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Abstract 

Adolescent delinquency is a common phenomenon that has been studied 

extensively for decades. Much is known about the factors which influence youth 

involvement in activities such as underage drinking, smoking, and drug use. However, to 

this point, there exists only limited theoretical and empirical research which focuses on 

the personal and social characteristics of adolescents who abstain from antisocial 

behaviour altogether. This study seeks to examine the personal attributes, impact of 

peers, and social bonds that influence refrainment from delinquency. This study uses the 

Canadian National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth, Cycle 3, conducted in 

1998-1999 to investigate the correlates of abstention. 

Prior research has established causal links between certain variables and 

abstention (such as few associations with delinquent peers, less autonomy, and strong 

academic inclinations). Moffitt (1993) argues that abstainers are more likely to be 

socially excluded from deviant peer groups based on their unappealing personal 

characteristics. This study attempts to ground the mixed results garnered from several 

studies regarding Moffitt’s abstention hypotheses. Further, this study examines in more 

depth the direct, mediating, and interaction effects of several individual and social 

correlates of delinquency abstention. 

The results of this thesis indicate that negative traits are not consistently 

associated with abstention. As well, the strongest direct correlates of abstention are 

school commitment and relationship with parents. These appear to be mediated by 

delinquent peer associations. Suggestions for future research are discussed.   
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

A substantial proportion of the existing criminological literature has focused on 

individual and group deviations from the prescribed norms and laws within any given 

society. A question of particular importance has been: Who are those most likely to 

commit crime and why do they do it? The scholarly research has identified distinct 

offending trajectories beginning from childhood through to adolescence and adulthood, 

tending to emphasize not only initial onset, persistence and desistence from crime, but 

also two offending groups: life course persistent offenders who constitute a relatively 

small portion of the offending population, and the vast majority of offenders who only 

engage in some level of delinquent and criminal behaviour during the adolescent years 

(Moffitt 1993).  A third group of people, those who completely refrain from delinquent 

behaviour (particularly during adolescence), has only recently attracted research attention 

(Piquero, Brezina, and Turner 2005). To this point, there exists only limited theoretical 

and empirical research which focuses on the personal and social characteristics of 

adolescents who abstain from antisocial behaviour altogether.  

For decades, research on adolescent delinquency and drug use has consistently 

shown that young people participating in deviant activities, ranging from vandalism and 

theft, to underage drinking and drug abuse, is far more widespread than noninvolvement 

in these activities. There are several studies which indicate that delinquency and drug use 

during the adolescent years are normative-type behaviours (Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton 

1985; Moffitt 1993; Piquero et al. 2005; Shedler and Block 1990; Thornberry and Krohn 
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2000). For example, Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter and Silva (2001) found that 91 percent of 

males and 86 percent of females committed at least one delinquent act before age 

eighteen. In the National Youth Survey (NYS), Elliot, Huizinga, and Menard (1989) 

similarly found that more than 90 percent of interviewed males and females report being 

involved in at least one criminal act over the life course. It has been empirically 

established that engagement in deviance during adolescence is actually quite common. 

What then accounts for the roughly 9 to 14 percent of adolescents who refrain from 

offending and drug use altogether (Boutwell and Beaver 2008; Brezina and Piquero 2007; 

Moffitt et al. 2001; Piquero et al. 2005; Shedler and Block 1990; Thornberry and Krohn 

2001)?  

Unlike some of the implicit explanations provided by traditional crime theories, 

Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomic theory of delinquency is one theory which 

provides a fairly unique account of abstention. If refrainment from criminal behaviour is 

non-normative, she argues, then it is important to develop a more thorough understanding 

of abstainers. The atypical nature of abstainers advances several questions regarding the 

personal characteristics of these individuals, their degree of isolation from their 

delinquent counterparts, and how they differ from their offending peers in a behavioural 

and characterological sense. Analyzing the normative practice of adolescent involvement 

in crime from the opposite lens of nonparticipation or refrainment from crime offers the 

potential to develop a more detailed explanation of adolescent crime. For Piquero et al. 

(2005), it is important to advance this type of research “not only to assess the validity of 

Moffitt’s account, but because this line of research may shed additional light on the 

nature of adolescent conformity and offending more generally” (29). Approaching 
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adolescent deviance from multiple directions increases the prospect of understanding the 

issue and consequently, improves the probability of establishing effective methods to 

counter or prevent adolescent crime. 

This research draws on Moffitt’s (1993) hypotheses. Chapter Two offers a 

theoretical review of her developmental taxonomy. The first part of this section is 

centered on the distinguishing traits between serious chronic offenders and normative 

adolescent delinquents. The second section offers a review of how normative adolescent 

delinquents (what Moffitt refers to as ‘adolescent limited offenders’) age out of crime. 

Although Moffitt’s (1993) taxonomy focuses primarily on two trajectories of offending, 

she hypothesizes a third group of individuals that refrain from offending entirely, and this 

group is reviewed in the last section of Chapter Two. 

Chapter Three offers a short review of early research on delinquency abstention, 

while the majority of the chapter is dedicated to the review of recent empirical and 

theoretical studies on delinquency abstention. The review finds that the limited empirical 

research available on correlates of abstention, specifically, the unappealing personality 

characteristics of abstainers, appears mixed. Further, the degree to which multiple 

abstention variables interact with one another has only narrowly been addressed. The 

chapter concludes with a review of the abstention into adulthood literature. 

Chapter Four outlines the proposed research hypotheses that have been developed 

according to the findings discussed in the literature review, and offers a brief description 

of the analytical strategy and analytical techniques that will be used in the analyses. 

Chapter Five provides a discussion of the data used in this research. The data are 

drawn from the Canadian National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth 1998-
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1999 (NLSCY), Cycle 3. As well, this chapter provides an overview to the control, 

dependent, independent, and mediating variables used in the analyses.  

Chapter Six presents the findings of this study. Finally, Chapter Seven further 

discusses the results, and concludes with an outline of the limitations and suggestions for 

future empirical research. 
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Review of Moffitt’s Taxonomy 

The purpose of this chapter is to offer a summary of Moffitt’s (1993) theoretical 

claim of the two types of adolescent offending trajectories, as well as her hypotheses 

regarding adolescent abstention from crime, on which a portion of this study is based.  

2.1 Moffitt’s Developmental Taxonomy 

According to Moffitt (1993), the age-crime curve is illustrative of two categories 

of offenders with distinct personalities: life-course-persistent (LCP) and adolescent 

limited (AL). LCP offenders represent the small group of individuals who engage in 

antisocial behaviour at every stage of the life course. They are likely to commit more 

serious acts of delinquency, their engagements in antisocial activities tend to be more 

frequent and they are less likely to desist from crime relative to AL offenders. Moffitt 

links neuropsychological development with early childhood behaviour to explain LCP 

offending.  There are several factors that influence infant neural development, and she 

argues that this development “may be disrupted by maternal drug abuse, poor prenatal 

nutrition, or pre or postnatal exposure to toxins” (680). Neural development can also be 

disrupted by nutrient, stimulation and affection deprivation after birth, including child 

abuse and neglect. For Moffitt, childhood neuropsychological deficits such as language 

or motor delays, and early onset aggressive antisocial behaviour or difficult temperament, 

coupled with a criminogenic social environment or an adverse upbringing presents a 

pronounced risk for LCP patterns of offending. She describes these negative social 

environments as disadvantaged schools and neighbourhoods, as well as home settings 
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wherein “prenatal care is haphazard, drugs are used during pregnancy, and infants’ 

nutritional needs are neglected” (682). 

In contrast, AL offenders lack consistency in their antisocial behaviour across the 

life course, and may have irregular crime-free periods. They are likely to engage in 

antisocial behaviour only in situations where “responses seem profitable to them, but they 

are also able to abandon antisocial behavior when prosocial styles are more rewarding” 

(Moffitt 1993: 686). For example, they may use drugs with friends but obey school rules. 

To make sense of why children with no behavioural problems suddenly become 

antisocial during the adolescent years, Moffitt emphasizes what she refers to as the 

“maturity gap” which emerges from the disjuncture between an individual’s biological 

age and social age. Despite sexual maturity, a young person is often denied, or asked to 

delay, many of the positive attributes associated with adult life. For example, an 

adolescent male who has reached puberty may physically resemble an adult, but “the 

level of social maturity afforded to him is not synonymous with that of an adult” (Barnes, 

Beaver and Piquero 2011: 692). Moffitt uses the ethological concept of social mimicry to 

explain how the frustration AL offenders experience due to the maturity gap promotes 

modeling of the “adult-type” behaviours they witness from their LCP peers. At the same 

time that AL youth are in the midst of a transitory period where they experience pubertal 

changes and shifts in self-perception of autonomy, they are also being exposed to LCP 

youth who have already established delinquent ways of coping with the maturity gap. The 

antisocial behaviour of the LCP peers is carefully observed and imitated by AL youth, 

and it becomes a valuable technique of which AL youth then adopt as a personal means 

of coping with the frustrating aspects typically associated with adolescence. Delinquency 
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thus “shifts from being primarily an individual psychopathology in childhood to a 

normative group social behavior during adolescence” (Moffitt 1993: 687).  

Once AL youth become part of delinquent peer groups, proving maturity and 

loyalty to LCP role models becomes possible through what Moffitt (1993) terms 

“hypothetical reinforcers for delinquency” (688). This includes establishing distance with 

parents or damaging communication with them, provoking and aggravating adults in 

authoritative positions, finding ways to appear older such as smoking, abusing drugs, 

drinking and getting tattoos, or tempting fate by shoplifting and having unprotected sex 

(Moffitt 1993). 

Hence, three conditions are necessary for adolescent-onset delinquency: 

motivation, mimicry and reinforcement. Moffitt (1993) suggests that:  

A secular change in the duration of adolescence has generated an 

age-dependent motivational state. In addition, life-course-

persistent antisocial models must be available so that their 

delinquent behaviors can be imitated. Finally, adolescents’ 

fledging attempts to mimic antisocial styles will continue if they 

are socially reinforced by the negative consequences of crime 

(689). 

2.2 Why AL Offenders Age out of Crime 

In order to make clear the distinction between LCP and AL offenders, Moffitt and 

Walsh (2003) argue that “AL offenders have a different developmental history that puts 

them on a prosocial trajectory that is temporarily derailed at adolescence” (130). Thus, it 

is not individual differences that serve as the major predictors of short-term adolescent 

offending, but rather peer delinquency, the cultural, environmental and historical contexts 

which influence adolescence, and attitudes toward adolescence and adulthood (Moffitt 

1993). If the etiological roots upon which the offending behaviours of AL and LCP 
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offenders differ, then the fact that AL offenders eventually age out of (or desist) from 

crime becomes a much more understandable concept.  

According to Moffitt (1993), “healthy youths respond adaptively to changing 

contingencies. If motivational and learning mechanisms initiate and maintain their 

delinquency, then, likewise, changing contingencies can extinguish it” (690). In other 

words, Moffitt begins with the assumption that AL offending is normative, and because 

they do not exhibit the same behavioural problems (such as difficult temperament, 

hyperactivity and irritability), or the same neuropsychological deficits (in receptive 

listening, problem solving and expressive speech) as LCP youth, then the extent to which 

they are more likely to desist substantially increases. Moffitt’s (1993) maturity gap 

hypothesis anticipates desistance from crime, because “the inevitable progression of 

chronological age” brings with it “more legitimate and tangible adult roles” (690). The 

motivation to imitate their LCP peers diminishes as they realize that the consequences of 

their criminal behaviour shifts from being something they initially perceived as 

rewarding to something they now view as punishing. For example, an adult criminal 

record will limit employment opportunities, and having a drug or alcohol addiction is 

costly. Moffitt (1993) also argues that criminal behaviour incurs “commitment costs if it 

risks informal…[and] formal sanctions” (690). In other words, as AL offenders age, they 

begin to weigh the costs of continuing to offend (versus deciding to discontinue) in terms 

of the risks offending poses for informal and formal sanctions. So, these offenders are 

more likely to desist if they can anticipate disapproval from family and employers, as 

well as the seriousness of having an arrest record or a conviction penalty.  
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In order to understand why AL delinquents begin to realize that they have 

something to lose, whereas LCP offenders remain undeterred, Moffitt (1993) proposes 

two explanations. First, AL delinquents “are exempt from the forces of cumulative 

continuity” (690). Unlike LCP offenders, AL youth did not exhibit antisocial tendencies 

prior to adolescence. During the childhood years, they had time to develop prosocial and 

academic skills that would later work in their favour when applying for postsecondary 

education and higher paid jobs. Second, AL delinquents “are exempt from the sources of 

contemporary continuity that plague their life-course-persistent counterparts” (691). 

Moffitt (1993) uses the term contemporary continuity to refer to personality disorders and 

cognitive deficits. In general, AL offenders have good social skills and academic 

achievements, they have little to no mental health issues, and they have close prosocial 

attachments with others. Thus, the developmental histories and personal traits that 

differentiate AL from LCP offenders during childhood are what give the AL group the 

opportunity to desist from crime at later stages in their life. 

2.3 Moffitt’s Account of Delinquency Abstention 

 In addition to her hypotheses on offending behaviors, Moffitt (1993) also 

proposes explanations (derived from her theory of AL offending) for why a small subset 

of the adolescent population completely abstains from delinquency. Adolescent onset 

delinquency emerges due to two theoretical prerequisites: the maturity gap and the 

exposure of antisocial role models. For some youth who refrain from antisocial 

behaviour, the experience of a maturity gap is lacking due to the experience of very late 

puberty. Hence, the gap between biological and social maturity does not occur to 

stimulate feelings of frustration. Another factor predictive of delinquency abstention, 
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related to Moffitt’s maturity gap prerequisite, is early access to adult roles, such as caring 

for ill family members or raising younger siblings in the case where the loss of parents is 

experienced relatively early in the individual’s life (Barnes et al. 2011).  

Stemming from Moffitt’s (1993) second theoretical prerequisite of exposure to 

antisocial role models is the argument that abstainers may “find few opportunities for 

mimicking LCP antisocial role models” (689). Some nondelinquent teens may lack the 

structural opportunities to model the behaviour of their LCP peers. Moffitt argues that 

teens in urban areas are surrounded by a greater number of peers their age, they have 

greater degrees of unsupervised access to each other by means of public transportation 

and more places to meet up, such as shopping malls and restaurants, relative to teens who 

live in more isolated rural areas. This argument is well supported in the crime-related 

literature, beginning with Shaw and McKay’s (1942) general hypothesis that low 

socioeconomic status, residential mobility and ethnic heterogeneity lead to the disruption 

of community values, and therefore, increased incidents of crime and delinquency. 

Sampson and Groves’s (1989) research extends on Shaw and McKay’s systemic model of 

community social disorganization, and among other findings, their analysis indicates that 

communities characterized by “unsupervised teenage peer groups…had 

disproportionately high rates of crime and delinquency” (Sampson and Groves 1989: 

799).  

Perhaps Moffitt’s (1993) most central argument to explain delinquency abstention 

is the idea that youth may be “excluded from opportunities to mimic antisocial peers 

because of some personal characteristics that make them unattractive to other teens or 

that leave them reluctant to seek entry to newly popular delinquent groups” (689). Teens 
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who exhibit these unattractive characteristics tend to be socially awkward and isolated, 

introverted, timid and fearful (Moffitt 1993). 

Thus, Moffitt (1993) proposes two distinct offending trajectories. LCP antisocial 

behaviour stems from the interaction between a child’s neuropsychological deficits and a 

criminogenic environment, whereas AL youth are motivated to offend due to the 

frustrations associated with the maturity gap. Moreover, because the specific 

characterological traits and social environments of LCP and AL offenders differ, 

desistance for the AL group is both more likely and favourable during early adulthood.  

Moffitt (1993) also describes a third group of adolescents who refrain from antisocial 

behaviour altogether. According to her, abstainers have: (a) no sense of the maturity gap 

due to delayed puberty or early access to adult roles; (b) structural barriers that prevent 

them from learning about delinquency; or (c) certain personal characteristics that exclude 

them from peer networks and thus from the opportunity to engage in antisocial 

behaviours. A handful of studies have attempted to assess the hypotheses, focusing on 

this third group (including Moffitt herself). The findings and conclusions are reviewed in 

the following chapter. 

The next section presents an overview of the abstention literature. 

 

  



 

 

12 

Chapter 3 

Literature Review 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the reader to both early literature, and 

more recent empirical studies which examine the predictors of youth abstention from 

antisocial and criminal behaviour. Research during the early to mid-1900s found that 

non-delinquents were more likely to exhibit (what are later referred to by Moffitt as) 

negative characteristics, such as feelings of insecurity, unhappiness, and frustration. 

Scholars from the 1970s through to the early 1990s similarly found that those who 

abstain were more likely to experience psychological problems such as anxiety and 

depression, and were more likely to be socially maladjusted. The majority of this chapter 

focuses on the current literature. This literature is more extensive in the sense that 

scholars extend their understanding of abstention by shifting focus to not only personal, 

but also social and familial predictors of refrainment from crime. The literature appears 

quite mixed, although certain variables emerge as strong correlates of abstention.  

3.1 Early Research on Delinquency Abstention 

Early studies which reference abstainers as withdrawn youth with neurotic and 

nervous social tendencies date back to the early 20th century. For example, Wickman’s 

(1928) publication, Children’s Behavior and Teachers’ Attitudes, describes the non-

deviant behaviour of some youth as a form of maladjustment. According to his studies, 

“the distinguishing characteristics of the shy, withdrawing child…are 

sensitiveness…unhappiness, fearfulness, cowardliness, resentfulness…which do not in 

themselves indicate a healthy social or emotional adjustment” (75). Moreover, it is those 
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children who appeared to conform to many of the standards of school conduct relative to 

those who engage in overt and expressive deviant behaviours, that Wickman (1928) 

argues categorize instability. In their study of delinquent youth, Sheldon and Eleanor 

Glueck (1950) similarly found, among other things, that non-delinquents were more 

likely to be submissive, dependent on others, to exhibit feelings of masochism, insecurity, 

anxiety, inferiority and frustration. Non-delinquents were also more likely to suffer from 

a fear of failure and defeat, and to exhibit feelings of helplessness or depression.  

Hogan, Mankin, Conway and Fox (1970) echo this characterization in their study 

of the personality correlates of undergraduate students’ marijuana and other drug use. 

They divided the sample into four groups: frequent users, occasional users, nonusers and 

principal users (defined as those who never tried marijuana and had no intention of ever 

trying marijuana). Although they found that relative to the two user groups, the nonusers 

and principle users scored highest on sociability and responsibility, they also found that 

abstainers scored lowest on social presence, achievement via independence and empathy. 

Hogan et al. (1970) concluded that “in comparison with nonusers, they [marijuana users] 

are more socially skilled, have a broader range of interests, are more adventuresome, and 

more concerned with the feelings of others” (63).  

Another study which examined adolescent abstainer personality characteristics is 

Shedler and Block’s (1990) longitudinal research on the personal and social 

characteristics of adolescent drug users. They categorized the youth as abstainers, 

experimenters or frequent users. Relative to experimenters, abstainers were described as:  

fastidious, conservative, proud of being "objective" and rational, 

over controlled and prone to delay gratification unnecessarily, not 

liked or accepted by people, moralistic, unexpressive, prone to 

avoid close interpersonal relationships, predictable in attitudes and 
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behavior, not gregarious, not able to enjoy sensuous experiences, 

basically anxious, not straightforward and forthright with others, 

not physically attractive, not personally charming, and not socially 

at ease (618).  

