person thinks of them. In turn, when in a situation
where the opportunity for trouble presents itself,
they will be restrained from delinquency if they
are concerned that such action will disappoint the
other person or disrupt this relationship.

The importance of attachment is that during the
teenage years, youths are frequently outside their
parents’ watchful eyes. In such instances, parents
cannot exert “Jirect control”—that is, personally
supervise their children and punish misconduct
when it occurs. They can, however, exert “indirect
control” if youths take into account their parents’
preferences. When attachment is strong, observed
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Hirschi, “the . parent is ;l)sychologically Present
when temptation to commit a crime appears, If in
the situation of temptation, no thought is given t,
parental reaction, the child is to this extent free t
commit the act” (1969: 88).

Much like rational choice theory (see Part X),
Hirschi suggested that there is a “rational compo-
nent” to conformity, which he calls “‘commitment”
Juveniles who are doing well in school and haye
bright prospects ahead are less likely to engage in
acts that will jeopardize their future. Conversely
uncommitted youths—those with little or no stake
in conformity—have nothing to lose and thus are
freer to break the law.

Hirschi also contended
ment in conventional activi
If idleness presents opporiviities for crime, filling
up a youth’s day with wholcsome activities—such
as school and recreational pursuits—Ileaves little
time for getting into trouble.

Finally, Hirschi (1969: argued that youths
who believe that they should ‘obey the rules of soci-
ety” are less likely to violate them. The social bond
of “belief” is controversial because such beliefs o
“Uefinitions” are also central to differential associ®
tion theory (or what Hirschi called “Cultural dev:
ance” theory). Hirschi contended, however that "
important analytical distinction could be ’"“‘ii‘i
While cultural deviance theorists like Suthefld[ﬂe
(Chapter 7) focus on beliefs that positively val

« 5 : 2 w )
crime (“definitions favorable to violation of I

it the mere involve-
25 facilitates control

schi, pages 3™

ontrol theorists focus on beliefs that P
“4,,4:. “Delinquency is not caused by bel,
f’:",:iré’ delinquency,” noted Hirschi (196
IZ’[I‘I sather made possible by the absence
dve) peliefs thatforbi'd delinquency.”

[ Causes of Delinquency, Hirschi ur
¥ demj[ed analysis of survey data drawn |
1964 Richmond (Caltforma.) Youth Project,
cubstantial supportf?r social bond theory.
replication of Hirschis study was undertak
e FayetteViue (Arkan.sas) Youth Project. Th
were remarkably similar (Costello and A
2019). Over the past half century, social bon
has been subjected to numerous empirica
perhaps more than any other theory. This
reveals a more complicated assessment of
perspeCﬁW (Kempf-Leonard, 2019). Empiri
firmation of the theory varies, for example
tors such as a study’s methodology (Agne
Costello and Vowell, 1999; Krohn, 2000;
o al, 2009). Still, overall there is fairly cc
support for the general thesis that weak soci
increase the risk of being involved in crim
havior (Akers and Sellers, 2008; Costello an
2020; Sampson and Laub, 1993). Hirschi
that competing perspectives—especially
deviafxce” theories—are not empirically viab
%go .xsK m;st.aken (Akers and Sellers, 2008:
g ,H,'::CZ-Z Zt al., 2;)10?). A further limit
b e Unlillngohac is largely astructu
b e;mm. e Shaw and McKay (Chapt

. ine how mac ial c .
e rosocial chang
bOHdsforpeo o tates.aﬂect the strength
i Ple located in different sectors o

soctety (see also Sam .
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hree fundamental perspectives on delin-
quency and deviant behavior dominate the
current scene. According to strain or motiva-
tional theories, legitimate desires that conformity
cannot satisfy force a person into deviance. Ac-
cording to control or bond theories, a person is
free to commit delinquent acts because his ties
to the conventional order have somehow been
broken. According to cultural deviance theories,
the deviant conforms to a set of standards not
accepted by a larger or more powerful society.
Although most current theories of crime and
delinquency contain elements of at least two
and occasionally all three of these perspectives,
reconciliation of their assumptions is very diffi-
cult. If, as the control theorist assumes, the ties of
many persons to the conventional order may be
weak or virtually nonexistent, the strain theorist,
in accounting for their deviance, builds into his
explanation pressure that is unnecessary. If, on
the other hand, it is reasonable to assume with
the strain theorist that everyone is at some point
strongly tied to the conventional system, then
it is unreasonable to assume that many are not
(control theories), or that many are tied to dif-
ferent “conventional” systems (cultural deviance
theories). . ..

Control theories assume that delinquent acts
result when an individual’s bond to society is
weak or broken. Since these theories embrace
two highly complex concepts, the bond of the in-
dividual to society, it is not surprising that they
have at one time or another formed the basis
of explanations of most forms of aberrant or
unusual behavior. It is also not surprising that

control theories have described the ¢]o
the bond to society in many ways, anq "‘Eents of
have focused on a variety of units as fhepa‘- they

Oint of

control. . ..