Even in childhood, abstainers were described as fearful and anxious, not 

physically active, energetic or lively, inhibited and not open to new experiences, not self-

reliant or confident, cold and unresponsive, shy and reserved, and not calm or relaxed. 

Negative characteristics were further implied with somewhat subjective and ambiguous 

abstainer descriptions as “not liking to compete…neat and orderly (implies fussiness), not 

having a rapid personal tempo…not responsive to humor…not cheerful” (618-619). 

Shedler and Block (1990) concluded that while the characterizations of abstainers “are 

telling” (620), more telling were the kinds of characteristics this group lacks (such as the 

observation that they were not warm or responsive), relative to the reference group of 

experimenters. Overall, they suggested that abstainers were not the most well-adjusted 

group and were actually somewhat maladjusted. Moffitt (1993) used these findings to 

support her proposition that timid individuals may appear unattractive to their delinquent 

peers. Consequently, such youth may be excluded from mimicking their antisocial peers 

and hence abstain from delinquency altogether.  

Leifman, Kuhlhorn, Allebeck, Andreasson and Romselsjo (1995) studied 

adolescent alcohol abstinence among 18-19 year old Swedish males who were 

conscripted for military service in 1969-1970. They compared male abstainers with light 

alcohol consumers in terms of their degree of sociability, number of close friends, 

personal/intimate conversations with friends and their popularity in school. The authors 

found that the abstainer group reported the highest percentage in three of the four 

indicators of poor sociability, with the indicator of never having intimate conversations 
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with friends second only to the high consumer group. Compared to light consumers, 

abstainers were more likely to have a poor psychological status (low emotional control 

and a higher risk of psychiatric disorders), but anxiety, sleeping problems and truancy 

were less common among the abstainer group. Among further investigation, Leifman et 

al. (1995) distinguished between two different types of abstainers: those raised by 

drinking fathers and those raised by non-drinking fathers.  The results showed that those 

individuals brought up by drinking fathers were more likely to have poor social skills and 

to exhibit signs of psychological impairment. This is an important finding as it indicates 

not only that exposure to an alcoholic parent plays a significant role within the abstainer 

group, but also that “adolescent abstainers model a non-drinking culture and behaviour 

on the habits of their parents (or fathers) in a similar way as other adolescents model, e.g. 

addictive behaviour” (Leifman 1995:120). Consequently, abstinence, as well as 

alcoholism, may be understood as a learned behavior.  

More recent research, published within the past decade seems to challenge these 

earlier hypotheses which suggest that the small percentage of adolescents who abstain 

from crime tend to be socially introverted, socially isolated and experience psychological 

problems such as depression and anxiety, and instead depict the abstainer in a more 

optimistic fashion. 

3.2 Recent Studies on Delinquency Abstention 

Moffitt, Caspi, Harrington, and Milne (2002) conducted a study in which they 

examined the pathways of AL, LCP, recovery, unclassified and abstainer male groups at 

age 26. Although the bulk of the paper is focused on how childhood-onset and 

adolescent-onset antisocial behaviour is associated with antisocial tendencies and 
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violence in adulthood, the authors also offered some insight regarding how adolescent 

abstainers fare in adulthood. Eight personality measures (such as neuroticism, 

impulsivity, negative emotionality, and self-constraint), nineteen psychopathological 

measures (such as substance abuse and mental disorders), twelve measures of personal 

life (including relationships with women), and sixteen measures of economic life (such as 

education and occupation) were used to determine adult outcome. In terms of the 

personality characteristics, the results indicated that the abstainer group reported very low 

neuroticism, high conscientiousness, and low extroversion. Virtually no mental disorders 

were evident among abstainers nor were there substantive problems in personal and 

social relationships. In terms of their economic life, abstainer occupations were the 

highest status relative to all other groups.  

The initial group of abstainers at age 18 described themselves on personality 

measures as “extremely overcontrolled, fearful, interpersonally timid, and socially inept” 

(Moffitt et al. 2002). Yet “the data at age 26 years show that they have bloomed” (196). 

In other words, as adults, the abstainers had virtually no adjustment or behavioural 

problems, they were the most likely to report being in successful relationships and to 

express optimism about the future. This change in personal characteristics suggests that 

the definable characteristics of strong self-constraint and introverted tendencies that 

abstainers exhibited in adolescence proved to be successful qualities in adulthood. 

Piquero, Brezina and Turner (2005) offer an assessment of Moffitt’s (1993) 

developmental taxonomy. Specifically, they examined her most central argument: that 

some adolescents abstain due to individual characteristics that block their access to 
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delinquent peer networks, and thus opportunities to imitate antisocial behavior (Moffitt 

1993). They also examined the extent to which abstention is invariant across gender.  

They used data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997, which “are 

based on a nationally representative sample of 8,984 youths between the ages of 12 and 

16” (Piquero et al. 2005: 33). Abstention and several correlates of abstention were 

indexed in their study. The authors used 13 questionnaire items that ask if respondents 

had ever participated in a variety of delinquent behaviours by age 17, as a measure of 

abstention. Some of these items included smoking a cigarette, running away from home, 

belonging to a gang, purposely destroying property, selling marijuana or hard drugs such 

as cocaine and heroin, and being arrested by the police. Those who reported never 

engaging in any of these offenses were classified as abstainers. Three measures were used 

to index peer associations and peer involvement. First, the extent to which the respondent 

associated with delinquent peers, as measured by individuals who reported most of their 

peers as smoking cigarettes, doing drugs and skipping class. The second measure assesses 

the extent of association with prosocial peers, as measured by survey questions which ask 

whether the majority of the respondent’s friends go to church, volunteer and are planning 

on attending college. A single item measure in which respondents were asked to report 

the frequency of their dating activities accounted for the third measure of peer 

involvement. In order to examine Moffitt’s (1993) description of abstainers as individuals 

who exhibit such characteristics as “tense,” “overcontrolled,” “morose or not cheerful,” 

“withdrawn,” and “socially inept” (see also Moffitt 2003: 8), Piquero et al. (2005) 

employed extensive measures of individual personal characteristics. The first measure 

asked respondents to report whether they felt sad or depressed. The second measure 
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assessed respondent’s level of attachment to teachers. The third measure of personal traits 

was autonomy, which Piquero et al. described as “the independence and self-sufficiency 

that is characteristic of individuals who think for themselves and are responsible for their 

own behavior” (2005: 36). Respondents were questioned on their ability to exert 

decision-making control with regards to friends, curfews and television watching. The 

final measure of personal characteristics was the respondent’s physical maturity, with 

different questions being posed to males and females.  

The descriptive statistics showed that:  

Abstainers are more likely to be female, have a lower proportion of 

delinquent peers, have a higher proportion of peers who engage in 

prosocial activities, date less, have a greater attachment to their 

teachers, have a higher degree of parental monitoring, are less 

physically mature, have relatively low levels of 

“sadness/depression,” and are less autonomous (Piquero et al. 

2005: 38). 

The authors also compared abstainer groups across gender and find physical 

maturity to be the only significant difference between males and females, with males 

reporting lower physical maturity.  Next, the authors examined the hypothesis that some 

adolescents are excluded from the teenaged social scene because of certain personal 

characteristics (Moffitt 1993). This claim was assessed using delinquent peer 

associations, dating behaviours, and prosocial peer associations. In terms of delinquent 

peers, the results indicated that both males and females with stronger teacher attachments, 

more parental supervision, lower levels of sadness/depression, and who reported lower 

physical maturity were less likely to associate with delinquent peers. Of interest is the 

finding that low levels of sadness/ depression were not correlated with delinquent peer 

associations, which contradicts Moffitt’s (1993) depiction of the abstainer as morose and 
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uncheerful. In their examination of the predictors of dating, Piquero et al. (2005) found 

that those who are non-White, who were less autonomous, and reported lower levels of 

physical maturity were less likely to date. Some differences were evident in the gender-

specific model. Whereas sadness/depression attained no significance for males, females 

with lower levels of this trait were less likely to date often. Also, the physical maturity 

measure attained no significance in the female model, whereas, males who reported lower 

levels of physical maturity were less likely to date often. Considering race and autonomy 

appeared to be the only significant predictors of dating behaviour for both males and 

females. These findings suggested that the most salient predictors of dating activity for 

males and females differ.  

The authors’ final test to assess the hypothesis that personal characteristics serve 

to exclude individuals from the teenaged social scene is examined in terms of their third 

outcome variable, prosocial peer associations. The results showed that those with 

stronger teacher attachments and more parental monitoring were more likely to have 

prosocial peer associations. These findings were mirrored in the gender-specific model. 

What is interesting to note is that although those with higher levels of sadness/depression 

were more likely to have delinquent peer associations, there was no significant finding to 

indicate that respondents with low levels of sadness/depression were more likely to 

associate with prosocial peers. 

The authors’ final test was an examination of how both personal characteristics 

and different types of peer involvement predict abstention. Piquero et al. (2005) found 

that those who had fewer delinquent peer associations, more prosocial peer associations, 

who dated less, had stronger teacher attachments, had higher levels of parental 



 

 

20 

monitoring, reported lower levels of sadness/depression, and had less autonomy were 

more likely to abstain from delinquency. Of these variables, the strongest predictor of 

abstention was low levels of dating behaviour. There were several similarities and 

differences evident across the gender-specific model. Males with fewer delinquent peers, 

stronger teacher attachments, and higher levels of parental monitoring were more likely 

to abstain. These variables proved insignificant for females. Female respondents with less 

autonomy was the only significant predictor of abstention not evident in the male model. 

In terms of the findings in the gender-specific model, the results showed that minimal 

dating behaviour represented the strongest predictor of abstention. This is an important 

finding because it provides greater credibility, suggesting more empirical and theoretical 

attention should be focused on adolescent dating behaviours in both criminological and 

abstention literature.  

Overall, the findings lead to a few major observations.  First, high levels of 

teacher attachment appeared to be strongly correlated with lower levels of delinquent 

peer associations, although more so for males than females. Still, this lends support for 

Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis that abstainers exhibit certain personal characteristics (such 

as the profile of a compliant, good student) and are thus excluded from delinquent peer 

groups. Second, contrary to Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis that abstainers are “timid” and 

“uncheerful,” Piquero et al. (2005) found that it is individuals who report higher levels of 

sadness and depression that are more likely to associate with delinquent peers. Lastly, the 

results seem to challenge Moffitt’s (1993) image of the abstainer as a loner and as 

alienated from the active social scene. Despite the fact abstainers dated less frequently 

than offenders, “they were not removed from the dating scene entirely” (Piquero et al. 
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2005: 47). Also, although abstainers were excluded from delinquent peer groups, they did 

have interactions and friendships with prosocial peers and hence, were part of some 

social network. This is an integral finding as it suggests that exclusion from delinquent 

peer groups does not necessitate exclusion from peer groups altogether. Thus, although 

some of the characteristics mentioned by Moffitt, such as the idea that strong academic 

inclinations are associated with exclusion from deviant peer groups, other personal 

characteristics such as reporting high levels of sadness and depression, do not appear to 

predict abstention but rather associations with delinquent peers. These findings ultimately 

suggest that perhaps “abstention from delinquency may have more to do with positive 

(but perhaps unpopular) personal characteristics… than with the pathological 

characteristics that have been emphasized… such as depression, inactivity, and social 

incompetence” (Piquero et al. 2005: 48). 

An interesting interpretation of adolescent abstention is brought forth in a study 

conducted by Brezina and Piquero (2007), wherein they draw on social control and social 

learning theories. Braithwaite (1989) argues that individuals who refrain from 

delinquency do so “out of a commitment to ideas of right and wrong [and] out of 

sympathy for others” (37). Although this understanding does not refer specifically to 

delinquency abstention literature, Brezina and Piquero (2007) highlighted the importance 

of this line of thought as it suggests that “delinquency abstention may be a product, in 

part, of strong moral beliefs and not simply the result of undesirable personal 

characteristics” (436). In other words, the authors suggested that youth may choose to 

abstain from delinquency simply because it would be the wrong or immoral thing to do. 

Not only does this different understanding offer a positive perspective on the nature of 
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delinquency abstention, but it also suggests “an alternative interpretation for past research 

findings regarding the psychological health of abstainers” (Brezina and Piquero 2007: 

443).  

They analyzed longitudinal self-report data drawn from the Youths and 

Deterrence Survey to examine the direct effect of moral beliefs to abstention, and the 

extent to which moral beliefs are mediated by peer involvement. Brezina and Piquero 

(2007) constructed a 4-item measure of moral beliefs, which indexes the extent to which 

the respondent believes it is wrong to underage drink, smoke marijuana, steal something 

under ten dollars, and destroy someone’s property. Peer involvement was coded using the 

measures time spent with peers and level of association with delinquent peers. To 

determine the effect to which moral beliefs are direct or indirect influences on abstention, 

the authors controlled for measures of family involvement, family structure, parental 

attachment, teacher attachment, school commitment and sex of the respondent.  

First the authors compared the offenders and abstainers, and consistent with 

results reported by Piquero et al. (2005), they found that abstainers have stronger moral 

beliefs, less association with delinquent peers, stronger parental and teacher attachment, a 

stronger commitment to school and a greater likelihood of having an intact family 

structure. They also found that abstainers tend to have low levels of peer involvement in 

comparison to offenders, but “on average they are not socially isolated from their peers” 

(Brezina and Piquero 2007: 450). They spend an average of about six and a half hours 

with peers. Such friends, however, were less likely to be delinquent.  

The authors conducted additional tests which compared abstainers to minor 

offenders (defined as those respondents who reported underage alcohol consumption but 



 

 

23 

no other involvement in any other offense). Interestingly enough, although the 

differences evident between abstainers and offenders disappeared in the specific 

comparison between abstainers and minor offenders, Brezina and Piquero (2007) found 

that “abstainers are indeed unique in having relatively strong moral beliefs regarding 

participation in delinquent acts” (452).  

In their analysis of the cross-sectional and longitudinal effects of moral beliefs 

and other variables on delinquency abstention, the authors found that moral beliefs, 

parental attachment, family structure, sex and race exerted a significant effect on 

abstention. More specifically, abstention was more likely among respondents who 

reported stronger beliefs, who had high levels of attachment, who came from intact 

families, who were female and who were nonwhite. Addressing the issue of causal order 

by conducting a longitudinal analysis of the effect of moral beliefs on future abstainer 

status, while controlling for other variables, Brezina and Piquero (2007) found that moral 

beliefs continued to play a significant role in abstention over time.  

To determine whether abstention was the direct result of moral beliefs, the authors 

also examined the mediating role of peer involvement. One particularly noteworthy result 

was that, even after controlling for time spent with peers and delinquent peer 

associations, the variable of moral beliefs exhibited a significant direct effect on 

abstention. This lead the authors to conclude that although part of the effect of a strong 

sense of moral principles appeared to be indirect when controlling for measures of 

delinquent peer associations, “the contribution of moral beliefs is mainly direct” (460). 

This finding is important because it suggests that highly moralistic youth abstain as a 

direct consequence of their belief system, and less so because of isolation or involvement 
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with delinquent peers. Also, the delinquent peer associations, the only other predictor 

significant for both the cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses, suggests that “it is the 

type of company one keeps that matters most, and not the amount of time one spends in 

the company of peers” (Brezina and Piquero 2007: 456). 

Overall, the results suggested that abstainers possess relatively strong moral 

beliefs compared to their offending peers. These strong beliefs sustain abstention over 

time even after controlling for peer variables, and although moral beliefs appeared to 

indirectly influence abstention through delinquent peer associations, the contribution is 

mainly direct. This research is particularly important in the delinquency abstention 

literature and even in wider criminological research because it placed newfound emphasis 

on moral attitudes, emphasizing rational decision making and moral choice above other 

correlates of abstention. 

Additional findings relevant to adolescent abstainers emerge from a study 

conducted by Boutwell and Beaver (2008). Their socialization variables included 

measures of drug-using peers and a series of questions about adolescents’ 

neighbourhoods, such as whether drug dealers were a problem and the extent to which 

the respondent would prefer to move away from that area. They included low self-

control, public assistance, age, race and gender as control variables. The authors found 

that abstainers reported having less exposure to drug-using peers, but no significant 

difference was evident between abstainers and offenders on the neighbourhood problems 

measure. In terms of the control variables, having higher levels of self-control and being 

female were the only significant predictors of adolescent abstention. The results from the 

logistic regression models mirrored the initial statistical tests. After separating the male 
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and female samples, Boutwell and Beaver (2008) found that of all the socialization and 

control variables, the drug-using peers scale and the measure of low self-control were the 

only variables to show a significant negative effect on abstention for both genders. In 

other words, respondents who had fewer associations with drug-using peers and higher 

levels of self-control were more likely to be abstainers.  

Chen and Adams (2010) test Moffitt’s account of delinquency abstention, 

specifically examining the correlation between social exclusion and adolescent 

delinquency. They adopted a social network approach as a means of exploring the 

structural and behavioural effects of friendship networks on adolescent delinquency. 

They assessed the correlation between social exclusion and adolescent delinquency in 

three ways. First, they provided more detailed network data which included measures of 

adolescent popularity, rather than simply measures of peer influence. Second, they tested 

whether friendship networks had independent or interacting effects. Lastly, they analyzed 

friendship effects in terms of gender. They used a number of measures to capture each 

independent variable. For example, they included number of friends, degree centrality 

and peer network density to measure structural friendship network characteristics, and 

peer deviance, peer grade point average (GPA) and peer extracurricular activities to 

measure the behavioural characteristics of friendship networks.  Scales of self-esteem, 

stress reaction, rationality and nonconfrontation (consisting of two items, never arguing 

and never criticizing others) were used as measures of personality. Delayed puberty and 

physical disability measures reference unappealing physical characteristics, and 

attachment to parents was used as a measure of an adolescent’s social bond.  
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In terms of the structural characteristics, Chen and Adams (2010) found that size 

of a friendship group (which they code as the number of peers nominating an individual 

as a friend) mattered. Abstainers had a slightly smaller number of peers nominating them 

as friends, and this appeared consistent for both male and female abstainers. The 

behavioural characteristics of offender and abstainer groups also differed. Abstainers had 

friends with higher GPAs and a lower engagement in minor deviant acts. Again, these 

results remained significant across gender. No significant differences were reported 

between the two groups regarding peer extracurricular activities.  

The examination of personal characteristics between the two groups indicated that 

abstainers reported higher levels of self-esteem and rationality, and lower levels of a 

nonconfrontational and negative stress reaction attitude.  These patterns remained 

identical across gender. When testing the relationship of unappealing physical 

characteristics between delinquency abstainers and offenders, Chen and Adams (2010) 

found that abstainers were more likely to experience a delay in puberty development, 

particularly among female abstainers. The social bond indicators revealed that abstainers 

were likely to have stronger bonds with parents and school.  

The authors also examined the effect of each friendship network dimension on 

abstention in logistic regression models. Model 1 consisted of their control variables, and 

the findings showed that females, those who were raised in two-parent homes, and those 

who had fewer out of school friends were more likely to be delinquency abstainers. Their 

second model investigated whether unappealing physical characteristics (measured by 

physical disability and delayed puberty development), and personality traits influenced 

abstention. The results revealed that youth with a later onset of puberty development 
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were more likely to abstain. In terms of the personality characteristics, the results showed 

that adolescents who were more “rationality-oriented, less confrontational, more self-

confident, and who had effective coping strategies were more likely to refrain from 

delinquency” (452). Further, the effects of family structure and number of out-of-school 

friends became insignificant when physical characteristics and personality profiles were 

entered. This suggests that traits of individual personality may play a more important role 

than family and peer influence in delinquency abstention.  

When assessing the effect of friendship network characteristics on abstention in 

model 3, Chen and Adams (2010) found that the behavioural characteristics of friendship 

groups had more of a significant influence on abstention relative to the structural aspects 

of friendship networks. For example, friendship network density and adolescents’ 

position in the friendship network did not have significant effects, but adolescents with 

friends who refrained from minor deviance and whose friends had higher GPAs in school 

were more likely to abstain. In addition to these findings, the social bonding results from 

model 4 indicated that those with stronger bonds to parents and school were more likely 

to abstain. What is interesting to note is that adolescent personality characteristics 

remained significant across all models. In model 5, they tested Jaccard’s (2001) argument 

that the translation of peer behaviour into adolescent behaviour is contingent on the 

structural characteristics of friendship networks, by use of interaction models. Chen and 

Adams (2010) found that only the interaction between centrality and friends’ minor 

deviance was significant, and only for females. In other words, the probability of 

adolescent abstention increased if there was minimal or low peer deviant activity, and if 

the adolescent held a marginal as opposed to central position within that friendship 
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network. This finding suggested that, at least for female abstainers, the structure and 

behaviour of a peer group was a significant determinant of an adolescent’s own 

behaviour.  

Chen and Adam’s (2010) gender-specific models which tested for friendship 

effects indicated that there were some differences between male and female abstention 

groups. For example, late onset puberty development, a higher reported level of self-

esteem, more effective coping strategies (used as a measure of stress reaction), having 

friends with higher GPAs and having stronger parental bonds were significant predictors 

of female, but not male abstention. Having peers who engaged in little to no minor 

deviance seemed to be the only significant indicator for male and not female abstention. 

Overall, their findings seem to confirm the depiction of abstainers as over-

controlled (as having delayed physical development and having stronger bonds with both 

parents and schools). Their data also indicated that abstainers, especially girls, reported a 

higher level of self-esteem, which challenges Moffitt’s (1993) description of the abstainer 

as timid and socially inept.  In terms of the detailed adolescent friendship network 

characteristics, the data showed that abstainers “are not socially excluded from peer 

groups nor are they marginalized in their peer networks” (Chen and Adams 2010: 460). 

Rather, abstainers had prosocial friends who were academically inclined and less likely to 

participate in deviant activities. But, although not marginalized in prosocial peer 

networks, the data revealed that abstainers appeared to be marginalized in deviant peer 

networks, which brings to light the question of whether abstainers do in fact exhibit some 

qualities that Moffitt (1993) describes as unappealing personal characteristics.  
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Despite the relatively weak empirical support of their findings for Moffitt’s 

(1993) hypothesis that abstention is associated with adolescent social isolation, the results 

ultimately suggested that abstention should be likened more towards the positive 

attributes of youth, rather than the underlying assumption of Moffitt’s work- the idea that 

youth groups are inherently criminogenic.  

Barnes, Beaver and Piquero (2011) tested Moffitt’s hypothesis that individuals 

who ‘skip’ the maturity gap have fewer peer associations and so abstain from 

delinquency. The authors examined three of Moffitt’s hypotheses: respondents who skip 

the maturity gap, spend less time with peers, and have less contact with delinquent peers 

are more likely to abstain from delinquency. Their fourth hypothesis extends on the 

former ones and proposed that respondents who are in the maturity gap and spend more 

time with delinquent peers are less likely to abstain. Moffitt did not specifically theorize 

an interaction effect of the maturity gap and contact with peers, so Barnes et al. (2011) 

formulated a fourth hypothesis to examine this relationship. The authors used the publicly 

available data (Wave 1 and Wave 2 in- home interviews designed to collect information 

about the adolescents’ social life, their physical and emotional health, and their 

involvement in delinquent activities) from the Add Health surveys to construct their 

variables. The maturity gap variable measures both biological and social maturity. 

Whereas the survey questions used to measure social maturity remain the same for both 

males and females, questions of biological maturity were gender specific. In addition to 

measures of time spent with peers and drug-using peers, Barnes et al. (2011) also 

established a measure to account for low self-control. Respondents were asked questions 
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which aimed at uncovering such things as their ability to focus and to get along with 

others.  

This study is particularly useful not only because it was the first to examine 

Moffitt’s (1993) proffered hypothesis of the association between the maturity gap and 

delinquency abstention, but also because it studied these associations across gender. 

Consistent with Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis, the findings for the male subsample 

indicated that males with lower maturity gap values (meaning respondents with less 

biological maturity than social maturity), were more likely to abstain. Male respondents’ 

level of self-control was also significantly associated with delinquency abstention, 

indicating that males with higher self-control were more likely to abstain. Time spent 

with peers and drug-using peers both had a negative relationship with abstention, 

indicating that males who spent less time with peers in general and had less drug-using 

peers were more likely to abstain. What is important to note is that “the maturity gap 

continued to significantly predict abstention after these variables were included in the 

model” (Barnes et al. 2011: 700). The authors also introduce an interaction item between 

time spent with peers and the maturity gap variable, but this interaction failed to attain 

significance. The interaction between drug-using peers and the maturity gap, however, 

attained significance, suggesting that it is the combination of higher maturity gap values 

and time spent with delinquent peers more so than time spent with peers, in general, that 

undermines the likelihood of abstaining.  

Similar to the findings for the male group, the results for the female subsample 

indicated that maturity gap was a significant and negative predictor of abstention, 

signifying that females with lower maturity gap scores were more likely to abstain. As 



 

 

31 

well, females with higher self-control were more likely to abstain. Again, both the time 

spent with peers and the drug-using peer variables were negatively and statistically 

significant predictors of abstention. Whereas for males the maturity gap value remained 

significant, for females, it did not. Barnes et al. (2011) assert that “the effect of the 

maturity gap on abstention from delinquency for females is fully mediated by the effects 

of the variables time spent with peers and drug-using peers” (702). But when examining 

this relationship longitudinally, the authors found that “the female maturity gap maintains 

a direct effect on abstention that occurs across both Waves 1 and 2” (703). Although the 

authors did not effectively explain this somewhat contradictory finding, they did point 

out that the maturity gap is a transitory factor and so its influence during the adolescent 

years need not necessarily coincide with its influence later on in life. The overall findings 

appear to be consistent with Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis and reveal that the maturity gap, 

the amount of time spent with peers, and exposure/time spent with drug-using peers were 

significant predictors of delinquency abstention for both males and females. 

Following Moffitt’s (1993) work and hoping to account for inadequate 

measurement issues of former studies, Owens and Slocum (2012) examined the 

relationship between abstention and negative individual characteristics that may isolate 

youth from their peers. They examined these correlations across time (during adolescence 

and adulthood) and across gender. The authors were interested in examining three things: 

the social, structural and personal characteristics of abstainers, gender differences in 

terms of these characteristics, and abstention during adulthood. Two different measures 

of abstention were used. Similar to those used in other studies (Brezina and Piquero 

2007; Piquero et al. 2005), the first measure of adolescent abstention captured respondent 
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refrainment from engagement in numerous delinquent behaviours. The second measure, 

lifetime abstention, captured abstention during adolescence and adulthood. Several 

different variables were included to measure correlates of abstention. To gage the 

maturity gap, Owens and Slocum (2012) included measures of high school honours, teen 

employment, and virgin at 18. To measure Moffitt’s (1993) argument that abstainers 

encounter structural barriers which limit their exposure and involvement with delinquent 

peers, the authors used a three item scale to assess the lack of supervision and a four item 

scale to assess delinquent peers. Additional variables employed were prosocial peers and 

measurements of how active respondents were in the school setting.  To test Moffitt’s 

(1993) argument that youth exhibit undesirable personal characteristics, Owens and 

Slocum (2012) used observational data gathered from the Collaborative Perinatal Project 

(CPP), in which trained psychologists measured and described the extent to which the 

child participant appeared “fearful and apprehensive; exceptionally shy and withdrawn; 

passive, malleable, and compliant to everything; emotionally nonreactive; and verbally 

noncommunicative” (2012:11).  

Several gender differences emerged in their findings which appear to be 

consistent with previous research. Not only were females more likely to be abstainers 

than males, but they were also more likely to typify several of the characteristics 

associated with abstention, such as being more active in school, earning more academic 

honours, having a higher proportion of prosocial peers and a lower proportion of 

antisocial peers, as well as having a greater degree of parental supervision. They also 

found that abstainers were more likely than their offending counterparts to have 

undesirable personal characteristics (as measured by the five-item scale). In other words, 
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they were more likely to be apprehensive, shy, compliant, nonreactive and 

noncommunicative. In order to test Moffitt’s (1993) argument that abstaining youth are 

denied access to the teenage social scene because of their undesirable personal 

characteristics, Owens and Slocum (2012) examined the relationship between their 

measures of this trait and key variables in their model. They found that “children who 

were more passive, fearful, and withdrawn are less active in high school, receive fewer 

honors, and have fewer prosocial peers” (2012: 13), thus providing support for Moffitt’s 

(1993) hypothesis.  

 The final analyses examined whether adolescent abstainers became more 

successful in adulthood when compared with those who were adolescent offenders. The 

findings indicated that for both sexes, abstainers had higher levels of educational 

attainment, were less likely to experience depression, and reported a feeling of more 

success in life. In terms of gender differences, female abstainers were more likely to be 

employed and to report marital success. There were no differences between male 

abstainers and male offenders with respect to these particular outcomes. It appears that 

females who abstain in adolescence reported greater degrees of personal and social 

success in adulthood compared to male abstainers in adulthood. 

Overall, the findings show that Moffitt’s (1993) description of abstainers seems to 

align more with female than male abstainers. The results which indicated that abstainers 

were more likely to be shy and unemotional not only provide support for Moffitt’s (1993) 

hypothesis that abstainers exhibit unattractive personal characteristics, but that these traits 

also serve to exclude them from peer networks. Thus, the research of Owens and Slocum 

(2012) supports earlier delinquency literature which highlights the negative attributes of 
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adolescent abstainers. Perhaps the greatest contribution of their study is reflected in their 

results regarding how adolescent abstainers fare in adulthood. In general terms, their 

findings indicated that avoiding delinquent behaviours such as illicit drug use, early 

pregnancy and school failure provided youth the opportunity to access legitimate and 

potentially more rewarding jobs in the future.  Their seemingly contradictory findings 

show that the characteristics of youth who abstain are what Moffitt (1993) defines as 

unappealing, but they somehow manage to morph into happy and well-adjusted adults, 

presents a challenge to Moffitt’s (1993) theory. 

3.3 Abstention into Adulthood 

In an attempt to explain and extend Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis into adulthood, 

White, Bates and Buyske (2001) examined the trajectories of delinquent behaviour during 

the adolescent years into adulthood. Although more focused on AL offending and 

adolescence-to-adulthood-persistent delinquents, the study also identified respondent 

characteristics of the nondelinquent trajectory group. The data revealed that compared 

with AL, escalating and persistent delinquents, nondelinquents were significantly more 

likely to exhibit lower impulsivity, a higher harm avoidance and lower disinhibition. In 

terms of familial influences, nondelinquents were also more likely to experience lower 

parental hostility and to come from an intact household. These results more broadly 

suggest that several of the risk factors which explain both nondelinquent and all forms of 

delinquent behaviour (whether in adolescence or adulthood), stem from social, 

environmental and individual personal consequences. 

Farrington, Ttofi and Coid (2009) similarly investigated Moffitt’s (1993) 

hypotheses into adulthood by examining the life successes and characteristics of four 
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trajectories of males, including nonoffenders. Four hundred and eleven males were 

followed and interviewed at several stages throughout the life course, as part of the 

Cambridge Study of Delinquent Development (CSDD). Tests were conducted in schools 

which measured individual characteristics such as intelligence and personality. 

Additional information regarding living circumstances, relationships with females, drug 

use and offending behaviours were also collected. Life success measures were based on 

nine criteria derived from interviews with the men at ages 32 and 48, some of which 

include the degree of satisfactory cohabitation, employment and alcohol use, not being 

involved in physical fights and no self-reported offense or conviction in the previous five 

years. For Farrington et al. (2009), “[m]en who were successful on at least six of [the] 

nine criteria were considered to be leading successful lives” (155).  

Not surprisingly, 95% of the nonoffenders followed as part of the CSDD were 

considered to be leading successful lives at age 48. A particularly noteworthy finding was 

that the nonoffenders and adolescence-limited offenders were very similar in each of the 

life success criteria except for satisfactory alcohol use. Nonoffenders reported a much 

higher likelihood of not having driven after drinking in the previous 5 years, not being a 

heavy drinker and not binge drinking, compared to the AL offending group at age 48. 

This finding would suggest that the socioeconomic, family, school and behavioural risk 

factors of nonoffenders and offenders during the early years would have minimal 

variation. However, the authors found that the risk factors for nonoffenders and AL 

offenders differed during the childhood, adolescent and teenage years. Nonoffenders 

were significantly less likely to have parental conflict and a disrupted family, were less 

likely to be daring, hyperactive and nervous-withdrawn, and were less likely to exhibit 
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troublesome or difficult to discipline behaviour in childhood. During the adolescent 

years, nonoffenders were less likely to steal outside the home, to be aggressive and to 

have delinquent friends. In addition to these differences, nonoffenders were also 

characterized as being less impulsive and neurotic, and less likely to smoke, drink, 

gamble and abuse drugs compared to AL offenders during the teenage years. These 

findings ultimately suggested that despite the dissimilar individual and behavioural 

factors of abstainers and offenders during the early years, both categories of males 

statistically lead successful lives in adulthood.  

A separate longitudinal study (of a sample of males only) conducted by 

Pulkkinen, Lyyra and Kokko (2009) present findings consistent with Farrington et al. 

(2009). Pulkkinen et al. (2009) followed and interviewed male participants throughout 

the course of a 30 year period. Each trajectory was compared in several different 

variables assessed in childhood, adolescence and adulthood. Behavioural characteristics 

in the early years include scales which measured disobedience, inattention, and level of 

self-control. The authors indexed low self-control by “aggressiveness, anxiety, and 

emotional liability; and high self-control by constructiveness, compliance, and emotional 

stability” (2009: 121). Personality characteristics in adulthood were measured using more 

than a dozen scales which included between ten and twenty items. These scales were 

grouped into four broad classes: introversion-extraversion scales, conformity- 

nonconformity scales, anxiety-related scales and aggression-related scales. Pulkkinen et 

al. (2009) also assessed aggressiveness “using eight self-rated items representing bullying 

behavior, physical aggression, verbal aggression, and low self-control of emotions” 

(122). Family structure, unemployment, level of education and alcohol drinking 
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behaviour made up social functioning measures, while psychological traits in adulthood 

were measured using depression, self-esteem and psychological well-being scales. 

Psychosomatic symptoms were studied using a twenty item checklist, including, for 

example, trembling hands, faintness, sleeping and eating problems, and muscular pain. 

The authors found that compared to adult-onset and persistent offenders, 

nonoffenders tended to rate lower in bullying and aggressiveness, and higher in 

compliance and school success. In support of Moffitt’s (1993) generally negative 

depiction of the abstainer, Pulkkinen et al. (2009) also found that nonoffenders displayed 

higher levels of anxiety relative to both adult-onset and persistent offenders. Although at 

an early school age “the nonoffenders had higher self-control indicated by compliance, 

emotional stability, and constructiveness,” in adolescence, “the nonoffenders were 

socially more passive and anxious” (Pulkkinen et al. 2009:124-125). Aging into 

adulthood, the findings reveal the opposite, with the nonoffenders exhibiting lower 

degrees of neuroticism, aggressiveness and risk-taking behaviour compared to adult-

onset, AL and persistent offenders. Compared only to persistent offenders, nonoffenders 

tended to score lower in psychoticism, experience seeking, boredom susceptibility and 

impulsiveness, but also lower in conscientiousness, and conformity covering 

socialization. The social functioning results in adulthood showed that nonoffenders were 

more likely to have attained a higher educational level, be employed, have a higher 

annual income, and be less likely to partake in heavy drinking. Consistent with 

Farrington et al. (2009), no significant difference emerged between nonoffenders and AL 

offenders other than number of children, with the AL population tending to have more 

children. Psychological functioning measures in adulthood revealed that nonoffenders 
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were more likely to have lower self-confidence compared to adult-onsets but higher self-

esteem, sense of coherence and psychological well-being compared to persisters. Also, 

although “the nonoffenders did not show better psychological functioning than the 

adolescence-limited and adult-onset offenders” (Pulkkinen et al. 2009: 128), they did 

have less psychosomatic symptoms.  

In sum, the findings revealed that nonoffenders were less likely than the offending 

groups to exhibit neurotic and aggressive tendencies, and psychosomatic symptoms. The 

majority of the characterological differences between those who abstain and those who 

offend seemed to emerge when comparing the nonoffenders to persistent offenders, 

which partially supports Moffitt’s (1993) argument that abstainers have drastically fewer 

social and psychological deficits, but not her argument that abstainers exhibit 

unappealing personal characteristics. This study also sheds light on the relatively minimal 

differences present between the nonoffender and AL populations. If those who abstain 

during the adolescent years do not markedly differ from AL offenders in terms of 

psychological well-being, self-esteem or sense of low self-worth, then this suggests that 

perhaps social, environmental or structural factors may play a more influential role when 

differentiating abstainer traits from AL traits. 

Johnson and Menard (2011) used data from the National Youth Survey Family 

Study (NYSFS), a longitudinal study, to examine the differences between life course 

abstainers and offenders from adolescence to adulthood. Based on social learning theories 

and previous research on abstainers, the authors constructed measures of several different 

predictors of abstention, such as a measure of school involvement to gage participation in 

prosocial activities, and a moral belief measure based on items in the survey which asked 
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respondents how wrong they think it is to engage in various deviant behaviours. Mean 

differences between abstainers and offenders show that abstainers had significantly 

higher levels of school involvement, family involvement and moral beliefs, and lower 

levels of exposure to delinquent peers and peer involvement. Johnson and Menard (2011) 

found the lack of exposure to delinquent peers to be the strongest predictor of 

delinquency abstention. In contrast with their expectations, the moral belief measure only 

had a significant positive influence on abstention after removing exposure to delinquent 

peers and peer involvement. Overall, the results seem to indicate that “peer influences 

trump the effects of social control factors (at least as direct effects) in explaining long-

term abstention from delinquency and crime” (Johnson and Menard 2011: 9). 

3.4 Summary of Findings 

There are several correlates of abstention in the prior research that has explored 

Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomy. Some youth abstain from delinquency 

because of their involvement in prosocial or extracurricular activities (Piquero et al. 

2005), their engagement with prosocial peers (Boutwell and Beaver 2005; Chen and 

Adams 2010; Piquero et al. 2005), or even because of their strong sense of moral 

principles (Brezina and Piquero 2007). For these individuals, abstention is a choice. For 

those who portray the negative personal characteristics outlined by Moffitt (1993), youth 

may abstain as a result of the ostracizing and excluding responses of their peers (Owens 

and Slocum 2012). Research has also shown that the amount of time spent with peers in 

general and drug-using peers (Barnes et al. 2011) are important predictors of abstention. 