Elements of the Bond

Attachment
In explaining conforming behavior, soci
. 0lo-

gists justly emphasize sensitivity to the o
ion of others. Unfortunately, . . . they tengm'
suggest that man is sensitive to the opinigp to
others and thus exclude sensitivity from !he(-)f
explanations of deviant behavior. In exPlain”
ing deviant behavior, psychologists, in con:
trast, emphasize insensitivity to the opinion of
others. Unfortunately, they too tend to ignor
variation, and, in addition, they tend to tie sen.
sitivity inextricably to other variables, to make
it part of a syndrome or “type,” and thus seri-
ously to reduce its value as an explanatory con-
cept. The psychopath is characterized onlyin

part by “deficient attachment to or affection for
others, a failure to respond to the ordinary mo-
tivations founded in respect or regard for ones
fellows™; he is also characterized by such thing

ness,” “lack of superego

as “excessive aggre
control,” and “an

Unfortunately, too, !
thy is used to expla
definition of psychopa

tile level of response’
behavior that psychopr
J(ten becomes part of
thy. As a result, in Bar-

bara Wootton’s words
[The psychopath] is . . . par excellence, and
without shame or qualification, the mode
of the circular process by which mental 1b
normality is inferred from unti-social. ht’}”‘j
ior while anti-social behavior is explmned by

mental abnormality. y

d
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Durkheim said it many years ago: “We are
noral beings to the extent that we are social
beings” This may be interpreted to mean that we
ae moral beings to the extent that we have “in-
ternalized the norms” of society. But what does

mean to say that a person has internalized the

- ¢ 1oms of society? The norms of society are by
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advantages over the concept of intern

For one, explanations of deviant behavior based
on attachment do not beg the question, since the
extent to which a person is attached to othe

be measured independently of his deviant behay-
ior. Furthermore, change or variation in behavior
is explainable in a way that it is not when notions
of internalization or superego are used. For ex-
ample, the divorced man is more likely after di-
vorce to commit a number of deviant acts, such
as suicide or forgery. If we explain these acts by
reference to the superego (or internal control),
we are forced to say that the man “lost his con-
science” when he got a divorce; and, of course, if
he remarries, we have to conclude that he gets his
conscience back.

This dimension of the bond to conventional
society is encountered in most social control-
oriented research and theory. F. Ivan Nye's “in-
ternal control” and “indirect control” refer to the
same element, although we avoid the problem of
explaining changes over time by locating the “con-
science” in the bond to others rather than making
it part of the personality. Attachment to others is
just one aspect of Albert J. Reiss’s “personal con-
trols”; we avoid his problems of tautological em-
pirical observations by making the relationship
between attachment and delinquency problem-
atic rather than definitional. Finally, Scott Briar
and Irving Piliavin's “commitment” or “stake in
conformity” subsumes attachment, as their dis-
cussion illustrates, although the terms they use

are more closely associated with the next element
to be discussed.

alization.

IS can

Commitment

“Of all passions, that which inclineth men least
to break the laws, is fear. Nay, excepting some
generous natures, it is the only thing, when there
is the appea

f profit or pleasure by break-
ing the laws, that makes men keep them. Few
would deny tha occasion obey the rules
simply from fea onsequences. This ratio-

nal component in conformity we label commit-

ment. What does it mean to say that a person is

en oI
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' ecker’s
committed to conformity? In Howard S. B

formulation it means the following:

First, the individual is in a position in Wh%Ch
his decision with regard to some particular line
of action has consequences for other interests
and activities not necessarily [directly] relate.d
to it. Second, he has placed himself in that posi-
tion by his own prior actions. A third element
is present though so obvious as not to be awar'e
[of other interests] and must recognize that his
decision in this case will have ramifications
beyond it.

The idea, then, is that the person invests time,
energy, himself, in a certain line of activity—say,
getting an education, building up a business, ac-
quiring a reputation for virtue. When or when-
ever he considers deviant behavior, he must
consider the costs of this deviant behavior, the
risk he runs of losing the investment he has made
in conventional labor.

If attachment to others is the sociological
counterpart of the superego or conscience, com-
mitment is the counterpart of the ego or common
sense. To the person committed to conventional
lines of action, risking one to ten years in prison
for a ten-dollar holdup is stupidity, because to the
committed person the costs and risks obviously

exceed ten dollars in value. (To the psychoana-
lyst, such an act exhibits failure to be governed
by the “reality-principle’) In the sociological
control theory, it can be and is generally assumed
that the decision to commit a criminal act may
well be rationally determined—that the actor’s
decision was not irrational given the risks and
costs he faces. Of course, as Becker points out, if
the actor is capable of in some sense calculating
the costs of a line of action, he is also capable of
calculational errors: ignorance and error return,
in the control theory, as possible explanations of
deviant behavior.

The concept of commitment assumes that
the organization of society is such that the in-
terests of most persons would be endangered
if they were to engage in criminal acts. Most

people, simply. by the Process of .
organized society, acquire goos : 8in,
prospects that th.ey do not want ¢, o Utatiy,
These accumulations are society’s i S
they will abide by the rules, Many hanceu
about the antecedents of dehnunngoth&:
are based on this premise. For eXam, thyy,
L. Stinchcombe’s hypothesis that “hF’:EAnh“
rebellion . . . occurs when future A s,
clearly related to present performap s
that one is committed to ConfOrmity iy
by what one has but also by what i hot o
obtain. Thus “ambition” and/or “aspirau: .
an important role in producing conf(’““irtly &
person becomes committed to a COHVen}'-l,:'
line of action, and he is therefore commm:%f
conformity.