Several longitudinal studies seem to confirm Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis regarding the 

unappealing characterizations of teen abstainers, but find that the withdrawn, socially 
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isolated, timid and fearful tendencies exhibited by teen abstainers dissipate when they 

reach adulthood (Farrington et al. 2009; Moffitt et al. 2002; Owens and Slocum 2012; 

Pulkkinen et al. 2009). 

With respect to Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis on the maturity gap, the overall 

research seems to corroborate her argument that those who abstain either do not sense, or 

skip the maturity gap because of late puberty (Barnes et al. 2011; Boutwell and Beaver 

2007; Chen and Adams 2010; Owens and Slocum 2012; Piquero et al. 2005). However, 

many of these studies also seem to challenge Moffitt’s (1993) abstainer hypothesis, 

particularly regarding her assumptions on the personality characteristics of adolescent 

abstainers. For example, research indicates that both male and female abstainers have 

high levels of self-esteem (Chen and Adams 2010), while high levels of depression are 

associated with delinquent youth (Piquero et al. 2005). 

This chapter has provided a summary of past and current abstention literature. 

The next section will examine the research hypotheses. 
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Chapter 4 

Current Study and Hypotheses 

The following section will begin with a brief summary of the focus of this thesis.  

Then, a detailed outline of the research hypotheses that have been developed according to 

the findings discussed in the literature review will be examined.   

4.1 Current Study 

The overall goal of this study is to examine the social, personal and structural 

characteristics associated with abstention from delinquency. The specific aim is twofold: 

to attempt to ground the mixed results garnered from several studies regarding Moffitt’s 

(1993) abstention hypotheses, and to contribute to the delinquency abstention literature 

by examining additional individual and social correlates of delinquency abstention not 

primarily assessed in Moffitt’s (1993) paper. 

The first aim of this study is to offer an assessment of one of Moffitt’s (1993) 

abstention hypotheses. This research investigates the explanation that abstainers are more 

likely to be socially excluded from deviant peer groups based on their unappealing 

personal characteristics, thus making it more difficult for them to model delinquent peer 

behaviour. Some individuals may exhibit tendencies that other teens find unattractive, 

and so exclusion from these deviant peer groups prevents youth from becoming involved 

in antisocial and criminal behaviours. Moffitt (1993) argued that abstainers possess more 

undesirable personal characteristics compared to offenders. Her specific hypothesis stated 

that “youths may… be excluded from opportunities to mimic antisocial peers because of 

some personal characteristics that make them unattractive to other teens or that leave 
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them reluctant to seek entry to newly popular delinquent groups” (689). Although some 

findings corroborate this idea (Moffitt et al. 2002; Owens and Slocum 2012), the majority 

of the findings not only fail to provide evidence of this, but instead indicate that 

abstainers are more likely to exhibit a less confrontational attitude (Chen and Adams 

2012), and to report fewer feelings of unhappiness or depression compared to offenders 

(Piquero et al. 2005). Based on this research, I suggest that abstention has more to do 

with positive than pathological characteristics (Piquero et al. 2005).  

In addition to testing the above hypothesis, the second aim of this study is to 

develop a more nuanced understanding of the intricacies of the abstainer population by 

providing a comprehensive review of a number of different factors related to refrainment 

from crime. This will be done by examining the direct effects, mediated effects, and 

interaction effects of several correlates on abstention. 

4.2 Direct Effects 

Unappealing personal characteristics represents a key predictor of abstention. 

Although the literature appears mixed, I suggest that those individuals who are less likely 

to exhibit such attributes as being unhappy, distressed or worried are more likely to 

abstain, contrary to Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis (see Chen and Adams 2012; Piquero et 

al. 2005). 

Piquero et al. (2005) found a lack of autonomy to be a strong predictor of 

abstention. Aside from their research, the extent to which measures of autonomy are 

empirically tested, both generally and as direct predictors of abstention, is substantively 

limited. Following the results of Piquero et al. (2005), it is suggested that youth who 
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exhibit a lower degree of self-sufficiency characteristic of autonomous behaviour are 

more likely to abstain. 

Self-control is one of the most salient predictors of delinquent involvement (Pratt 

and Cullen 2000). Findings are consistent in showing that those with higher levels of self-

control are more likely to abstain (Barnes et al. 2001; Boutwell and Beaver 2008; 

Pulkkinen et al. 2009). Given this, I suggest that NLSCY respondents who exhibit 

significantly lower levels of impulsivity, inattentiveness, anxiety, restlessness, and higher 

levels of concentration are more likely to abstain. 

Peer association represents another direct measure on abstention. According to 

Warr (2002), associating with delinquent peers is one of the best predictors of youth 

delinquent behaviour. Research findings clearly show that adolescents with less exposure 

and association with delinquent peers are more likely to abstain (Chen and Adams 2010; 

Piquero et al. 2005). Given this, I expect abstainers to have fewer friends who engage in 

antisocial activities. Alternatively, if prior research is indicative of a direct relationship 

between delinquent peers and abstention, I expect adolescent interaction with prosocial 

peers to also have a direct effect on abstention. Several studies provide evidence of this 

(see Chen and Adams 2010, Owens and Slocum 2012; Piquero et al. 2005). 

Prior research has also outlined a relationship between social bond indicators and 

abstention. Piquero et al. (2005) found that those who had stronger teacher attachments 

were more likely to abstain. Several researchers have also examined the link between 

commitment to school and abstention, finding that those who report having a stronger 

commitment to school are more likely to refrain from crime (Brezina and Piquero 2007; 

Piquero et al. 2005; Pulkkinen et al. 2009). In terms of parental attachment, research 



 

 

44 

indicates that adolescents who exhibit stronger relations with parents are more likely to 

abstain (Brezina and Piquero 2007; Piquero et al. 2005). Given these findings, I suggest 

that the stronger one’s commitment to school, and one’s attachment to parents, the 

greater the likelihood of nonparticipation in crime.  

Research also suggests that abstainers are far more likely than their offending 

counterparts to have a greater degree of parental supervision (Owens and Slocum 2012; 

Piquero et al. 2005). A meta-analysis by Hoeve, Dubas, Eichelsheim, van der Laan, 

Smeenk and Gerris’ (2009) found that the strongest indicators of one’s level of 

delinquency were negative aspects of parental support, such as “neglect, hostility and 

rejection” (762). Hoeve et al. (2009) also concluded that poor parental monitoring was 

strongly linked to delinquency. Thus, I propose that adolescents who have a greater 

degree of parental supervision are more likely to abstain. 

4.3 Mediating Effects 

In addition to testing the direct effect of these traits on abstention, the degree to 

which unattractive adolescent characteristics, self-control, autonomy, and social bond 

indicators are mediated by delinquent and prosocial peers will also be examined. 

The extent to which negative personal attributes are mediated by peer associations 

essentially provides an investigation of the first aim of this study, which, as stated earlier, 

is to offer an assessment of Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis that abstainers are more likely to 

be socially excluded based on certain characteristics. Chen and Adams (2010) empirically 

test Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis “that delinquency abstention is associated with social 

exclusion due to abstainers’ unappealing personal characteristics” (460) but they capture 

these characteristics using such measures as self-esteem, rational decision making, 
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unwillingness to engage in confrontations, and reactivity to stress. However, as noted by 

Owens and Slocum (2012), “these measures do not map onto the traits that Moffitt 

identifies as being important for understanding abstention, such as being overly 

controlled, fearful, timid, morose, and anxious” (6). Therefore, this study hopes to 

provide a more thorough assessment of this link not only by including, what is arguably, 

a different set of representative measures of the variable of unattractive personal 

characteristics, but also by testing the influence of these traits as mediated by a number of 

associations with delinquent peers. I suggest that those individuals who are less likely to 

exhibit negative characteristics are less likely to associate with delinquent peers, and are 

therefore more likely to be delinquency abstainers. 

 The extent to which the indirect effect of autonomy on abstention as mediated by 

peer associations has yet to be examined. Perhaps those who exhibit lower levels of 

independence are less likely to associate with peers (whether prosocial or delinquent), 

being more likely to spend time in the home under parental control, and are thus more 

likely to refrain from delinquency. Based on this understanding, I suggest that those who 

lack the ability to exert decision making control are less likely to associate with peers, 

generally speaking, and as a result, are more likely to be abstainers.  

In terms of the measure of self-control, what will be examined is the indirect 

effect of self-control on abstention as mediated by both delinquent and prosocial peer 

associations. Prior research has examined the role of self-control on delinquency in a 

number of ways.  The population heterogeneity viewpoint, as argued by Gottredson and 

Hirschi (1990), suggests that self-control is exogenous to both exposure to deviant peers 

and delinquency. In other words, it is an individual’s criminal propensity that necessitates 
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their self-selection into antisocial peer groups. A more recent study suggested that self-

control and deviant peers are complementary. Longshore, Chang, Hsieh and Messina 

(2004) found that delinquent peers mediated the relationship between low self-control 

and drug use. Thus, low self-control appears to have an indirect effect on delinquency 

through delinquent peers. Following the findings of this study, I suggest that youth with 

more self-control will have fewer peers who engage in antisocial activities, and are hence 

more likely to refrain from delinquency. 

In his study of adolescent identity, Kinney (1993) found that some students were 

“signaled out for their superior academic performance” and were ridiculed and rejected 

from the “popular crowd” (27). The idea that unpopular adolescents are stigmatized and 

disapproved of by their peers is an apparent theme in several studies (see Arnett 2001; 

Bukowski, Suppola and Newcomb 2000). Piquero et al. (2005) argue that “adolescents 

high in academic orientation are more likely to be shut out of (delinquent) peer groups 

and, as a result, are more likely to abstain” (36). Piquero et al. (2005) similarly found 

evidence to support the assertion that high levels of teacher attachment are correlated 

with low levels of delinquent peer associations. Given these findings, I suggest that youth 

with a generally strong school commitment are more likely to abstain from delinquent 

behaviour, and that this relationship is mediated by peer associations. 

Similar to other measures in this study, existing research provides little 

assessment of the way in which parental bonds are mediated by peer associations. Given 

that having strong social bonds to conventional others necessitates a greater likelihood of 

conformity, I suggest that youth with strong attachments to their parents are less likely to 
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associate with delinquent peers, more likely to have prosocial friends, and are 

subsequently more likely to be delinquency abstainers.  

The last indirect effect that will be examined is the relationship between parental 

supervision and abstention through the mediating influence of peer associations. 

Although a longitudinal study conducted by Keijsers, Branje, Hawk, Schwartz, Frijns, 

Koot and Meeus (2012) finds that prohibition of friendships by parents predicted higher 

levels of contact with deviant peers and subsequently higher levels of delinquency, 

several other studies provide different results. Research by Mounts (2002) finds that 

parents who adequately supervise adolescents’ relationships with peers stimulate 

prosocial friendships, whereas parents who fail to supervise youth may stimulate 

friendships with deviant peers (Dishion, Capaldi, Spracklen and Li 1995). In line with the 

latter studies, I propose that adolescents who have a greater degree of parental 

supervision are less likely to associate with delinquent peers and are thus more likely to 

abstain from crime.  

4.4 Interaction Effects 

Prior literature has examined the interaction effects of certain factors on 

abstention to some degree, particularly concentrating on how Moffitt’s (1993) maturity 

gap hypothesis interacts with peer association and peer drug using measures (Barnes et al. 

2011), as well as more specific interactions between the structural characteristics of peer 

network groups (such as friendship size and density), and behavioural characteristics 

(Chen and Adams 2012).    

Rather than focusing on the variables of peer association (as this measure is 

emphasized as part of the mediating effects of this study, and in prior research), this study 
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hopes to contribute to the abstention literature by extensively examining the ways in 

which social bond variables, including parental supervision, interact with levels of self-

control and autonomy to predict adolescent abstention. Examining these specific 

interactions stems from Sampson and Laub’s (1990, 1993) age graded theory of informal 

social control, wherein they highlight the importance of the relationship between 

childhood antisocial behaviour or individual characteristics, and social bonds to the 

school and family. Although they focus on persistence and desistence from crime using a 

life course model, Sampson and Laub’s (1990, 1993) theory incorporates processes of 

social selection and social causation which are also emphasized in Moffitt’s (1993) 

developmental theory of crime. The age graded theory contends that “childhood 

antisocial behavior disrupts the formation of later social bonds (i.e., social selection),” but 

these bonds have a causal effect on “adult crime independent of individual’s preexisting 

characteristics (i.e., social causation)” (Wright, Caspi, Moffitt and Silva 1999: 482). In 

other words, attachment to family, school and work are not only a reflection of one’s 

preexisting propensity to commit crime, but also, in part, cause crime. In Moffitt’s (1993) 

theory of LCP and AL offenders, neuropsychological deficits in childhood (such as an 

early onset aggressive antisocial behaviour or difficult temperament) can lead to crime 

(social selection). Social causation is also included in the sense that these impairments 

can have social consequences, such as having associations with delinquent peers, 

difficulty or failure in school and broken family ties. These in turn, lead to crime (Wright 

et al. 1999). Although the social-selection and social-causation models provide a means 

by which to understand processes of crime later on in adulthood, more generally, the 

theoretical linkages that represent these processes offer conceptual grounds for examining 
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the interactions between childhood personal characteristics (such as self-control), and 

social bond measures.  

For this study, a total of six interactions will be tested separately. An interaction 

effect between the self-control variable and each of the social bond measures (parental 

attachment and commitment to school) will be examined. I expect that self-control will 

be conditioned by the social bond indicators. More specifically, I expect to find that high 

self-control will have a greater effect on abstention when there are high parental 

attachments, and a strong commitment to school. 

The impact of self-control will also be examined when moderated by the measure 

of parental supervision. I expect the impact of self-control will be conditioned by parental 

supervision; that is, self-control will have a greater effect on abstention when there are 

strong levels of parent supervision. 

The social bond variables will also be combined with the variable of autonomy to 

capture a more thorough understanding of predictors of abstention. I expect the measure 

of autonomy to be conditioned by the social bond indicators of parental attachment and 

commitment to school. I suggest that a lack of autonomy will have a greater effect on 

abstention when parent attachments are high, and when commitment to school is strong.  

The interaction effect between autonomy and parental supervision represents the last 

interaction that will be examined.  

This chapter provided the reader with a detailed outline of the specific hypotheses 

that are tested in this paper. The next chapter will highlight the data and methodology 

used in this study. 
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Chapter 5 

Methodology 

This paper uses data drawn from the National Longitudinal Survey of Children 

and Youth (NLSCY). The purpose of the study is to follow Canadian children and to 

measure their development and well-being from birth to adolescence, and into adulthood. 

The study is designed to collect information regarding a number of different factors 

which influence a child’s social, emotional, and behavioural growth. The survey covers a 

wide variety of topics including the health of children, information on their physical 

development, their social environments such as relationships with family members, 

friends, schools and the community, as well as involvement in delinquent or criminal 

activities. The specific objectives of the NLSCY are to determine various risk factors for 

children and youth, to understand how these factors influence child development, and to 

make this information publicly available so as to aid in the development of specific 

policies and programs that would improve the lives of many Canadian youth (Statistics 

Canada 1995). 

Data collection began in 1994, with a longitudinal sample which represents the 

population of children aged 0 to 11 living in a Canadian province in 1994-95, i.e. Cycle 

1. Information was gathered on 22,831 respondents. This group was followed biennially, 

and the number of participants represented in subsequent cycles varies considerably. 

Interview efforts for Cycle 2 of the NLSCY began in 1996-97, and the sample includes 

children aged 0 to 13. Of the original cohort in Cycle 1, 16,897 children were surveyed in 

Cycle 2. Along with interviews with a parent of the child, and mail follow-ups with 
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teachers and principals of the respondents, self-completed questionnaires were provided 

for children aged 10 to 13.  

The sample that will be utilized for this study comes from Cycle 3 interviews that 

were conducted approximately two years later in 1998-99. From this file, questionnaires 

were completed by children aged 10-15 on the topics of friends and family, feelings and 

behaviours, school and work, general physical and mental health, and delinquent 

behaviour including smoking, drinking and drug use. Although the NLSCY data includes 

grouped scales of 10-15 year olds which represent their overall pro-social score, 

hyperactivity score, and aggression score (to name a few), the 15 year old age group is 

not included as a category in the age variable and so cannot be examined in this present 

analysis. The two age groups which will be the focus of this study are the 12-13 year old 

sample and the 14 year old sample. Excluded from all the NLSCY cycles were children 

living in the Yukon and Northwest Territories. 

The literature has shown that prosocial peer associations and autonomy appear to 

be important predictors of abstention. However, the NLSCY only allows for 

measurement of the autonomy variable among the 12-13 year old age group, while the 

measure of prosocial peers is only available for the 14 year old age group. Since I am 

interested in examining the effects of autonomy and prosocial peers, this paper includes 

separate analyses for each age group. However, since the analyses will include different 

key variables, no age specific comparisons are being made.  
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5.1 Dependent Variables included in both 12-13 and 14 year old samples 

5.1.1 Delinquency Abstention 

Similar to the approach  implemented in prior studies to construct the dependent 

variable (Brezina and Piquero 2007; Owens and Slocum 2012; Piquero et al. 2005), 

abstention is measured via respondents’ reports to more than one survey question that ask 

if youth aged 12-14 in the NLSCY data had ever participated in delinquent behaviours, 

specifically centered around substance use. The items which make up the abstention 

measure for the NLSCY data ask if respondents had ever: (1) tried cigarette smoking; (2) 

been drunk; or (3) tried marijuana/hash (The initial coding for the survey question which 

asks if a respondent had ever tried cigarette smoking was left blank in both original data 

sets, but given that the value 1 was coded as “yes” and the value 2 was coded as “no” for 

all other literal questions in the surveys, it is assumed that the same coding scheme 

applies for this particular question). Respondents who reported that they had tried any 

alcohol, cigarettes, or drugs were categorized as offenders (coded as 0) and those not 

involved in any of the delinquent activities were categorized as abstainers (coded as 1).  

5.2 Independent Variables included in both 12-13 and 14 year old samples 

5.2.1 Exogenous Variables 

5.2.2 Negative Personal Characteristics 

 Moffitt (1993) argues that abstainers exhibit certain unappealing traits such as 

being withdrawn, morose or not cheerful, tense and timid. To examine Moffitt’s (1993) 

depiction of abstainers as relatively shy, depressed and uncheerful, a six-item scale is 

used in which respondents reported how often they felt (1) unhappy, sad or depressed, (2) 

as though they are not as happy as other people their age, (3) worried, (4) miserable, 
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unhappy, tearful or distressed, (5) too fearful or anxious, and (6) nervous, highstrung or 

tense. Response options range from 1 (“never or not true”), 2 (“sometimes or somewhat 

true”), to 3 (“often or very true”). Higher scores indicate that the respondent had higher 

levels of the latent construct, negative or unappealing personal characteristics. This 

measure was constructed by adding the six variables to create a single scale. This 

procedure yielded a scale in which negative personal characteristics could range between 

6 (low levels of unappealing traits) and 18 (high levels of unappealing traits).The alpha 

reliability coefficient of the final scale was (α= .794), indicating high reliability.  

5.2.3 Self-Control 

 A five-item scale is used to account for level of self-control for the NLSCY data. 

Respondents were asked questions regarding how often they (1) can’t sit still, are restless 

or hyperactive, (2) can’t concentrate, can’t pay attention, (3) are impulsive, act without 

thinking, (4) have difficulty awaiting their turn in games or groups, and (5) are 

inattentive.  Response options include 1 (“never or not true”), 2 (“sometimes or 

somewhat true”) and 3 (“often or very true”). Response options were recoded so that 

higher values represented those adolescents with greater self-control; 1 (“often or very 

true”), 2 (“sometimes or somewhat true”), and 3 (“never or not true”). The scale created 

was such that self-control could range from 5 (low self-control) to 15 (high self-control). 

Cronbach’s alpha indicates a moderate consistency (α=.674).  

5.3 Exogenous Variables included only in 12-13 year old sample 

5.3.1 Autonomy 

Autonomy refers to the “self-sufficiency that is characteristic of individuals 

who…are responsible for their own behavior” (Piquero et al. 2005: 36). Moffitt (1993) 
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suggests that abstainers may exhibit such characteristics as a lack of autonomy or a lack 

of interest in activities that require autonomy. For this reason, they may be more apt to 

being excluded from the teenaged social scene. Respondents scoring high on a two-item 

scale of autonomy possess the ability to exert decision- making control over a few 

different activities. In terms of how often parents let children decide the people they hang 

around with and the amount of television watched, the response options ranged from 1 

(“almost never”), 2 (“sometimes”), 3 (“often”), to 4 (“always”). Higher scores indicate a 

greater degree of autonomy. This procedure yielded a scale in which autonomy could 

range from 2 (low autonomy) to 8 (high autonomy). Cronbach’s alpha was low, as 

indicated by an internal consistency of (α=.52), with positive inter-item correlations. The 

survey questions which measure autonomy are not asked of the 14 year old age group and 

so this independent predictor of adolescent abstention is excluded from tests which 

specifically examine the 14 year old sample. 

5.4 Mediating Variable included only in 12-13 year old sample 

5.4.1 Delinquent Peers 

 Adolescents may refrain from delinquency because they lack the exposure to 

peers who engage in delinquent type activities. Association with deviant peers was 

measured using a two-item scale which asked respondents to report how many of their 

friends smoke cigarettes and drink alcohol. Response options include 1 (“none”), 2 (“a 

few”), 3 (“most”), and 4 (“all”). This yielded a scale which ranged from 2 (fewer 

delinquent peers) to 8 (greater delinquent peers). Higher values reflect more contact with 

peers who smoke and drink. Cronbach’s alpha level indicated a high internal consistency 

(α=.729). 
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5.5 Mediating Variables included only in 14 year old sample 

5.5.1 Delinquent Peers 

 Association with delinquent peers was measured using a three-item scale. In 

addition to reporting how many of their friends smoke cigarettes and drink alcohol, 

adolescents aged 14 were also asked to report how many of their friends have tried 

marijuana. Response options include 1(“none”), 2 (“a few”), 3 (“most”), and 4 (“all”). 

This yielded a scale in which the measure of delinquent peers could range from 3 (fewer 

delinquent peers) to 12 (greater delinquent peers). Higher values reflect more contact 

with alcohol and drug-using peers. Cronbach’s alpha level indicated a very high internal 

consistency (α=.811).  

5.5.2 Prosocial Peers 

Limited exposure to delinquent peers does not always necessitate involvement 

with prosocial peers. Similarly, exposure to delinquent peers does not necessitate 

isolation from pro-social peers. For this reason, it is also important to examine the 

relationship between prosocial peer relations and abstention. A single item measure in 

which respondents were asked to report the extent to which their close friends push them 

to succeed and to do interesting things that they would normally not do on their own 

represents the prosocial peer variable. The recoded response options include 1 (“false”), 2 

(“mostly false”), 3 (“mostly true”), and 4 (“true”).  

5.6 Moderating Variables included in both 12-13 and 14 year old samples  

5.6.1 Commitment to School 

 Research shows that youth who exhibit a high academic orientation are more 

likely to be excluded from the delinquent teenage social scene, and are thus more likely 
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to abstain (see Arnett 2001; Juvonen and Murdock 1995; Stone and Brown 1998 for a 

more detailed discussion). In the survey, commitment to school is measured by five 

items. The response categories were recoded so that higher scores reflected a stronger 

commitment to school. The recoded response categories for the first item which ask 

respondents how they feel about school are (“I hate school”), (“I don’t like school very 

much”), (“I like school a bit”), (“I like school quite a bit”), and (“I like school very 

much”). The recoded categories for the second item which ask respondents how well they 

are doing in school include (“very poorly”), (“poorly”), (“average”), (“well”), and (“very 

well”). The third question which asks respondents how important it is to do well in school 

includes four response options, and they include (“not important at all”), (“not very 

important”), (“somewhat important”), and (“very important”). The remaining two 

questions ask respondents if they do their homework and if their teacher treats them 

fairly. Response options were recoded and include 1 (“never”), 2 (“barely”), 3 (“some of 

the time”), 4 (“most of the time”), and 5 (“all the time”). The survey question which asks 

“if you do your homework” includes an additional response option of “I never get 

homework”, but this option is collapsed with option 1 (“never”). Thus, individuals with 

higher response scores are illustrative of having a stronger commitment to school. Since 

the response categories in the five items varied, the z-scores of each of the items were 

taken and then added together to make up the scale. Cronbach’s alpha level indicated a 

strong internal consistency (α=.712).  

5.6.2 Relationship with Parents 

 Social bond measures are also important to consider as predictors of adolescent 

abstention. In the questionnaire, this is measured by a four item scale which asked the 
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participant how close of a relationship they have with their mother and father, and how 

well they feel that their mother and father understand them. The recoded response options 

include 1 (“very little”), 2 (“some”) and 3 (“a great deal”). The scale created was such 

that the relationship with parents measure could range from 4 (weak bond) to 12 (strong 

bond). Higher scores on the scale indicate a stronger relationship with parents. 

Cronbach’s alpha level was (α=.808) for the scale. 

5.6.3 Parental Supervision 

 According to Warr (2005), youth who are more closely monitored by their parents 

are less likely to associate with delinquent peers because they lack the free time or 

opportunity for association. In this study, parental supervision is a four-item measure that 

assesses the extent to which parents know what the respondent is doing, if they are aware 

of any misbehaviour, what time they will be home, and if the parents are interested in 

whom the respondent is with. Responses to these include 1 (“never”), 2 (“rarely”), 3 

(“sometimes”), 4 (“often”), and 5 (“always”). The scale for this measure ranged from 4 

(low parental supervision) to 20 (high parental supervision). Higher scores represent 

those individuals who are more closely monitored by their parents. Cronbach’s alpha 

indicated a moderate internal consistency (α=.630).  

5.7 Interaction Effects 

In order to test the conditioning effects of social control on self- control and 

autonomy’s impact on abstention, a series of two-way interactions are created. The 

interaction terms are first constructed by standardizing the lower order variables, 

resulting in separate z-scores for each measure. For both samples, the self-control 

variable is then multiplied by each of the following three variables:  parental attachment, 
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commitment to school, and parental supervision. For the 12-13 year old sample, the 

autonomy variable is multiplied by the same three social bond variables. 

The measures of autonomy and parental supervision appear to capture similar 

theoretical concepts, so a factor analysis was performed to determine whether the 

variables are indicators of separate concepts. PCA revealed the presence of two 

components exceeding an eigenvalue of 1, explaining 33.95 percent and 23.31 percent of 

the variance, respectively. Thus, factor analysis indicated the presence of a two factor 

solution, with the third eigenvalue falling below 1.0, and all factors loadings greater than 

.60. The component correlation matrix also indicated a very weak positive correlation 

between the two components (r=.056). Hence, the results of this analysis support the use 

of the autonomy variable and the parental supervision variable as separate scales, and an 

interaction effect can be tested. 

5.8 Control Variable included in both 12-13 and 14 year old samples 

5.8.1 Gender 

 Prior literature has outlined the importance of examining the abstaining group in 

terms of gender differences, so a dichotomous variable is included for gender in which 

males are represented as 0 and females as 1 in the NLSCY.  

5.9 Analytical Strategy 

Given that only one prior study (Piquero et al. 2005) has examined the influence 

of autonomy on abstention, and broadly among 12-16 year olds, this measure will be 

included in all tests of the 12-13 year old sample to garner a more comprehensive 

understanding of its predictive significance on abstention among a specific age group, as 

well as in split gender tests. As the literature review revealed, two important predictors of 
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delinquency abstention are the influence of mediating variables such as delinquent and 

prosocial peer associations. Therefore, all the tests being conducted for the 12-13 year old 

sample in this study will include the delinquent peer’s mediating variable, while both 

delinquent and prosocial peer association variables will be included in the 14 year old 

sample. Alongside the full models of the 14 year old sample, gender-specific differences 

will also be examined. Analysis will begin with an examination of the descriptive 

statistics of the abstaining and delinquent populations of both samples. Second, a series 

of logistic regression models will be conducted to examine several correlates of 

abstention. To further investigate Moffitt’s (1993) claim that some adolescents are 

excluded from the teenaged social scene, regression analyses will be run to examine the 

predictors of delinquent and prosocial peer associations. This will allow for an 

explanation of the mediating effects of these variables. The final analyses will examine 

the interaction effects between the self-control and the social bond measures, self-control 

and parental supervision, and autonomy and the social bond measures, and their 

relationship with abstention.  

5.10 Analytical Techniques 

Both ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and logistic regression will be used 

in this study. OLS regression will be used to understand how unappealing adolescent 

characteristics, autonomy, self-control, and social bond indicators relate to the mediating 

variables. That is, OLS regression will be used to predict delinquent peer associations of 

the 12-13 year old sample and both delinquent and prosocial peer associations of the 14 

year old sample. The unstandardized coefficient (B) represents the increase in the 

dependent variable, delinquency abstention, for every one unit increase in the 
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independent variable. For coefficients greater than one, the findings are interpreted as an 

increase in units, while coefficients less than one are interpreted as a decrease in units 

(Long 1997). For example, in the full model of Table 3, the coefficient for commitment 

to school is (B) = -.069. This finding reveals that for every one unit increase in school 

commitment, associating with delinquent peers decreases by .069 units.  

The odds ratios [Exp (B)] are reported for all analyses using binary logistic 

regression. Given that the dependent variable is dichotomous (0=offenders, 

1=abstainers), logistic regression will be used to examine the effect of correlates, and 

their predictive probability of abstention or refrainment from crime. The coefficient (B) 

represents the estimated increase in the log odds of the dependent variable for every one 

unit increase in the value of the independent variable.  The exponential function [Exp 

(B)] of the regression coefficient is the odds ratio associated with a one unit increase in 

the exposure (Szumilas 2010).  For this thesis, the percentages are presented by 

subtracting 1 from the odds ratio (Introduction to SAS). For example, in Table 5a, Model 

1, the odds ratio for autonomy is Exp (B) = .922. When 1 is subtracted from this, and 

multiplied by 100, the result is 8%. In other words, adolescents who report greater 

autonomy are 8% less likely to abstain. The same procedure is applied for odds ratios 

greater than 1. For example, in Table 5a, Model 1, the odds ratio for relationship with 

parents is Exp (B) = 1.168. The same formula is used to convert this to a percentage: 

1.168-1= 17%. Hence, respondents who report a strong parental attachment are 17% 

more likely to abstain.  

Coefficient comparison tests are also computed to determine whether the effects 

of the correlates significantly differ across gender. Z-scores are garnered from an 
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unbiased formula which tests for the equality of unstandardized regression coefficients 

(Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle, and Piquero 1998).  Z-scores greater than +/- 1.96 

indicate a significant difference, while z-score less than +/- 1.96 indicate no significant 

difference. 

An additional technique is used to test for mediation. A macro (Preacher and 

Hayes 2008) is used in which bias corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals are 

computed, with samples set at 1000. The indirect effects are estimated by treating one 

variable as independent and the remaining variables as covariates.  The lower limit and 

upper limit confidence intervals are reported to examine the significance of the mediating 

effects. 

5.11 Weighting Variables and Missing Data 

For both analyses (excluding descriptive statistics and correlation matrices), 

weighting to the population size biases statistical tests towards significance. This is 

corrected by using a proportional weight in order to leave the sample weighted but not 

exploded to the population size. First, the average weight is calculated for the subset of 

each sample (12-13 year olds and 14 year olds in the NLSCY). Then, a new variable 

(ProportionalWeight) is calculated by dividing the mean weight by the sample weight. 

This new weight is then applied before every analysis. In terms of missing data, all were 

automatically excluded by the listwise function in SPSS. 

5.12 Limitations of the Data Set 

 Although limitations of the data set are covered in more detail in Chapter 7, it is 

important to inform the reader of two concerns before moving on to the results of this 

study. First, the nature of the survey questions asked of respondents in the data set made 
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it difficult to construct consistent measures. In other words, some variables contained six 

or seven items, which when scaled together, created a strong overall measure. The 

prosocial peers measure however, only consists of one item, and may therefore impact 

the results of this study.  

 Further, as already mentioned earlier, this paper is interested in examining the 

indirect relationships of abstention, as mediated by delinquent and prosocial peers. 

However, the NLSCY only allows for measurement of the prosocial peers variable 

among the 14 year old age group. As well, questions which tap into the measure of 

autonomy are only available for the 12-13 year old age group. As both these measures 

have proven to be important predictors of abstention in the current literature, it was 

decided that this particular study would include separate analyses for each age group, so 

as to examine the associations of both variables with abstention. However, age specific 

comparisons are not made. 

 First, this chapter outlined the data set used, and the exogenous, mediating, and 

moderating variables. Then, brief overviews of the analytical strategies and analytical 

techniques that will be used to test the hypotheses were presented. Finally, a quick note 

of the limitations of the data set was provided.  
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Chapter 6 

Results and Findings 

This chapter will review the results and findings of the current study. First, 

descriptive statistics will be presented to provide an overview of the samples being used. 

Next, bivariate relationships between the independent and dependent variables will be 

examined. Lastly, the results from each regression analysis will be included and 

discussed.  

6.1 Results 

6.2 Descriptive Statistics and Mean Score Comparisons 

  Table 1a presents the descriptive statistics for the 12-13 year old sample. There 

were a total of 1849 respondents used in this sample, but the number of respondents 

varies for each variable, with 1587 making up the lowest number of respondents for the 

relationship with parents’ measure and 1711 making up the highest number of 

respondents for the commitment to school measure. Gender and the dependent variable 

make up the only dichotomous measures, while all other variables are measured on an 

ordinal scale, Therefore, the mean or percentage, standard deviation, and minimum and 

maximum values are presented.  

             There is an even distribution between female and male respondents. In terms of 

the exogenous variables, the majority of respondents reported having low levels of 

negative personal characteristics and high levels of self-control. There was a fairly even 

distribution among adolescents who reported having low and high levels of autonomy. 

For the delinquent peers variable, the mean score of 3.01 reveals that the majority of 12- 
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Table 1a: Descriptive Statistics for 12-13 year old sample 

  N Mean or % SD Min. Max. 

Control Variable 

Gender  

Male=0 

Female=1 

 

 

922 

927 

 

 

50% 

50% 

 

 

  - 

  - 

 

      

      -  

      - 

 

    

    - 

    - 

 

Exogenous Variables 

Negative Personal 

Characteristics 

 

1668 

 

9.01 

 

2.40 

 

6.00 

 

18.00 

Autonomy 1703 5.56 1.87 2.00 8.00 

Self-control 1691 12.25 1.99 5.00 15.00 

  

 Mediating Variable 
     

 Delinquent Peers 1717 3.01 1.20 2.00 8.00 

 

 Moderating Variables 

 Commitment to School 

 

 

1711 

 

 

.0668 

 

 

3.30 

 

 

-18.66 

 

 

4.62 

Relationship with Parents 1587 9.91 2.03 4.00 12.00 

Parental Supervision 1664 16.57 2.90 4.00 20.00 

 

Dependent Variable 

Delinquency Abstention 

Offenders=0 

Abstainers=1 

 

 

 

1029 

544 

 

 

 

65% 

35% 

 

 

    

  - 

  - 

 

 

       

     - 

     - 

 

 

      

     - 

     - 
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13 year olds report having few delinquent peer associations. With regards to the 

moderating variables, the majority of respondents reported having a strong commitment 

to school, very high levels of parental attachment, and high degrees of parental 

supervision. In terms of the dependent variable, offenders make up roughly 65% of the 

sample, while abstainers account for approximately 35%. It is important to note that the 

proportion of abstainers does not closely approximate the expectation of 6-12%, derived 

by Moffitt (1993) or prior studies on delinquency abstainers (Boutwell and Beaver 2008; 

Brezina and Piquero 2007; Piquero et al. 2005; Shedler and Block 1990). An explanation 

may be that the age groups being sampled from the NLSCY (12-14 year olds) are 

younger than the age groups sampled from in the majority of the studies conducted on 

abstainers. Many studies have included in their sample either respondents within a large 

age range, for example 12-17 year olds, or they have simply focused on older teens, for 

example 15-17 year olds. As 15-17 years of age appears to be the rough age at which 

self-reported delinquency peaks (Piquero et al. 2005). So, by studying a younger age 

group and therefore a group of individuals who have not yet had many opportunities to 

potentially engage in delinquent activities, the comparatively large number of abstainers 

in the full sample seems understandable.  

             Table 1b presents the descriptive statistics for the 14 year old sample. The 

findings indicate similar mean scores for the exogenous variables in comparison to the 

12-13 year old sample. In terms of peer associations, the majority of respondents reported 

few delinquent peers (although more than respondents in Table 1a). Alternatively, there 

appears to be a fairly even distribution between the number of respondents who agree that 
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Table 1b: Descriptive Statistics for 14 year old sample 

 

 

  

 N Mean SD Min. Max. 

Control Variable 

Gender  

Male=0 

Female=1 

 

 

924 

933 

 

 

50% 

50% 

 

 

  - 

  - 

 

      

      -  

      - 

 

    

    - 

    - 

 

Exogenous Variables 

Negative Personal 

Characteristics 

 

1724 

 

9.03 

 

2.55 

 

6.00 

 

18.00 

Self-control 1730 12.27 1.98 5.00 15.00 

 

Mediating Variables 

Delinquent Peers 

 

 

1735 

 

 

5.90 

 

 

2.31 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

12.00 

Prosocial Peers 1764 

 

2.78 

 

0.89 

 

1.00 

 

4.00 

 

 Moderating Variables 

 Commitment to School 

 

1705 

 

-1.04 

 

3.60 

 

-17.53 

 

4.62 

Relationship with Parents 1630 8.99 2.15 4.00 12.00 

Parental Supervision 1732 15.79 2.89 4.00 20.00 

 

Dependent Variable 

Delinquency Abstention 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 Offenders=0  

 Abstainers=1 

1443 

273 

84% 

16% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
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their friends are more likely to push them to succeed and those who report that their 

friends are less likely to push them to succeed, with the slight majority leaning towards    

the latter. This is indicative of low to moderate prosocial peer associations. In terms of 

the moderating variables, the descriptive table indicates that the 14 year old sample self-

report high scores on all three variables. Relative to the 12-13 year old sample though, 

the mean score comparisons reveal a slightly lower level of commitment to school, 

relationship with parents, and parental supervision. Relative to the 12-13 year old sample, 

the offenders in Table 2a make up a larger proportion of the overall sample (84%), while 

the abstainers more closely approximate the findings of prior literature (16%).  