Most lines of action in a society are of e
conventional. The clearest examples are edu;
tional and occupational careers. Actions thoug
to jeopardize one’s chances in these e
presumably avoided. Interestingly enough,e:_»
nonconventional commitments may opers:
produce conventional conformity. We ar
at least, that boys aspiring to careers in ther!
ets or professional thievery are judged byt
“honesty” and “reliability” —traits tradition:
demand among seekers of office boys.

g
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through the bonds of work and m
end, then, the leisure of the adoles
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arriage.” In the
cent produces 3
to delinquency,

Belief

Unlike the cultural deviance theory, the con-
trol theory assumes the existence of a common
value system within the society or group whose
norms are being violated. If the deviant i com-
mitted to a value system different from that of
conventional society, there is, within the context
of the theory, nothing to explain. The question
is,“Why does a man violate the rules in which he
believes?” It is not, “Why do men differ in their
beliefs about what constitutes good and desir-
able conduct?” The person is assumed to have
been socialized (perhaps imperfectly) into the
group whose rules he is violating; deviance is not
a question of one group imposing its rules on the
members of another group. In other words, we
not only assume the deviant has believed the
rules, we assume he believes the rules even as he
violates them.
How can a person believe it is wrong to steal
at the same time he is stealing? In the strain
theory, this is not a difficult problem. (In fact, . .
the strain theory was devised specifically to deal
with this question.) The motivation to deviance
adduced by the strain theorist is so strong that we
can well understand the deviant act even assum-
ing the deviator believes strongly that it is wrong.
However, given the control theory’s assumptions
about motivation, if both the deviant and the
nondeviant believe the deviant act is wrong, how

do we account for the fact that one commits it

and the other does not?
Clindnol
this pro

asS mes

ories have taken two approaches to
In one approach, beliefs are treated
» that mean little or nothing if the

other {orr ontrol are missing. “Semantic

dementia, lissociation between rational fac-
ulties and ¢ ontrol which is said to be
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ey are expressed in words, drop

way of handling
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out of the picture; since they do ‘.\Ot d‘g:evnat\"e
ate between deviants and nondeviants, )har-
in the same class as “language” or any other ¢
acteristic common to all members of the group.
Since they represent no real obstacle to the CO“'\;}
mission of delinquent acts, nothing need be‘ sal
about how they are handled by those committing
such acts. The control theories that do not men-
tion beliefs (or values), and many do not, may be
assumed to take this approach to the problem'.

The second approach argues that the devxan't
rationalizes his behavior so that he can at once vi-
olate the rule and maintain his belief in it. Donald
R. Cressey has advanced this argument with re-
spect to embezzlement, and Sykes and Matza
have advanced it with respect to delinquency. In
both Cressey’s and Sykes and Matza’s treatments,
these rationalizations (Cressey calls them “verbal-
izations,” Sykes and Matza term them “techniques
of neutralization”) occur prior to the commission
of the deviant act. If the neutralization is suc-
cessful, the person is free to commit the act(s) in
question. Both in Cressey and in Sykes and Matza,

the strain that prompts the effort at neutralization
also provides the motive force that results in the
subsequent deviant act. Their theories are thus, in

this sense, strain theories. Neutralization is diffi-

force to the resistance provided by these
obstacles. However, if the mora) Obs\ac\:\
removed, neutralization and specia| Bt '\s

are no longer required. We therefore fo\\ga oy
implicit logic of control theory ang ‘emo\,:’ the
moral obstacles by hypothesis. Many e‘50\\\&3&
not have an attitude of respect toward ty, “i\\s &
society; many persons feel no moral ghy; ga\'\zsmﬁ
conform regardless of personal advantage ;\\Q
far as the values and beliefs of thege etsé)“‘;m
consistent with their feelings, and ther 4 S\\o\\\g‘g
a tendency toward consistency, S

) Newtralizayy, i
unnecessarys; it has already occurred.

Does this merely push the question backag
and at the same time produce conflict with \\};
assumption of a common value systery? 1 thi
not. In the first place, we do not assume, as dog
Cressey, that neutralization occurs in order 1
make a specific criminal act possible. We g o

assume, as do Sykes and Matza, that neutrgly,
tion occurs to make many delinquent acts -
sible. We do not assume, in other words, that the
person constructs a system of rationalizationsiy

order to justify commission of acts he wantst

commit. We assume, in contrast, that the belies
that free a man to commit deviant acts are unm-
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assumption that ther
moral validity of soc
amenable to direct
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orist faces ¢
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cult to handle within the context of a theory that
adheres closely to control theory assumptions, be-
cause in the control theory there is no special mo-
tivational force to account for the neutralization.
This difficulty is especially noticeable in Matza’s
later treatment of this topic, where the motiva-
tional component, the “will to delinquency” ap-
pears after the moral vacuum has been created by
the techniques of the neutralization, The question
thus becomes: Why neutralize?

In attempting to solve a strain theory problem
with control theory tools, the control theorist ig
thus led into a trap. He cannot answer the crucial
question. The concept of neutralization assumes
the existence of moral obstacles to the commis-
sion of deviant acts. In order plausibly to account
for a deviant act, it is necessary to generate mo-
tivation to deviance that is at least equivalent in

tivated in the sense that he does not constructa
adopt them in order o facilitate the attainmen
of illicit ends. In the second place, we do
assume, as does Matza, that “delinquents concyt
in the conventional 2ssessment of delinguenc}
We assume, in contrast, that there is variation®
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The keystone of this argument is of course the
ption that there is variation in belief in the
alidity of social rules. This assumption is
e to direct empirical test and can thus
Jeast until its first confrontation with
sent, we must return to the idea
lue system with which this sec-
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heliefs. We have not suggested that dglinquency is
hased on beliefs counter to conw.entlonal moral-
ity; we have not suggested that delinquents do not
befieve delinquent acts are wrong, but the mean-
ing and efficacy of such beliefs are contingent
ypon other beliefs and, indeed, on the strength of

other ties to the conventional order.

Where Is the Motivation?

The most disconcerting question the control the-
orist faces goes something like this: “Yes, but why

do they do it?” In the good old days, t}le control
theorist could simply strip away the “veneer of
civilization” and expose man's “animal impulses’
for all to see. These impulses appeared to him
(and apparently to his audience) to provide a
plausible account of the motivation to crime and
delinquency. His argument was ot that delin-
quents and criminals alone are animals, but that
weare all animals, and thus all naturally capable
of committing criminal acts. It took no great
study to reveal that children, chickens, and dogs
occasionally assault and steal from their fellow
aeatures; that children, chickens, and dogs also
behave for relatively long periods in a perfectly
:I’l‘:j“g manner, Of“course the acts of chickens
havj(;%s- are ’10t assnat.xlt.” or “theft,” and su'ch
e kles not “moral’; it is s.nmply the Pehavnor
o i n?’ °hf ba dog. The chicken stealing corn
2w e doeslg or knows r.wthmg of the moral
Merely g o 'C‘Ot want to v101at<? r.uJes; he wants
83 pilloy or E;" The dog maliciously destroy-
oniously assaulting another dog

|
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;(S) tc;leevir:oral-equal pf the chicken. No motivation
‘nce is r.eqmred to explain his acts. So, too
no special motivation to crime within the hurmn‘
anlxl?al was required to explain his criminal ac}s
'Tn'nes changed. It was no longer fashionabie;
(within sociology, at least) to refer to animal im-
pulses. The control theorist tended more and
more to deemphasize the motivational compo-
nent of his theory. He might refer in the begin-
ning to “universal human needs,” or some such,
but the driving force behind crime and delin-
quency was rarely alluded to. At the same time,
his explanations of crime and delinquency left
the reader uneasy. What, the reader asked, is the
control theorist assuming? Albert K. Cohen and
James E Short answer the question this way:

... it is important to point out one important
limitation of both types of theory. They [culture
conflict and social disorganization theories]
are both control theories in the sense that they
explain delinquency in terms of the absence
of effective controls. They appear, therefore,
to imply a model of motivation that assumes
that the impulse to delinquency is an inherent
characteristic of young people and does not
itself need to be explained; it is something that
erupts when the lid—i.e., internalized cultural
restraints or external authority—is off.

There are several possible and I think reason-
able reactions to this criticism. One reaction is
simply to acknowledge the assumption, to grant

issuming what control theorists have

that one is
always assumed about the motivation to crime—
that it is cons across persons (at least within
the systt 1|,',¢!:»‘;( 1)
There is no reasor that only those
who finall ) jeviant act usually have
the impulse to uch more likely
that m(.u' people expericl leviant impuls«
A ‘ . y . " ) > |‘
frequently. At leas . people are much

more deviant thi

There is certainly nothing
such an assumption. e
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anything we wish to assame; the truth of our
theory is presumably subject to empirical test,

A second reaction, involving perhaps some
thing of a quibible, is 1o defend the logic of control
theory and 1o deny the alleged assumption, We
cin sy the fact that control theary suggests the
ahnence of something causes delinguency is not
Wproper coticinm, since negative relations have
anmnch caim o sclentific acceptability as do
positive relations. We can also sy that the pres
ent theory does not impute an inherent impulse
Lo delinguency woanyone, Vhat, on the contrary, it
denien the necensity of such an imputation:

e desives, and other passlons of man, are i
thermmelves no sin, No more are the actions, that

proceed from thowe passtons, Gl they know a
Taw that forbids them,

A third reaction is to accept the criticiom as
valld, 1o grant that a complete explanation of de

linquency would provide the necessary impetus,
and proceed to construct an explanation of mo-

tivation conststent with control theory, Briar and
Piliavin provide situational motivation:

We assume these acts are prompted by short-
term sltuationally induced desires experienced
by all boys to obtain valued goods, 1o portray

Discussion Questions

I Why does Hirachi say that the key question for
criminologists o answer is“Wh

y don't they do
" 4w opposed 10 “Why do they do 2"

2. How does control theory differ from strain

theory and cultural deviance (1,e,, differential
association) theory?

courage in e presence of, o e

\Ir’;d 10 pe
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shimply 1o “get kicks! €d, o

o There are several addigy
“why they do " that are o 1y

and at the same time genera)
control theory, But while al) of th
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1o the delinquent; he iy

mal ace, =
\'/' mind V"w;‘,‘,{
1 Compaip, ’n'r‘_.
686 a€es .
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differentiate dedinguents from nondt\km@m
In the end, then, control theory remaing vy
it has always been, 4 theory in which deviatin
s not problematic. e question “Why do the
do W2 s simply not the question the \h:mﬁ.
designed to answer, e Question is,“Why do
we do it?” There is much evidence that we ol
if we dared,
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17. A General Theory of Crime