6.3 Bivariate Analysis 

Table 2a and 2b provide a zero order correlation matrix for the variables used in 

the 12-13 and 14 year old sample, respectively. In Table 2a, there are several variables 

that appear to be correlated with the mediating variable delinquent peers. Adolescents 

with high self-control, a strong commitment to school, good relationship with parents, 

and more parental supervision are less likely to associate with delinquent peers, while 

those who exhibit unattractive personal traits are more likely to have delinquent peers. 

The dependent variable delinquency abstention appears to be correlated with all measures 

except gender and autonomy, and the associations all appear to be in the expected 

directions. More specifically, those who exhibit unappealing characteristics are less likely 

to abstain. Additionally, respondents with high self-control, more parental supervision, 

and strong attachments and commitments are more likely to abstain. The mediator is also 

significantly associated with delinquency abstention, in that having more deviant peer 
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Table 2a: Zero Order Correlation Matrix for 12-13 year old sample 

  1  2  3  4  5 6 7 8 

         1. Gender - - - - - - - - 

         2. Negative 

Characteristics   .093** - - - - - - - 

         3. Autonomy   .032  -.067* - - - - - - 

         4. Self-Control .090** -.440** .000 - - - - - 

         5.Delinquent Peers   .038  .152** .043 -.162** - - - - 

         6.Commitment to School .115** -.204** .007 .447** -.285** - - - 

         7. Relationship with                 

Parents -.178** -.257** -.039 .186** -.262** .294** - - 

         8. Parental Supervision  -.018  -.038  .047 .126** -.156** .230** .284** - 

         9. Delinquency  

Abstention  -.018 -.112** -.050 .137** -.313** .231** .189** .089** 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01, two-tailed test. 
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Table 2b: Zero Order Correlation Matrix for 14 year old sample 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

         1. Gender - - - - -  -  -  - 

         2. Negative 

Characteristics .249** - - - - - - - 

         3. Self-control  -.015 -.439** - - - - - - 

         4. Delinquent Peers   .053 .116** -.179** - - - - - 

         5. Prosocial Peers .160**   .022   .009   .007 - - - - 

         6. Commitment to School .130** -.198** .400** -.386**  .118** - -  - 

         7. Relationship with      

Parents -.206** -.343** .224** -.221**   .029 .301** - - 

         8. Parental Supervision .088** -.049*  .058* -.140** .102** .227** .208** - 

         9. Delinquency 

Abstention  -.036 -.100** .082** -.374** .002 .188** .190** .095** 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01, two-tailed test. 
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 associations leaves one less likely to refrain from crime. The strongest correlation in 

Table 2a appears to be between the commitment to school and self-control measures. 

Also, there is a strong negative correlation between self-control and negative personal 

characteristics, in that, the greater one’s degree of self-control, the less likely they are to 

exhibit unappealing personal traits. Interestingly, the only measure correlated with 

autonomy is having negative traits. Those who report more autonomous behaviour are 

less likely to exhibit unattractive characteristics. 

           In Table 2b, all the variables, excluding gender, appear to have significant 

associations with the mediating variable delinquent peers. Those with high self-control, 

more parental supervision, and strong commitments and attachments are less likely to 

associate with deviant others. As well, respondents who exhibit unattractive traits are 

more likely to have delinquent friends. Gender, commitment to school, and parental 

supervision are significantly associated with the additional mediating variable prosocial 

peers. Females, adolescents with a strong commitment to school, and those with greater 

parental supervision are more likely to have prosocial peers. Mirroring the associations 

and the directions of these associations in Table 2a, the dependent variable in Table 2b 

appears to be related to all variables except gender and the prosocial peers measure. 

Those who exhibit unappealing characteristics are less likely to abstain, while those with 

high self-control, more parental supervision, strong attachments to their parents, and a 

strong commitment to school are more likely to abstain. Of the two mediating variables, 

only the delinquent peers measure is significantly and negatively correlated with 

delinquent abstention. Those with delinquent peers are less likely to abstain. 
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Unlike in Table 2a, the strongest correlation in the 14 year old sample is between 

the self-control and negative personal characteristics measures, such that those with high 

self-control are less likely to exhibit unappealing traits. This is followed by the 

relationship between self-control and school commitment- those with a strong 

commitment to school are likely to exhibit a greater degree of self-control. Also in 

contrast to Table 2a, the correlation between parental supervision and gender attains 

statistical significance, as does the correlation between parental supervision and 

unappealing characteristics. Specifically, females are more likely to be monitored by 

parents and those with more parental supervision are less likely to exhibit unappealing 

traits.  

6.4 Multivariate Analysis 

As stated earlier, the first aim of this study is to investigate Moffitt’s (1993) 

hypothesis that abstainers are more likely to be excluded from deviant peer groups based 

on their unappealing personal characteristics. This is examined by regressing several 

different variables on the delinquent peer association measures for the 12-13 year old 

sample, and both the delinquent and prosocial peer association measures for the 14 year 

old sample.  The delinquent and prosocial mediator variables were measured on interval 

scales. Therefore, OLS regression is an appropriate technique with which to examine 

these relationships. The unstandardized coefficients (B) and standardized (Beta) are 

presented for interpretation. 

As shown in Table 3, the results for the full sample indicate that those with a 

strong commitment to school (B = -.069, p < .01), and a strong relationship with their 

parents (B = -.105, p < .01) are less likely to have delinquent peer associations, while 
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 Table 3: OLS Regression Predicting Delinquent Peer Associations: Full Model and Gender Specific Models for 12-13 year old sample 

     

    Gender Specific Model       

  

 

  Full Model       Male     Female       

Variable   B SE Beta B     SE Beta B      SE Beta     

Gender (Female =1) .082 .064  .035 -       -     - - - -   

Negative Personal Characteristics .017 .015  .034 -.042    .020* -.087   .076   .022**   .150
 z

 

Autonomy .033   .017*  .052  .029    .023  .048   .029   .026   .043   

Self-control -.023 .019 -.039 -.054    .024* -.098   .008   .030   .013 

  Commitment to School -.069         .012** -.176 -.057    .015** -.157  -.082   .019**  -.191 

  Relationship with Parents -.105    .017** -.178 -.098    .024** -.162  -.103    .025**  -.175 

  Parental Supervision -.012         .012 -.029 -.031    .016 -.075   .007   .017    .016 

  Constant 

 

4.153    .403** 

 

    5.317    .540** 

 

2.996   .598** 

   R square        .108**        .105**   

 

  .135** 

 
    

N     1287       669      618    

Significant at *p < .05, ** p < .01, two-tailed test. 

 Z significant at p < .05, two-tailed coefficient comparison test. 
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those with a greater degree of autonomy (B = .033, p < .05) are more likely to associate 

with deviant others. The measures in the full model explain 10.8% of the variation in the 

full sample. There are a number of differences in the gender-specific models. The 

negative personal characteristics measure attains statistical significance for both males 

and females, but in different directions. Male respondents who exhibit more negative 

personal characteristics (B = -.042, p < .05) are less likely to associate with delinquent 

peers, while female respondents who exhibit more unappealing traits (B = .076, p < .01) 

are more likely to have delinquent peer associations. An additional significant measure 

that appears in the male model and not in the female model is the self-control variable. 

This suggests that males who have higher levels of self-control (B = -.054, p < .05) are 

less likely to associate with delinquent peers. (There is no significant effect for females). 

The commitment to school and relationship with parents variables reach statistical 

significance in both models, such that males and females who report a strong 

commitment to school and strong relationships with parents are less likely to associate 

with deviant peers. In the male model, the variables explain 10.5% of the total variation, 

whereas in the female model 13.5% of the total variation is explained by the variables.  

Coefficient comparison tests were conducted to determine whether the effects of 

negative personal characteristics, commitment to school, and relationship with parents 

were significantly different across gender.  Paternoster et al. (1998) outline an unbiased 

formula to test the equality of unstandardized regression coefficients. This formula is 

used here. The tests indicated that of the above three measures, the only variable that was 

significantly different across gender was the negative personal characteristics variable (z= 

-3.97). This is of interest as this measure was significant for both males and females, but 



 

 

74 

in different directions. The z-scores for school commitment (z= 1.03) and relationship 

with parents (z= 0.14) indicated no statistically significant difference between the two 

samples. The self-control variable, which only attained significance in the male model, 

also indicated no statistically significant difference across the two samples (z= -1.61). 

  Moving to the 14 year olds, the results for the full sample in Table 4a indicate that 

those who report a strong commitment to school (B = -.234, p < .01) and a strong 

relationship with parents (B = -.106, p < .01) are less likely to associate with delinquent 

peers. Thus, the only significant predictors of delinquent peer involvement appear to be 

social bond indicators. This model explains 18.9% of the total variation in the sample. 

The results in the full model are evident again in the female model, where commitment to 

school (B = -.291, p < .01) and relationship with parents (B = -.158, p < .01) reach 

statistical significance. In the male model, only the commitment to school measure attains 

significance (B = -.179, p < .01). Males who report having stronger academic inclinations 

are less likely to have delinquent peer associations. Another interesting comparison 

between the male and female samples is the total variation explained. The variables 

explain 13.5% of the total variation in the male model, while that number is nearly 

doubled (26.1%) in the female model.  

Coefficient comparison tests indicate that the effect of commitment to school 

(z=3.11) was significantly different across gender. The relationship with parents variable 

only attained significance in the female model and was not significantly different across 

the two samples (z= 1.57).  
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Table 4a: OLS Regression Predicting Delinquent Peer Associations: Full Model and Gender Specific Models for 14 year old sample 

  Z significant at p < .05, two-tailed coefficient comparison test.

     

    Gender Specific Model       

  

 

  Full Model     Male     Female       

Variable   B SE Beta B     SE Beta   B SE Beta     

Gender (Female =1) .153         .118  .034 -       -    -  - - -   

Negative Personal Characteristics .007         .027  .007  -.034     .041 -.034  .026 .035 .029 

  Self-control -.030         .034 -.026  -.080     .047 -.075  .018 .050 .015 

  Commitment to School -.234    .018** -.377  -.179     .026** -.296 -.291     .025** -.446
z
 

  Relationship with Parents -.106    .029** -.099  -.067     .042 -.064 -.158     .040** -.141 

  Parental Supervision -.017         .021 -.021  -.033     .028 -.045 -.011       .030 -.012 

  Constant 

 

7.075    .706** 

 

7.996   1.020** 

 

6.770    .999** 

   R square        .189**         .135**   

 

   .261** 

 
    

N     1348        673          674    

Significant at *p < .05, ** p < .01, two-tailed test. 
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The results predicting prosocial peer associations for the full and gender-specific 

14 year old sample are found in Table 4b. For the full sample, the results indicate that 

females (B = .249, p < .01) and those with a strong commitment to school (B = .020, p < 

.01) are more likely to associate with prosocial peers.  

For the gender-specific models, the commitment to school measure attains 

significance in the female model (B= .034, p < .01), but not in the male model. The 

coefficient comparison test indicated that the effect of commitment to school (z= 1.61) 

was insignificant across gender.  

6.4.1 Direct Effects and Mediating Role of Peer Variables 

Binary logistic regression is performed for both samples to examine the influence 

of several predictors of abstention, including the mediating variables. The coefficient (B) 

represents the estimated increase in the log odds of the dependent variable for every one 

unit increase in the value of the independent variable. The exponential function of the 

regression coefficient [Exp (B)] is the odds ratio associated with a one unit increase in the 

independent variable (Szumilas 2010). The odds ratio [Exp (B)] is reported for all 

analyses using binary logistic regression. For ease of interpretation, the odds ratios are 

converted to percentages.   

To test for mediation, the decrease in the magnitude of the unstandardized 

coefficients from the first model to those models in which the mediator has been added is 

observed and described. Then, a macro is used that computes the criteria for mediation 

according to the Baron and Kenny (1986) method. This macro calculates the effect of the 

independent on the mediator, the effect of the mediator on the dependent, the direct effect  
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Table 4b: OLS Regression Predicting Prosocial Peer Associations: Full Model and Gender Specific Models for 14 year old sample 

     

    Gender Specific Model   

  

  Full Model     Male     Female   

Variable   B SE Beta B     SE Beta       B SE Beta 

Gender (Female= 1) .249        .050** .144 -       -      -           -         -                  - 

Negative Personal Characteristics .002        .011 .006 -.013    .017  -.034 .017    .015  .049 

Self-control -.011        .014 -.024 -.004    .019  -.009 -.022    .022 -.047 

Commitment to School .020        .008**  .083    .009    .011   .039 .034  .011**  .139 

Relationship with Parents .001        .012  .003  .005    .017   .012 -.002    .017 -.004 

Parental Supervision .004        .009  .013 -.008    .012  -.029 .022    .013  .066 

Constant 

 

2.724  .298** 

 

2.908    .420** 

 

2.715  .435** 

 R square            .031**        .003        .023**   

N         1359       681       676  

Significant at *p <.05, **p < .01, two-tailed test. 
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of the independent on the dependent variable, and the indirect effect of the independent 

variable on the outcome variable though a proposed mediator, controlling for other 

variables (total effect). The macro also includes normal theory tests or Sobel tests, but 

these tests cannot be computed for models with dichotomous outcomes. Bias-corrected 

(BC) bootstrapped confidence intervals (CI) in which resamples are set to 1000 are also 

computed and will be reported. Indirect effects are estimated by treating one variable as 

an independent variable and the remaining variables as covariates. Bootstrapping is 

arguably more accurate than the Sobel test in estimations of inference because it “does 

not impose the assumption of normality” and it has “high power while maintaining 

reasonable control over the Type 1 error rate” (Preacher and Hayes 2008: 880).  Thus, the 

lower limit (LL) and upper limit (UL) CI for the bootstrapped variable are used to 

determine the statistical significance of mediating effects. 

Table 5a presents the results for the full 12-13 year old sample. Model 1 allows 

for an assessment of the direct effects of the variables on abstention from crime. Of the 

variables entered, autonomy, commitment to school and relationship with parents all have 

significant effects on abstention. Adolescents aged 12-13 who have higher levels of 

autonomy (Exp (B) = .925, p < .05) are less likely to abstain, while those with a strong 

school commitment (Exp (B) = 1.149, p < .01) and strong parental attachments (Exp (B) 

= 1.168, p < .01) are more likely to abstain. That is, respondents with high autonomy are 

7.5% less likely to abstain than those with limited independence. Respondents with a 

strong commitment to school and good parental attachments are 15% and 17% 

(respectively) more likely to abstain relative to those with weak attachments. 

 



 

 

79 

Table 5a: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 12-13 year old sample 

                                                                                                     Model 1                          Model 2   

 Variable B SE Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) 

 Control Variable 

         Gender (Female=1) .037 .135    .076 1.038 .055 .141    .152   1.056 

 Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics -.015 .032    .211 .985 -.008 .034    .048    .993 

 Autonomy -.078 .035    4.861* .925 -.077 .037    4.248*    .926 

 Self-control .037 .041    .807 1.038 .014 .044    .100  1.014 

 Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School .139 .028    25.431** 1.149 .112 .029 15.171**  1.118 

 Relationship with Parents .156 .038 16.341** 1.168 .102 .040 6.394**  1.108 

 Parental Supervision -.006 .026    .057 .994 -.010 .027    .133    .990 

 Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers   -    -  -  - -.687 .079 75.234**    .503 

 Constant -2.254 .882 6.531** .105 .498 .973   .262  1.646 

 N  1188    1176    

Chi-square/df 85.04/7                 174.15/8    

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Model 2 of Table 5a introduces the delinquent peers measure and demonstrates 

whether the addition of a mediator significantly alters the magnitude of the coefficients, 

beginning with an example of autonomy. Although it appears that delinquency abstention 

is partly a function of being autonomous, it is possible that the effect of autonomy on 

abstention is mediated by delinquent peers. If the effect of autonomy on abstention is 

mainly indirect and thus mediated by delinquent peers, then it is expected that the direct 

effect of autonomy will be reduced in size when the peer variable is added to the 

equation.  The addition of delinquent peers to the regression (Exp (B) = .503, p < .01) did 

not influence the significance of the relationship between autonomy and abstention, 

which remained significant at the p < .05 level of probability. The macro provides 

significance tests for three different paths of the Baron and Kenny method, as well as a 

path of the total effect. The results suggest that there is no statistically significant 

mediating effect. This is confirmed by the bootstrapped CI, with a LL BC 95% CI of        

-.0446 to .0054 for autonomy. Since zero lies within the interval range, it is concluded 

that the indirect effect is nonsignificant. 

The mediator did influence the relationship between the commitment to school 

measure and abstention, and the parent attachment measure and abstention. The odds 

ratio coefficient for the commitment to school measure was reduced from a value of Exp 

(B) 1.149 in Model 1 to Exp (B) 1.118 in Model 2. In other words, the influence of 

school commitment on abstention decreased 3% with the addition of the mediator.  The 

bootstrapped LL CI is .0332 and the UL interval is .0772. Given that zero does not lie 

within the range of the two intervals, it is concluded that the indirect effect is significant 
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and that the association between school commitment and abstention is mediated by 

delinquent peers.  

The odds ratio between the relationship with parents measure and abstention was 

reduced from a value of Exp (B) 1.168 in Model 1 to Exp (B) 1.108 in Model 2, a decline 

of 6%. The significant associations between this variable and delinquency abstention 

remained significant at the p < .01 level of probability. However, the bias-corrected 

bootstrap LL CI is .0346 and the UL is .0873, suggesting that the mediation effect is 

significant. 

Moving on to the direct and indirect effects of the 12-13 year old male sample, 

Table 5b, Model 1 shows that only one variable is significantly related to abstention. 

Those with a strong commitment to school (Exp (B) = 1.152, p < .01) are more likely to 

abstain. In other words, respondents with strong school commitments are 15% more 

likely to abstain relative to those with weak attachments. If the effect of school 

commitment on abstention is mainly indirect and thus mediated by delinquent peers, then 

it is expected that the direct effect of school commitment will be reduced in size when the 

peer variable is added to the equation. Model 2 examines the influence of delinquent 

peers on abstention. The addition of delinquent peers in Model 2 is statistically 

significant and operates in the expected direction (Exp (B) = .556, p < .01). In other 

words, respondents who report spending time with deviant others are 44% less likely to 

abstain. 

Model 2 also shows that the inclusion of the delinquent peers variable reduced the 

effect of commitment to school on abstention. School commitment is reduced from a 

value of Exp (B) 1.152 in Model 1 to Exp (B) 1.131 in Model 2, or approximately 2%. 



 

 

82 

Table 5b: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 12-13 year old male sample 

                                                                                                   Model 1                            Model 2   

 Variable B SE Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) 

 Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .007 .045    .028 1.007  -.010 .047   .046 .990 

 Autonomy -.059 .049  1.457   .943  -.053 .051  1.089 .948 

 Self-control .039 .054    .528 1.040  -.002 .057    .001 1.002 

 Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School .141 .036 15.376** 1.152   .123 .037 10.899** 1.131 

 Relationship with Parents .093 .054  2.952 1.098   .047 .056    .717 1.049 

 Parental Supervision .039 .037  1.077 1.039   .028 .039    .519 1.028 

 Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers  -   -        - -   -.586 .108 29.427** .556 

 Constant -2.677 1.211   4.884*  .069    .214 1.354    .025 1.239 

 N  596    588    

Chi-square/df 38.83/6   71.68/7   

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 

         



 

 

83 

The probability remained significant at the p < .05 level. Zero does not lie within the 

range of the bootstrapped intervals. The LL interval is .0217 and the UL interval is .0828, 

thus indicating that the mediation effect is significant and deviant peer associations 

appear to mediate the effect of school commitment on abstention for the 12-13 year old 

male sample.  