Michael R. Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi

Traditional sociological theories placed their pri-

mary focus on the social experiences of youths
erential association

outside the family. For diffe
theory, for example, most attention has been

iven to the role of peer groups in fostering delin-
quency; for strain theory, the lack of opportunities
in school and in the labor market is considered
as the source of crime-inducing frustration. In
contrast, Gottfredson and Hirschi have redirected
the attention of criminologists to the family and to
what parents do, or do not do, during childhood.
In his social bond theory, Hirschi emphasized
the importance of “indirect control”—how close
attachment to parents allows the parents to have
a “psychological presence” when youths are not
under their surveillance. Gottfredson and Hirschi,
however, argue that “irect control’ is the key to
effective parenting (see Wells and Rankin, 1988).
Unless parents monitor their children closely and
then take steps to punish misbehavior when it
occurs—that is, unless they teach children that
breaking rules has consequences—self-control
will not be instilled. Instead, the child “will tend
to be impulsive, insensitive, physical (as opposed
to mental), risk-taking, short-sighted, and nonver-
bal” (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 90). As they
endlessly succumb to life’s temporary temptations,
children burdened with low self-control will con-
stantly engage in crime and other forms of devi-
ance. They also will lack the persistence needed to

:eprmted from A General Theory of Crime by Michael R. Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi. Copyright
rustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University. All rights reserved. With the permission of Stanford Uni

sup.org,
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succeed in school, in the workplace, and in social
relationships. In short, they will be consigned to a
wayward life replete with brushes with the law and

with personal and social failure.
We should note that Gottfredson and Hirschi

differentiate between ‘criminality,” which is the
propensity to offend, and ‘crime,” which is an
actual event in which a law is broken. They rec-
ognize that a propensity cannot be acted on unless
the opportunity to do so exists. As a result, they
see crime as a byproduct of people with low self-
control, who have high criminogenic propensities,
coming into contact with illegal opportunities. Still,
given that most offenses are easy to commit, and
opportunities for crime are constantly available,
over time people with low self-control inevitably
will become deeply involved in criminal behavior.
That is, self-control, not opportunities, will be the
primary determinant of peoples involvement in
crime across their life course.

Similar to social bond theory, the core premise of
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory is easily identified
and thus amenable to testing: the lower a persons
self-control, the higher his or her involvement in
criminal behavior and in acts analogous to crime.
Not surprisingly, a growing body of research as-
sessing self-control theory soon arose, including an
important study on how best to measure the con-
struct (see Grasmick et al., 1993). In the three de-
cades following, there has been consistent support
1990 by the Board

ty Press, www.
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for Gottfredson and Hirschi’s core thesis, includ-

ing across nations—a fact that ensures that their

self-control theory will remain an important theo-

retical perspective (Gottfredson, 2006; Hay and
Meldrum, 2016). Most notably, meta-analyses of
the extant literature at different points in time have
confirmed that low self-control is a robust correlate
of crime and other deviant outcomes (see Pratt and
Cullen, 2000; Vazsonyi et al., 2017).

The limits of self-control theory, however,
should also be mentioned (see Goode, 2008).
Thus, in empirical tests, low self-control cannot,
as Gottfredson and Hirschi predict, explain away
the effects on crime of other sociological factors,
especially the effects of differential association/
social learning variables (see, e.g., Evans et al,
1997; Pratt and Cullen, 2000; Unnever et al., 2006).

The stability of self-control is also at issue. Contrary
to Gottfredson and Hirschis view, for example,
research shows that intervention programs can im-
prove self-control, suggesting that such regulation
is malleable rather than fixed in childhood (Na
and Paternoster, 2012; Piquero et al., 2010). Situa-
tional contingencies—such as the presence of emo-
tions, illicit substances, external threat, fatigue, or
the time available to make a decision—can create

fluctuations in manifestations of self-control (Burt,

2020). Perhaps most consequential, Gottfredson
and Hirschi commit what Currie (1985: 185) calls
the “fallacy of autonomy—the belief that what goes
on inside the family can usefully be separated from
the forces that affect it from the outside: the larger
social context in which families are embedded
for better or for worse.” Thus, despite emphasiz-
ing the salience of parenting in crime causation,
Gottfredson and Hirschi remain largely silent on

vﬁ o

Currie, Elliott. 1985. Confronting Crime: Ap Amer
can Challenge. New York: Pantheon. ¥
Evans, T. David, Francis T. Cullen, Velmer §_ Burion
Jr., R. Gregory Dunaway, and Michae) 1. Beny;r
1997. “The Social Consequences of Se\f—CQ“\":_
Testing the General Theory of Crime? Cfimin;f_
ogy 35: 475-504.

Goode, Erich, ed. 2008. Out of Control: Assessing the
General Theory of Crime. Stanford, CA: Stanforg
University Press.

Gottfredson, Michael R. 2006.“The Empirical Stetug
of Control Theory in Criminology” In Francis 7
Cullen, John Paul Wright, and Kristie R, Bleving
(eds.), Taking Stock: The Status of Criminolog.
cal Theory—Advances in Criminological Theory,
Volume 15, pp. 77-100. New Brunswick, \j;

Transaction.