Table 5c presents the direct and indirect findings for the 12-13 year old female 

sample. Model 1 examines the direct effects of the variables on abstention, with 

commitment to school and relationship with parents reaching statistical significance. 

Females with a strong school commitment (Exp (B) = 1.136, p < .01) and a good 

relationship with their parents (Exp (B) = 1.237, p < .01) are more likely to be 

delinquency abstainers. In other words, females are 14% (with strong school 

commitment) and 24% (with a good relationship with their parents) more likely to abstain 

in comparison to females with weak social bonds.  

Model 2 presents the results of the inclusion of delinquent peers (Exp (B) = .451, 

p < .01). The finding reveals that for every unit increase in delinquent peer associations, 

the odds of abstaining decreases by 55%. The school commitment measure does not not 

reach statistical significance with the addition of the delinquent peers variable in Model 

2, suggesting mediation.  The bootstrapped intervals are .0288 for the LL and .0983 for 

the UL. These findings suggest that the delinquent peers measure significantly mediates 

the impact of school commitment on abstention.  

The relationship with parents measure also reaches significance at the p < .01 

level in Model 1. When the mediator is introduced in Model 2, the odds ratio coefficient  
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Table 5c: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 12-13 year old female sample 

                                                                                                    Model 1                          Model 2   

 Variable B SE Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) 

 Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics -.038 .047     .669   .963 .007 .050    .019 1.007 

 Autonomy -.090 .052   3.000 .914 -.099 .056  3.117 .906 

 Self-control .044 .065     .464 1.045 .056 .069   .655 1.058 

 Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School .128 .043 8.683** 1.136 -.080 .046  3.049 1.083 

 Relationship with Parents .213 .055 14.796** 1.237 .161 .059 7.334** 1.175 

 Parental Supervision -.051 .036  1.968 .950 -.048 .039 1.580 .953 

 Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers    -   -       -    - -.797 .118 45.344** .451 

 Constant -1.834 1.305  1.976 .160 .402 1.416   .081 1.495 

 N  592    588    

Chi-square/df 52.14/6                 108.82/7   

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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decreases by 6%. More specifically, it decreases from Exp (B) 1.237 in Model 1 to Exp 

(B) 1.175 in Model 2. The bootstrapped LL CI is .0261 and the UL interval is .1072,  

suggesting that having fewer delinquent peer associations mediates the impact of 

relationship with parents on abstention for females.  

In order to determine the statistical significance between the male and female 

samples, the CI at the p < .05 level is examined. If the ranges between the lower and 

upper limit coefficients of a variable from the male sample do not overlap with the lower 

and upper limit coefficients of a variable from the female sample, this suggests there is a 

statistically significant difference. Alternatively, if there is overlap, there is no difference. 

For example, the lower limit coefficient for the commitment to school measure in the 

male sample (Table 5b, model 1) is 1.073, and the upper limit coefficient is 1.236. The 

lower limit coefficient for this same measure in the female sample (Table 5c, model 1) is 

1.044, and the upper limit coefficient is 1.237. The overlap suggests that there is no 

significant difference between the male and female sample with respect to school 

commitment.  

Rather than reporting the numerical CI for the remaining variables, whether there 

is overlap or not will simply be stated. In Model 2 of Tables 5b and 5c, there is overlap 

for the commitment to school and relationship with parents measures, suggesting that 

there is no statistically significant difference between the male and female subgroups 

when the relationship between school commitment and abstention and the relationship 

with parents and abstention are mediated by delinquent peers.  

Table 6a examines the extent to which delinquent and prosocial peer associations 

mediate the effect of the exogenous and social control variables on abstention for the full 
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14 year old sample. Model 1 assesses the direct effects of the variables on abstention 

from crime. Of the variables entered, commitment to school (Exp (B) = 1.151, p < .01) 

and relationship with parents (Exp (B) = 1.211, p < .01) both have a positive and 

significant direct effect on abstention. In other words, adolescents who report a strong 

commitment to school are 15% more likely to abstain. Adolescents with a strong 

relationship to parents are 21% more likely to abstain. Model 2 examines whether the 

addition of the delinquent peers measure alters the unstandardized coefficients. The 

commitment to school measure fails to attain statistical significance, suggesting 

mediation. The bootstrapped results confirm this as zero does not lie within the interval 

range of the samples (LL is .1072 and UL is .1770). 

The odds ratio value for the relationship with parents measure is reduced from 

Exp (B) 1.211 in Model 1 to Exp (B) 1.196 in Model 2.  That is, the odds ratio coefficient 

is reduced by less than 1% with the addition of the mediator. The level of probability 

remains significant at the p < .01 level. However, with the bias corrected LL interval 

being .0057 and the UL interval being .0917, this suggests that the association between 

relationship with parents and abstention is significantly mediated by associating with 

delinquent others.  

Model 3 presents the results for the prosocial peers mediator. The odds ratio 

coefficients from Model 1 to Model 3 for the commitment to school measure represents 

less than a 1%  increase and the relationship with parents variables represents less than a 

1% decrease. For the commitment to school variable, zero lies within the range of the 

bootstrapped CI, with the LL being -.0061 and the UL being .0032. This confirms that the 

relationship between school commitment and abstention is not mediated by associating  
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Table 6a: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 14 year old sample 

                                                                     Model 1                                                         Model 2                             Model 3    

Variable B SE Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) B SE Wald Exp(B) 

Control Variable 

            Gender (Female=1) .054 .170     .102 1.056 .059 .193    .095 1.061 .015 .177  .007 1.015 

Exogenous Variables 

            Negative Personal 

Characteristics 
-.069 .041   2.769 .933 -.073 .049 2.268 .929 -.080 .043   3.367   .923 

Self-control -.054 .051   1.152 .947 -.086 .057 2.224 .918 -.075 .053   2.051  .927 

Social Control Variables 

            Commitment to School .141 .030 21.969** 1.151 .033 .035   .866 1.033 .145 .031 21.427** 1.156 

Relationship with Parents .192 .045 17.998** 1.211 .179 .052 11.890** 1.196 .188 .046 16.389** 1.207 

Parental Supervision .019 .031 .356 1.019 .007 .036   .038 1.007 .019 .032  .360 1.019 

Mediating Variable 

            Delinquent Peers -  - -    - -.797 .074 116.502** .451    -    -   - - 

Prosocial Peers -  - -    -  -   -   -      -    .018 .095  .037 1.019 

Constant -2.564 1.052 5.946* .077 1.851 1.270 2.125 6.366 -2.271 1.124  4.083*   .103 

N  1362    1312    1325   

Chi-square/df 77.83/6              259.73/7   73.96/7     

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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with prosocial peers. For the relationship with parents measure, the LL is -.0056 and the 

UL is .0017, again suggesting that there is no statistically significant mediation. 

Table 6b shows the mediating effects of delinquent and prosocial peers for 14 

year old males. Mirroring the findings in the full sample (Table 6a) where both school 

commitment and relationship with parents attains significance at the p < .01 level, both 

these variables also attain statistical significance (although the school commitment 

measure is significant at the p < .05 level) in the 14 year old male sample.  

When the mediator is included in Model 2 in the full sample, the school 

commitment coefficient is rendered insignificant. This is mirrored in Model 2 in Table 

6b. Whereas the percentage decrease for the odds ratio coefficient in the full sample was 

12%, the decrease in the odds ratio from Model 1 to Model 2 in the male sample was 

about 8%.  This suggests that the effect of school commitment on abstention for males is 

mediated by having fewer deviant peers. This is confirmed with the Baron and Kenny 

(1986) approach with the total effect of school commitment on abstention, school 

commitment on delinquent peers, and delinquent peers on abstention reaching 

significance. The bootstrapped CI ranges from .0870 to .2038, indicating mediation. 

Interestingly, the odds ratio for relationship with parents increases from a value of 

1.219 in Model 1 to 1.291 in Model 2, suggesting that the effect of this variable is direct 

and more fully specified (7% increase) with the addition of the mediator. This association 

was tested for mediation and the BC CI ranges from -.0350 to .0979, suggesting the 

mediation effect is nonsignificant. The delinquent peers measure has a direct and 

statistically significant effect on abstention. Respondents are 56% less likely to abstain if 

they associate with delinquent others.
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Table 6b: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 14 year old male sample 

                                                                               Model 1                  Model 2                       Model 3    

Variable     B SE   Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) B SE Wald Exp(B) 

Exogenous Variables 

            Negative Personal 

Characteristics 
-.005 .060   .008 .995 -.027 .074  .130 .974  -.008 .063 .016 .992 

Self-control .063 .069   .825 1.065 -.019 .082  .056 .981   .024 .071   .109 1.024 

Social Control Variables 

           Commitment to School .089 .039 5.047* 1.093 -.011 .047  .051 .990   .090 .041 4.948* 1.094 

Relationship with Parents .198 .064 9.517** 1.219 .255 .077 10.943** 1.291   .199 .066 9.176** 1.220 

Parental Supervision -.015 .042   .125 .985 -.028 .051  .310 .974  -.016 .042   .134 .985 

Mediating Variable 

            Delinquent Peers    -  -      -   - -.831 .105 62.878** .436   -  -      - - 

Prosocial Peers    -  -      -   -  -  -      - -    .036 .134 .072 1.037 

Constant -4.095 1.487 7.582** .017 .560 1.908  .086 1.750 -3.709 1.578 5.526* ss.025 

N  662    630    641   

Chi-square/df 30.31/5              130.01/6   26.09/6    

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Model 3 examines the independent mediating effect of prosocial peers. The causal 

pathways show that the BC 95% CI ranges from -.0044 to .0058, confirming no 

mediation for the commitment to school measure. For the relationship with parents 

measure, only the relationship between the independent and dependent variable attain 

significance in the direct and total effects pathways of the Baron and Kenny (1986) 

method. With a BC 95% CI of -.0053 to .0076, these tests indicate that the effect of 

relationship with parents on abstention is not mediated by having prosocial peer 

associations. 

Table 6c presents the results of the mediating effects of delinquent and prosocial 

peers for the 14 year old female sample. Five variables appear to have a direct effect on 

abstention. Those who exhibit negative traits (Exp (B) = .886, p < .05) are less likely to 

abstain. That is, they are 11% less likely to abstain in comparison with those who exhibit 

few unappealing characteristics. Contrary to expectation, the self-control variable reaches 

statistical significance in the unexpected direction. Females who report having high self-

control (Exp (B) = .824, p < .01) are actually 18% less likely to abstain relative to those 

with low self-control. Also, two social control variables have a positive and significant 

effect on abstention. Females who report a strong commitment to school (Exp (B) = 

1.231, p < .01) are 23% more likely to abstain, and females who report a strong 

relationships with parents (Exp (B) = 1.214, p < .01) are 21% more likely to abstain. 

When the delinquent peers measure is introduced in Model 2, the negative 

characteristics and self-control measures are both rendered statistically insignificant. The 

odds ratio for the negative personal characteristics measure increases from a value of .886 

in Model 1 to .902 in Model 2, suggesting that the effect of this mediator is more fully 
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Table 6c: Logistic Regression Predicting Abstention from Delinquency: Direct and Mediating Effects for 14 year old female sample 

                                                                            Model 1                     Model 2                      Model 3    

Variable B SE Wald Exp(B) B S.E. Wald Exp(B) B SE Wald Exp(B) 

Exogenous Variables 

            Negative Personal 

Characteristics 
-.121 .058   4.306* .886 -.103 .066 2.465 .902 -.135 .061   4.857*  .873 

Self- control -.194 .077  6.360** .824 -.155 .083 3.509 .856 -.188 .080   5.523*  .828 

Social Control Variables 

           Commitment to School .208 .047 19.862** 1.231 .099 .056 3.140 1.104 .220 .050 19.337** 1.247 

Relationship with Parents .194 .064 9.277** 1.214 .117 .071 2.691 1.124 .188 .066   8.197** 1.207 

Parental Supervision .069 .048   2.096 1.072 .059 .053 1.248 1.061 .073 .050   2.147 1.076 

Mediating Variable 

            Delinquent Peers -   - -   - -.744 .106 49.605** .475   -  -       -      - 

Prosocial Peers -   - -   -   - -  -  - -.035 .138     .064 .966 

Constant -1.224 1.543     .630 .294 2.482 1.756    1.999 11.971 -1.158 1.658  .485 .314 

N  700    682    684   

Chi-square/df   58.48/5              135.78/6     57.74/6   

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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specified (about 2%) with the addition of the mediator. The bootstrapping results show 

that the 95% CI ranges from -.0710 to .0599, suggesting non-mediation. The odds ratio 

for the self-control measure also increases (about 3%), from .824 in Model 1 to .856 in 

Model 2. The LL CI for the self-control variable is -.1209 and the UL is .0546. These 

findings suggests that the mediation is nonsignificant as zero lies within the range of the 

two intervals.  

Commitment to school is rendered insignificant and reduced from a value of Exp 

(B) = 1.231 in Model 1 to Exp (B) = 1.104 in Model 2. More specifically, the odds ratio 

coefficient decreases 13% with the addition of the delinquent peers measure. This 

suggests that the effect of having a strong commitment to school on abstention is 

mediated by the delinquent peers measure. This is confirmed by the bootstrapped results- 

as the LL and UL intervals range from .1615 to .2980.   

The odds ratio for relationship with parents is reduced from Exp (B) = 1.214 in 

Model 1 to Exp (B) =1.124 in Model 2 (by 9%) when the mediator is included in the 

regression model. The bootstrapped results show that the CI ranges from .0444 to .2101, 

suggesting that relationship with parents is mediated by delinquent peer associations.  

Model 3 presents the results for the prosocial peers mediator. Again, there is no 

significant relationship between the mediator prosocial peers and abstention. Therefore, 

mediation between these variables is unlikely. Causal model and bootstrapped tests were 

conducted for each of the measures. No results were found to be statistically significant.  

The levels of statistical significance between the 14 year old male and female 

samples are examined for all variables which attain significance in either sample. In 

model 2 of Tables 6b and 6c, the CI for relationship with parents overlaps, suggesting no 
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difference between gender. In model 3 of Tables 6b and 6c, the CI levels for negative 

personal characteristics, self-control, school commitment, and relationship with parents 

are examined. For all four measures, there is no overlap, again suggesting that the 

relationships between these variables (negative personal characteristics, self-control, 

school commitment, and relationship with parents) and abstention are not statistically 

significant between the male and female samples, when each is mediated by prosocial 

peers.  

6.4.2 Interaction Models 

 Binary logistic regression was used to examine the relationship between all 

variables, including the interaction terms, with the dependent variable, delinquency 

abstention. Table 7 examines these relationships with the 12-13 year old sample. 

Although the direct effects of the variables on delinquency abstention have already been 

established, Model 1 presents these results again to serve as a baseline for the interactions 

which follow. In this model, respondents with more autonomy (Exp (B) = .926, p < .05) 

are less likely to abstain than respondents with limited independence. Respondents with 

deviant peer associations (Exp (B) = .503, p < .01) are 50% less likely to abstain. As 

well, adolescents with strong school commitments (Exp (B) = 1.118, p < .01) and strong 

parental attachments (Exp (B) = 1.108, p < .01) are more likely to be delinquency 

abstainers.  

Models 2 through 4 examine the interaction effects between the self-control 

variable and the social control variables (commitment to school, relationship with 

parents, and parental supervision). Each interaction was tested separately, and of the three 

interactions, two reached statistical significance; the interaction between self-control and 
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Table 7: Logistic Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, Mediating Variable, and 

                                                                  Interaction Effects for 12-13 year old sample 

    

         Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B)    SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Control Variable 

          Gender (Female=1) 

  

1.056     .141       1.043  .141 1.050  .141 1.056  .141 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .993     .034 .991  .034 .993  .034 .994  .034 

Autonomy 

  

.926     .037* .928  .037* .926  .037* .927  .037* 

Self-control 

  

1.014     .044 1.002  .044 1.008  .044 1.010  .044 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  
.503     .079** .506  .079** .507 .079** .503 .079** 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

1.118     .029** 1.125  .029** 1.121  .029** 1.117  .029** 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.108     .040** 1.107  .041** 1.099  .041* 1.108  .040** 

Parental Supervision 

  

.990     .027 .986  .027 .990  .027 .987  .027** 

Interactions 

          Self-control x Commitment to School      -  -      1.059  .024*     -      -     -     - 

Self-control x Relationship with Parents     -  -    -     -      1.179 .082*          -     - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision     -  -    -     -     - -      1.077  .082 

Autonomy x Commitment to School     -  -    -     -     - -     -     - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents     -  -    -     -     - -     -     - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision     -  -    -     -     - -     -     - 

Constant       1.646     .973 1.915  .978 1.838 .967 1.769  .974 

N        1176  1176  1176  1176 

Chi-square/df    174.15/8    179.46/9   178.14/9   174.96/9 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Table 7: Con’t.         

    
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

    
Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Control Variable 
        

Gender (Female=1) 
  

1.058  .141 1.055  .141 1.055 .141 

Exogenous Variables 
       

Negative Personal Characteristics   .993  .034   .993  .034   .992  .034 

Autonomy 
  

  .929  .039   .929  .038*   .925  .038* 

Self-control 
  

1.014  .044 1.014  .044 1.014  .044 

Mediating Variable 
       

Delinquent Peers 
  

  .503  .079**   .502  .079**   .503  .079** 

Social Control Variables 
       

Commitment to School 
 

1.117  .029** 1.118  .029** 1.118  .029** 

Relationship with Parents 
 

1.107  .040** 1.109  .041** 1.107  .040** 

Parental Supervision 
  

  .990  .027   .099  .027   .991  .027 

Interactions 
        

Self-control x Commitment to School     -     -     -     -     -     - 

Self-control x Relationship with Parents     -     -      -     -     -     - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision     -     -     -     -     -     - 

Autonomy x Commitment to School   .994  .025     -     -     -     - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents     -     -  .972  .077     -     - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision     -     -    -     - 1.017  .071 

Constant 
   

1.623  .975 1.591  .978 1.663  .974 

N     1176  1176  1176 

Chi-square/df               174.22/9             174.29/9              174.21/9  

Significant at *p < .05, **p <.01 
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commitment to school, and self-control and relationship with parents. Model 2 examines 

whether the effect of self-control on delinquency abstention depends on adolescents’ 

degree of school commitment. The results suggested (Exp (B) = 1.059, p < .05) that 

respondents who reported having high self-control were more likely to abstain if they 

also had a strong commitment to school. More specifically, respondents with high self-

control were 6% more likely to abstain if they also had strong school commitments. Self-

control also appeared to have a greater effect on abstention when relationship with 

parents was strong. Model 3 shows that the effect of self-control on abstention is 

moderated by having a good relationship with parents. Respondents with high self-

control were 18% more likely to abstain if they also had a good relationship with their 

parents (Exp (B) =1.179, p < .05).  

Model 4 of Table 7 examines the interaction between self-control and parental 

supervision, but this term does not reach statistical significance. Models 5 to 7 examine 

whether respondents who reported more autonomy were more likely to abstain if they 

also had scored high on the commitment to school, relationship with parents, and parental 

supervision measures. However, none of the interaction terms reached statistical 

significance. 