Gottfredson, Michael R. and Travis Hirschi. 1999, 4
General Theory of Crime. Stanford, CA: Stanford

University Press.

Grasmick, Harold G., Charles R. Tittle, Robert |.
Bursik, Jr., and Bruce K. Arneklev. 1993. “Testing
the Core Empirical Implications of Gottfredson
and Hirschi's General Theory of Crime” Journd
of Research in Crime and Delinquency 30:5-29.

Hay, Carter and Ryan Meldrum. 2016. Self-Control
and Crime over the Life Course. Thousand Qaks,

CA: Sage.

Na, Chongmin and Raymond Paternoster.2012.“Can
Self-Control Change Substantially Over Time!
Rethinking the Relationship Between Self- and alled
Social Control”” Criminology 50: 427-462. e

the social forces that are transforming the Ameri- Quarterly 27: 803-834.

can family and challenging the ability of parents
raise their children effectively.

References

Burt, Callie H. 2020. “Self-Control and Crime;
Beyond Gottfredson & Hirschi's Theory”” Annual

Review of Criminology 3: 43-73.

Vazsonyl Alexander T, Jakub
Kelley. 2017. “Is Time: A
Se\f-Comro\—De\’\a“ce L

Justice 48:48-63.
\\'e\\s,LEdward and Joseph
?arema\ Controls and T

26:263-285.

heories of crime
T in the propensit
fing criminal acts. 7
labeled “criminality
people committing
?;opens'\ﬁes. They
tendency to enhar
differed from no
to their location |
sanction system
cut off from the
others from the
individual unz
sequences of
trolled by the
people awar
will not be
penalties t
Classical ¢

Piquero, Alex R., Wesley G. Jennings, and David \)&;\:\Z “:\‘\C
Farrington. 2010. “On the Malleability of S K\\t\\:
Control: Theoretical and Policy \\\\ﬂ\t&\'\@‘s fists ep
Regarding a General Theory of Crime! Justit Yange

et
fo Pratt, Travis C.and Francis T. Cullen. 2000, TheE® ‘::\‘g:
pirical Status of Gottfredson and Hirschi's Generd i,
Theory of Crime: A Meta- Analysis, Criminde® W
38: 931-964, N
Unnever, James D,, Francis T. Cullen, and \\O\Tc‘\ A
Agnew. 2006, “Why 1s ‘Bad Parenting Cf\“““\:\ |
o

genic? Implications from Rival Theories 1
Violence and Juvenile Justice 4:

3-3.

4



Vazsonyi, Alexander T., Jakub Mikuska, and Erin L.
Kelley. 2017. “It's Time: A Meta-Analysis on the
Se](_Comrol—Deviance Link?” Journal of Criminal
Justice 48: 48-63.

Wells, L. Edward and Joseph H. Rankin. 1988.“Direct

parental Controls and Delinquency.” Criminology

26: 263-285.

me lead naturally to interest
sities of individuals commit-
hese propensities are often
Jabeled «riminality” In pure classical theory,
people committing criminal acts had no s_pec1a1
propensities: They mere]Y followed the universal
rendency to enhance their own pleasgre. If they
differed from noncriminals, it was with respect
to their location in or comprehension 9f rc?lc?vant
sanction systems. For example, the individual
cut off from the community will suffer less than
others from the ostracism that follows crime; the
individual unaware of the natural or legal con-
sequences of criminal behavior cannot be con-
trolled by these consequences to the degree th.at
people aware of them are controlled; the atheist
will not be as concerned as the believer about
penalties to be exacted in a life beyond death.

Classical theories on the whole, then, are today

alled control theories, theories emphasizing the

prevention of crime through consequences pain-

ful to the individual.

Although, for policy purposes, classical theo-
rists emphasized legal consequences, the impor-
tance to them of moral sanctions is so obvious
that their theories might well be called underde-
veloped social control theories. In fact, Bentham’s
llSt. of the major restraining motives—motives
dcting fO prevent mischievous acts—begins with
f;‘z:iw('l"g ;g've of reputation, and the desire for
Ofde};ection. 134-36). HF goes on to say that fear
of detection'sp ::i)vems o la:ge P art.because
the desie nsequences for “reputation, and

or amity” (p. 138). Put another way,

heories of cri
in the propen
ting criminal acts. T
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in Bentham’s view, the restraining power of legal
sanctions in large part stems from their connec-

tion to social sanctions.
If crime is evidence of the weakness of social

motives, it follows that criminals are less social
than noncriminals and that the extent of their
asociality may be determined by the nature and
number of their crimes. Calculation of the extent
of an individual’s mischievousness is a complex
affair, but in general the more mischievous or de-
praved the offenses, and the greater their number,
the more mischievous or depraved the offender
(Bentham 1970: 134-42). (Classical theorists
thus had reason to be interested in the serious-
ness of the offense. The relevance of seriousness
to current theories of crime is not so clear.)
Because classical or control theories infer that

offenders are not restrained by social motives, it is
common to think of them as emphasizing an aso-
cial human nature. Actually, such theories make
people only as asocial as their acts require. Pure
or consistent control theories do not add crimi-
nality (i.e., personality concepts or attributes such
as “aggressiveness” or “extraversion”) to individu-
als beyond that found in their criminal acts. As a
result, control theories are suspicious of images
of an antisocial, psychopathic, or career offender,
or of an offender whose motives to crime are
somehow larger than those given in the crimes
themselves. Indeed, control theories are compat-
ible with the view that the balance of the total

control structure favors conformity, even among
offenders:

For in every man, be his disposition evel
so depraved, the social motives are those
which . . . regulate and determi

tenor of his life. . . . The general and standin
bias of every man’s nature is, ther t

that side to which the forc
tives would determine him to adl
being the case, the force of the social mol
tends continually to put an end
dissocial ones; as, in natural bodies, t r
of friction tends to put an end (o | hicl
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generated by impulse. Time, then, which wears
away the force of the dissocial motives, adds to
that of the social. (Bentham 1970: 141)

Positivism brought with it the idea that crimi-
nals differ from noncriminals in ways more radi-
cal than this, the idea that criminals carry within
themselves properties peculiarly and positively

conducive to crime. [Previously], we examined

the efforts of the major disciplines to identify

these properties. Being friendly to both the clas-

sical and positivist traditions, we expected to

end up with a list of individual properties reli-

ably identified by competent research as useful in

the description of “criminality”—such properties

as aggressiveness, body build, activity level, and
intelligence. We further expected that we would
be able to connect these individual-level corre-
lates of criminality directly to the classical idea
of crime. As our review progressed, however, we
were forced to conclude that we had overesti-
mated the success of positivism in establishing
important differences between “criminals” and
“noncriminals” beyond their tendency to commit
criminal acts. Stable individual differences in the
tendency to commit criminal acts were clearly
evident, but many or even most of the other dif-

ferences between offenders and nonoffenders

were not as clear or pronounced as our reading
of the literature had led us to expect.

If individual differences in the tendency to
commit criminal acts (within an overall ten-
dency for crime to decline with age) are at least
potentially explicable within classical theory b
reference to the social location of individuals and

their comprehension of how the world works,
the fact remains that classical theory cannot shed
much light on the positivistic finding (denied by
most positivistic theories. . . .) that these differ-

ences remain reasonably stable with change in the
social location of individuals and change in their

kn?wledge of the operation of sanction systems,
Thl'S is the problem of self-control, the differ-
ential tendency of people to avoid criminal acts

—

whatever the circumstances in whi
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themselves. Since this difference he‘. fing
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classical view of crime and the idea that pes
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h this observation. By .
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e circumstances in which
they ——
"5’5[5"[ wil

since this difference am find jnco
on : ) .
" variety of names, we be 8 peop]e roken, the idea o( low self—co_nlrol is compatible to the factor duzi :
8in by ar. ith the observation that criminal acts require the causes o; pr](;, ucing lthmr réstraint, back: to
abilities, needs, o TITa T self-control. In our vi
I cap ¢ r motivation; they self-control does not require crime fr‘:; lcaac: sf
e

ts of the concept of self-
-contro]
counteracted by situational conditions or other

705, ecia
nse, available to everyone. In con-
properties of the individual. At the same time, we

are, In this se
e idea of criminality as a special tendency

and Alternative Concepy irast, th Lo !
) SN suggests that criminal acts require special people supwest that ki : ¢
scribe stable individual differ. forgtbeir performance and enjoyment. Finally i ﬁossibi7ir: 'c;gfhc:fgir:;ml~e(femvely (el
bel;ﬂ‘flor to self-control ;s lacko[restraint or low self-control allows almost it will be substantially less l?li lls’ thosﬁ et
isidering several alternatives any devianb criminal, exciting, or dangerous act; life to engage in crimiynal acts ely at all periods of
inality) we had used - contrast, the idea of criminality covers only a y
dson 1986) e o fth tly di 4
dson 1986). A major con- qarrow portion © e apparently diverse acts en-
ency between the classical g,;ged in by people- at one end of the dimension The Elements of Self-Control
nd our conception of the u'ea[eHOWdISCUSSIHg. . Criminal acts provide immediate gratification of
vise to try to integratea The concept of conscience c?mes closer th'an desires. A major characteristic of people with low
ith a deterministic image criminality to self-control, and is harder to dis- self-control is therefore a tendency to respond to
. when such integration tinguish from it. Unfortunfitfl}’n that concept has tangible stimuli in the immediate environment,
he compatibility of the connotations of compulsion (to conformity) to have a concrete “here and now” orientation.
J the idea that peopl sot, strictly speaking consistent with a choice People with high self-control, in contrast, tend to
\ur view, remarkable. model (or with the operation of conscience). It defer gratification.

A does not seem to cover the behaviors analogous Criminal acts provide easy or simple gratifi-

cation of desires. They provide money without

controlled by natural

heory IS a theory of
| or moral sanctions,

heory based 0n the
epend on the indi-
- bond to societ).
1 explicit idea 0
Je also difter in

llnerable to the

o crime that appear [0 be

anctions rather than socia work, sex without courtship, revenge without

din the end it typically refers to how people  court delays. People lacking self-control also
el about their acts rather than to the likelihood tend to lack diligence, tenacity, or persistence in
that they will or will not commit them. Thus ac- 2 course of action.

(idents and employment instability a Criminal acts are exciting risky, or

dl seen as produced by failures of ¢ They involve stealth, danger, speed, agility, de-
ception, Or pOWEL. People lacking self-control

re not usu- hrilling.
onscience,

bi{’i"g o ol ad witers in the conscience tradition do not
51mu/'lagfon pically make the connection between moral therefore tend to be adventuresome, active, and
rest®y andprudent behavior. Finally, conscience isused  physical. Those with high levels of self-control
ot of crim é”;”””{ lo sqmmarize the results of learning tend to be cauxti'ous.“wgnit ive, and verbal.
oy mmbleg;qve re/nforc'ement, and even those fa- 'Cnmes provide fow or meager lor s o
Cgusalioﬂ Wabozy;[ ;Sposed to its use leave lzttle. more o ¢efils. They are not equivalent to a job or a righ
o ™ [ g it (see, e.g, Eysenck 1977; Wilson and  On the contrary, crimes | erfere with long
 and ” i ein 1985), term commitments (0 jobs, mMarriages family, o
15 self fal are now in position to describe the nature friends. People with low sell-con ol thus tend
P ["'Oll{m/, the individual characteristic rel- o have unstable marriages, friendships, and job
asswneljzaltb:lzgommimon O,f criminal ?Cfs. We  profiles. They tend to be lItie ] [t_f.":[;\i in and
e deried dl,m;""?”f of this characteristic can ~ unprepared for long-term 0ccUf ation p!.irl‘»!l!ls,
45 We thys infer;, ron the nature 0'? criminal Crimes require /ittle st/ or planning. The c0g:
Pecple why refraj rom the nature of crime what nitive requiremems for most crime: lrp minl-
ain from criminal acts are like ~ mal. It follows that people lacking self-control
or academic

orel/,e}, p
2 g |
chthe age at which crime becomes need not possess Of value cognitive



206 PART V: Varieties of Control Theory

skills. The manual skills required for most crimes

are minimal. It follows that people lacking self-
control need not possess manual skills that

require training or apprenticeship.
Crimes often result in pain or discomfort for the

victim. Property is lost, bodies are injured, privacy
is violated, trust is broken. It follows that people
with low self-control tend to be self-centered,
indifferent, or insensitive to the suffering and
needs of others. It does not follow, however, that
people with low self-control are routinely unkind
or antisocial. On the contrary, they may discover
the immediate and easy rewards of charm and

generosity.
Recall that crime involves the pursuit of im-

mediate pleasure. It follows that people lacking
self-control will also tend to pursue immediate
pleasures that are not criminal: They will tend to
smoke, drink, use drugs, gamble, have children

out of wedlock, and engage in illicit sex.
Crimes require the interaction of an offender

with people or their property. It does not follow
that people lacking self-control will tend to be
gregarious or social. However, it does follow that,
other things being equal, gregarious or social
people are more likely to be involved in criminal

acts.
The major benefit of many crimes is not plea-

sure but relief from momentary irritation. The
irritation caused by a crying child is often the
stimulus for physical abuse. That caused by a
taunting stranger in a bar is often the stimulus
for aggravated assault. It follows that people with
low self-control tend to have minimal tolerance
for frustration and little ability to respond to con-
flict through verbal rather than physical means.
Crimes involve the risk of violence and physi-
cal injury, of pain and suffering on the part of the
offender. It does not follow that people with low
self-control will tend to be tolerant of physical
pain or to be indifferent to physical discomfort. It
does follow that people tolerant of physical pain
or indifferent to physical discomfort will be more
likely to engage in criminal acts whatever their

level of self-control.

The risk of criminal penalty for any give,

criminal act is small, but this depends i Part
the circumstances of the offense. Thus, fo; e):
ample, not all joyrides by teenagers are equally
likely to result in arrest. A car stolen from
neighbor and returned unharmed before pe i
tices its absence is less likely to result in officig]
notice than is a car stolen from a sh0pping center
parking lot and abandoned at the convenience of
the offender. Drinking alcohol stolen from par.
ents and consumed in the family garage is Jeg;
likely to receive official notice than drinking ip
the parking lot outside a concert hall. It fol|y
that offenses differ in their validity as measur
of self-control: those offenses with large risk f
public awareness are better measures than those

with little risk.
In sum, people who lack self-control will ten

to be impulsive, insensitive, physical (as opposed
to mental), risk-taking, short sighted, and non-
verbal, and they will tend therefore to engagein
criminal and analogous acts. Since these traits
can be identified prior 1o the age of responsibility
for crime, since there i 1siderable tendency for
these traits to come together in the same people
and since the traits te persist through life,i
seems reasonable to der them as compris-
ing a stable construct useful in the explanation

of crime.
The Many Mani‘stations of Low
Self- Control
Our image of the “offender” suggests that crim;

is not an automatic or necessary COHSequenc,eq

low self-control. It suggests that many noncrif”
nal acts analogous to crime (such as acciden’s
smoking, and alcohol use) are also manie®
tions of low self-control. Our image therefore.”:
plies that no specific act, type of crime, Of tor[e
of deviance is uniquely required by the absert

of self-control. hav
Because both crime and analogous beb th

: . 0
iors stem from low self-control (that 1% the)
are manifestations of low self-control) ™

d