Separate male and female regressions were estimated to examine the relationship 

between the interaction terms and abstention (see Appendix). None of the interaction 

terms for the male or female samples reached statistical significance (see Appendices 9a 

and 9b). 

Table 8 includes the logistic regressions of delinquency abstention on the control 

variable, exogenous variables, mediating variables, and interaction terms for the 14 year 
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Table 8: Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, Mediating Variables, and 

Interaction Effects for 14 year old sample 

    

         Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B)   SE 

Control Variable 

          Gender (Female=1) 

  

1.045    .196 1.039    .196 1.054    .196 1.051 .197 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .928    .049 .928    .049 .925    .049 .926 .049 

Self-control 

  

.919    .058 .917    .058 .929    .059 .927 .058 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  

.453 .074** .453 .074** .454 .074** .452 .074** 

Prosocial Peers 

  

1.061    .104 1.061    .104 1.063    .104 1.057 .104 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

1.028    .036 1.028    .036 1.030    .036 1.032 .035 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.191   .052** 1.190 .052** 1.181 .053** 1.186 .052** 

Parental Supervision 

  

1.006    .036 1.006    .036 1.004    .036 .996 .037 

Interactions 

          Self-control x Commitment to School      -      -     .988 .031   -       -     -    - 

Self-control x Relationship with 

Parents     -      -     - -    1.089 .107 
    -    - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision      -      -     - -    - -     1.209  .097* 

Constant       5.583  1.299 5.871   1.306 5.449   1.296 6.160 1.293 

N      1308    1308    1308  1308 

Chi-square/df    253.26/8  253.43/9  253.91/9  257.10/9  

Significant at *p < .05. **p < .01 
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old sample. As previously mentioned, autonomy is excluded from all analyses of the 14 

year old sample, while the additional mediating variable, prosocial peers, is included in 

this sample. As such, only the three interaction terms which include self-control are 

examined in Table 8. Model 1 reveals that adolescents who associate with delinquent 

others (Exp (B) = .453, p < .01) are 55% less likely to abstain. Mirroring the 12-13 year 

old sample, 14 year olds who report being close to their parents (Exp (B) = 1.191, p < 

.01) are also significantly more likely to abstain. That is, they are 19% more likely to 

refrain from crime then those with weak parental bonds. Unlike the younger age group 

though, the commitment to school measure does not appear to significantly impact 

abstention for 14 year olds, as evidenced in Model 1 of Table 8.  

Models 2 to 4 examine the interaction effects between the self-control variable 

and the social control variables. Self-control failed to have a stronger effect on abstention 

when commitments to school and relationship with parents were high. However, Model 4 

indicates that adolescents with high self-control are 21% more likely to abstain when they 

are also more intensely supervised by their parents (Exp (B) = 1.209, p <.05). In other 

words, the relationship between self-control and abstention is moderated by parental 

supervision.  

Gender specific regressions were conducted to explore the relationship between 

the interaction terms and abstention (see Appendices 9c and 9d). Only the interaction 

between self-control and parental supervision reached statistical significance: 14 year old 

males who reported high levels of self-control were 30% more likely to abstain if they 

also had more parental supervision (Exp (B) = 1.303, p <.05). The interactions in the 

female sample failed to reach statistical significance.
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Chapter 7 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Criminal or deviant youth has long been a topic of study for criminologists. An 

overwhelming amount of theoretical and empirical research has been produced focusing 

on these topics. Only within the past two decades has the small abstaining population 

begun to garner the attention of scholars. The existing body of research has focused on 

understanding the ways in which individual and social characteristics of youth influence 

their lack of involvement in deviant behaviour, behaviour that is typically characteristic 

of the teenage years.  

This study has attempted to contribute to the literature by examining the effects of 

several correlates of abstention. More specifically, the current research focused on two 

goals: the first being to assess the mixed results garnered from Moffitt’s (1993) 

abstention hypothesis, and the second being to examine in more depth the direct, 

mediating, and interaction effects of several individual and social correlates of 

delinquency abstention. Further, the data made it possible to compare the abstaining 

behaviour across gender. 

7.1 Unappealing Personal Characteristics 

 This research specifically investigated the argument that abstainers were likely to 

exhibit tendencies that other teens found unattractive. Thus, exclusion from these deviant 

peer groups would prevent youth from becoming involved in antisocial and criminal 

behaviours. Although some research findings corroborate Moffitt’s (1993) argument that 
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youth are excluded from antisocial peer networks because of their undesirable 

characteristics (see Moffitt et al. 2002; Owens and Slocum 2012), other studies suggest 

that abstainers are more likely to be less confrontational and to report fewer feelings of 

depression (Chen and Adams 2012; Piquero et al. 2005).  

The findings of this study revealed that the negative personal characteristics 

variable was not directly associated with delinquency abstention for the 12-13 year old 

full sample, nor the gender specific samples. However, unappealing personal traits were 

associated with the mediator, delinquent peers, for the gender specific models of the 12-

13 year old age groups. Males who exhibited such traits as social awkwardness, 

fearfulness, or anxiety were more likely to have fewer deviant friends, lending support 

for Moffitt’s (1993) hypothesis that being morose, uncheerful or shy results in limited 

interactions with deviant others. In turn, the lack of deviant friends led to greater 

abstention. This suggests that for males of this age, the association between negative 

characteristics and abstention is indirect. On the other hand, in contrast to Moffitt’s 

(1993) argument, females who exhibited these same qualities were more likely to 

associate with delinquent friends. This, in turn, led to less abstention. 

 Negative personal characteristics were not significantly associated with 

delinquent peers for the 14 year old gender specific samples. However, there was a direct 

association between unappealing traits and abstention that attained significance for the 14 

year old female sample. That is, females of this age who exhibited these traits were less 

likely to refrain from crime. 

It would appear then, that the results of the first goal of this study do not provide a 

strong empirical basis of which to support Moffitt’s (1993) argument. Further, the 
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findings both contradict and add evidence to the findings of previous studies. For 

example, the results from this study found that 12-13 year old females who exhibited 

unappealing traits were more likely to have delinquent peers. Piquero et al. (2005) also 

found that individuals who reported higher levels of sadness and depression were more 

likely to associate with delinquent peers. However, they found this to be the case for both 

females and males. In contrast, Owens and Slocum (2012) found that those with 

undesirable characteristics were more likely to be abstainers. The results from my study 

revealed that 14 year old females with undesirable characteristics were less likely to be 

abstainers.  

7.2 Direct Associations with the Mediator Delinquent Peers 

As this study was interested in investigating Moffitt’s (1993) hypotheses 

regarding the association between unappealing traits and deviant peer groups, all the 

other predictors of abstention were also tested and examined by regressing them on 

delinquent and prosocial peer associations. These variables included the exogenous 

variables of autonomy and self-control, and the social control variables of commitment to 

school, relationship with parents, and parental supervision. Although this study did not 

make any specific predictions regarding the direct effects of correlates on the mediating 

variables, a few statistically significant associations were observed when these 

relationships were tested.  

 Prior research has also outlined predictors of associating with antisocial others. 

Prior research has found that having strong academic inclinations leads to fewer deviant 

peer associations (Arnett 2001; Bukowski, Suppola and Newcomb 2000; Kinny 1993). 

The results of this study found few of the variables examined here to be directly 
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associated with delinquent peer associations. For example, only for the full 12-13 year 

old sample was autonomy significantly associated with delinquent peers. Individuals who 

reported being more autonomous were more likely to associate with deviant others. The 

abstention literature is quite silent in terms of the relationship between autonomy and 

delinquent peer association. Therefore, this finding is important because it indicates that 

perhaps adolescent independence plays a role, albeit minor, in one’s wider social 

relationships.  

Generally speaking, and in line with the significant predictors of abstention, the 

commitment to school and relationship with parents variables appear to be strongly 

associated with delinquent peers for both aged samples. These findings suggest that 

strong social bonds, both within the institutional school setting and within the home, have 

a significant influence on adolescent behaviour. Kinney (1993) found that students 

“singled out in school” (27) were often ridiculed by their peers and so excluded from the 

popular teenaged scene. The findings from this study seem to corroborate previous 

research which also suggests that those who are academically inclined are less likely to 

have antisocial peers (Arnett 2001; Bukowski et al. 2000; Piquero et al. 2005).  

7.3 Direct Associations with the Mediator Prosocial Peers 

This study also found some of these factors to be associated with prosocial peer 

associations. There are very few empirical studies that emphasize the importance of the 

relationship between prosocial peer associations and abstention. Piquero et al. (2005) 

have found that youth with parental monitoring are more likely to have prosocial peers, 

and those with more prosocial associations are also more likely to abstain. Other studies 

have focused on the relationship between gender and prosocial peers, emphasizing the 
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fact that females are more likely to associate with prosocial others (Chen and Adams 

2010; Johnson and Menard 2011; Owens and Slocum 2012; Piquero 2005). This study 

aims to extend the research on prosocial peers. 

Similar to its relationship with the mediator delinquent peers, the commitment to 

school measure was a significant indicator of prosocial peer associations, but only for the 

14 year old female sample. Females who value academic education and who do well in 

school are more likely to associate with prosocial others. It is worth noting that the R 

square for the regression models predicting prosocial peer associations were much lower 

than in those models predicting delinquent peer associations. This suggests that the 

predictors of deviant associations are not necessarily the most prominent predictors of 

prosocial associations. In other words, knowing why an adolescent interacts with those 

who engage in deviance may not necessarily contribute to understanding their 

engagement with prosocial peers. 

7.4 Direct Associations with Abstention 

After examining the direct relationships of the exogenous and social control 

variables with delinquent and prosocial peers, the direct relationships of these correlates 

(exogenous, social control, and mediating variables) on abstention were also examined.  

Prior research has shown that less independent youth are more likely to abstain 

(Piquero et al. 2005). As such, it was similarly hypothesized that youth who exhibit a 

lower degree of autonomous behaviour will be more likely to abstain. Generally 

speaking, this was confirmed. This study found that high levels of autonomy are related 

to a decreased likelihood of abstaining. As Piquero et al. (2005) describe, autonomy 

refers to the notion that individuals are capable of thinking for themselves and exerting 
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decision-making control over various areas in their life. Whether autonomy is a personal 

characteristic in which the individual exhibits a lack of interest in activities that would 

typically require a greater degree of independence (Moffitt 1993), or a set of enforced 

rules which inhibit the individual from exercising decision making control, is somewhat 

unclear. As outlined in the methods section of this study, autonomy was measured using 

two questions which asked respondents how often their parents let them decide the 

people they hang around with and the amount of television they watch. It seems then, that 

parental supervision could potentially influence the predictive value of autonomy on 

abstention. However, additional analysis suggested that the interaction between this 

variable and autonomy failed to attain statistical significance. In other words, although 

autonomy has a direct influence on abstention, the impact of this measure was not 

conditioned by parental supervision.  

Theoretical and empirically driven results have alluded to self-control as one of 

the most salient predictors of adolescent refrainment from crime. Prior research has 

shown that those with higher levels of self-control are more likely to abstain (Barnes et 

al. 2001; Boutwell and Beaver 2008; Pulkkinen et al. 2009). Given this, it was 

hypothesized that respondents who exhibit significantly lower levels of impulsivity, 

inattentiveness, anxiety, restlessness, and higher levels of concentration would be more 

likely to abstain. However, self-control did not have a significant association with 

abstention in this study.  

Several researchers have also examined the link between social bond indicators 

and abstention, and have found that those with strong attachments and commitments 

would be more likely to abstain (Brezina and Piquero 2007; Piquero et al. 2005; 
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Pulkkinen et al. 2009). Similar hypotheses were formulated for this research. The overall 

findings revealed that two social control variables have a significant direct influence on 

abstention. In general, strong academic inclinations were associated with a greater 

likelihood of abstaining. More specifically, enjoying school, doing homework regularly, 

and having a good relationship with a school teacher in the sense that adolescents report 

fair treatment by the teacher, proved to be important predictors of abstention. As well, 

those who reported having a strong relationship with their parents were more likely to 

abstain.  

Consistent with expectations, the results revealed a strong and direct association 

between delinquent peer associations and abstention. Specifically, for both the 12-13 year 

old and 14 year old samples, fewer associations with antisocial peers were related to a 

greater probability of abstaining from crime.  

Inconsistent with the expectation that respondents who report associating with 

prosocial peers will be more likely to abstain, the findings from this study fail to establish 

a significant direct relationship between prosocial peers and abstention. This will be 

expanded on in the study limitations. It may be due to the weak measurement of the 

prosocial variable.  

7.5 Gender Differences for Direct Associations 

Although the results appeared to reveal some gender differences between the 

exogenous, mediating, and social control variables with abstention, there were no 

statistically significant differences (as evidenced by the confidence intervals) in the 

magnitude of the coefficients. This suggests that the overall processes which lead to 

abstention do not differ for males and females, at least among 12-14 year olds.  
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7.6 Indirect Effects of Exogenous and Social Control Variables on Abstention 

 In addition to the direct associations of the study variables with abstention, the 

indirect associations, as mediated by delinquent and prosocial peers, were also examined. 

It was proposed in the hypothesis section that the exogenous and social control variables 

would be mediated by delinquent peers for both the 12-13 and 14 year old samples. 

Further, a prosocial peers variable for the 14 year old sample was also available and 

expected to mediate the effects of the exogenous and social control variables. More 

specifically, it was suggested that those who lack the ability to exert decision making 

control, who have high self-control, strong attachments to parents, a strong commitment 

to school, and a greater degree of parental monitoring would be less likely to associate 

with delinquent peers, more likely to associate with pro-social peers, and therefore more 

likely to abstain. However, delinquent peers appeared to only significantly mediate the 

impact of a few of these variables, and this differed across age groups and gender. 

Having delinquent peer associations was found to significantly mediate the 

association between school commitment and abstention, and parental attachment and 

abstention, for both the 12-13 year old and 14 year old female samples. This indicates 

that although attachments and commitments have direct associations with abstention, 

having fewer delinquent peer associations significantly mediates the impact of these 

variables on abstaining behaviour for the female sample. 

For the male subgroup, having delinquent peer associations generally appeared to 

only impact one variable, school commitment, on abstention, for both age groups. It can 

be concluded that although favourable views of school are directly associated with 
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refrainment from crime, they also increase the likelihood of fewer delinquent associations 

for the male group, which then leads to abstention.  

The prosocial peers variable in the 14 year old full and gender specific samples 

revealed no significant associations. This suggests that having close friends who push 

you to succeed does not impact the effect of the exogenous and social control variables 

on abstention. 

7.7 Interaction Effects 

 This thesis also investigated the hypotheses that the separate effects of autonomy 

and self-control on abstention would be moderated by the social control variables. It was 

proposed that the effect of autonomy and self-control on abstention would be magnified 

under conditions of high parent attachments, strong commitment to school, and high 

levels of parental supervision. The results of this study found support for the interaction 

between self-control and commitment to school, as well as self-control and relationships 

with parents. That is, self-control had a greater impact on abstaining behaviour when 

individuals in the 12-13 year old full sample also had strong academic inclinations and 

strong parental relationships. Autonomy failed to have greater associations with 

abstention for both age groups in the full and gender-specific samples when conditions of 

commitment to school, relationship with parents, and parental supervision were high. 

Interestingly, only the interaction between self-control and parental supervision 

appeared to significantly impact abstention in the 14 year old sample. The gender specific 

interaction (see Appendix Table 9d, model 4) indicated that only males with high self-

control were likely to abstain if they were also more strongly monitored. More research 
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should be conducted to explore this finding because prior research has confirmed the 

strength of this measure particularly so for the female population.  

7.8 Summary 

Overall, the results of this study lead to a few major observations. First, contrary 

to expectations, the findings show that negative personal characteristics do not in any 

consistent manner contribute to limited delinquent peer associations, prosocial peer 

associations, or abstention. Second, the strongest predictor of both the delinquent and 

prosocial peers mediators is school commitment, and although there are some gender 

specific differences, the majority of the variables which reach significance in the male 

sample also attain statistical significance in the female sample. Third, and in line with the 

direct effects on the mediators, the strongest direct correlates of abstention are 

commitment to school, relationship with parents, and delinquent peer associations. 

Fourth, the findings indicate that strong attachments and commitments are mediated by 

delinquent peers. Lastly, the relationship between self-control and abstention is 

moderated by school commitment and parent attachments, which is to say that the 

influence of having high self-control on abstention is strengthened when one has a 

positive view of both the school/classroom setting and the home setting.  

7.9 Limitations 

There are a number of limitations with this study. Perhaps one of the more 

important limitations is the way in which the dependent variable abstention was defined 

and constructed. The items which make up the abstention measure from the data set ask if 

respondents had ever tried cigarette smoking, been drunk, or tried marijuana/hash. There 

are a variety of other delinquent behaviours (such as belonging to a gang, destroying 



 

 

109 

property, selling drugs, bringing a weapon to school, or acts of physical violence) that are 

left out of this measure as the NLSCY cycle 3 data set only includes questions on 

smoking behaviour, drinking and drug use. As a result, the abstainer in this study need 

only meet three requirements to be considered an abstainer. This may limit the robustness 

of the findings. On that note, it is important to understand that abstention, like 

criminality, lies on a continuum. For example, there are offenders who commit relatively 

minor acts, and those who can be classified as violent/dangerous. Similarly, abstainers 

may be classified as individuals who refrain from all serious types of offending such as 

assault but who partake in the selling, buying or ingesting of illegal drugs, or they may 

refrain from all deviant behaviour including truancy, petty theft and underage drinking. 

As such, the abstainer in this study could have committed other acts regarded as deviant. 

Another problem associated with the categorization of this measure is that it does not 

allow for the ranking of respondents. For example, a respondent who reports having tried 

cigarettes, marijuana, and alcohol is not differentiated from a respondent who meets only 

one of these requirements.  

The study is also limited by a lack of inclusion of key variables. Since the sample 

size of some of the constructs was very low, dating behaviour was left out of the analysis. 

Piquero et al.’s (2005) findings reveal that the strongest predictor of abstention was 

minimal dating behaviour. A number of studies have found that adolescents who report 

being involved in romantic relationships are more likely to report participation in 

delinquency, and alcohol and substance use (Davies and Windle 2000; Kim 2013; 

Neeman, Hubbard and Masten 1995). Hence, including this measure in the study as a 

mediating variable would have generated additional information. The NLSCY contained 
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items which assessed both how sexually experienced an adolescent was and their dating 

behaviour practices. However, because the single item used to construct the scale for 

dating behaviour only yielded 439 valid cases, and even fewer when split by age and 

gender, it was left out of the analyses.  

Another problem associated with the data set was the limited measures of a key 

variable. A single question was used to measure prosocial peers, in which respondents 

were asked to report the extent to which their close friends push them to succeed and to 

do interesting things that they would normally not do on their own. This measure was 

composed of a single item due to the limited question options available in the data set. 

This may potentially problematize the results because a single item measure does not 

fully contextualize a variable in the same way that several items being used to form a 

variable would. A possible association between prosocial peers and abstention may have 

failed to attain statistical significance because one item alone would not represent a 

strong overall scale. This is considered in contrast to the negative personal characteristics 

variable in which six questions were used as a measure, and then scaled together to create 

an overall construct. Hence, although this study made an attempt to link prosocial peers 

with abstention, a more comprehensive index of the prosocial peers measure (with 

questions that gage the extent to which a respondent’s friend actually engages in 

activities deemed prosocial such as volunteering, tutoring, attending religious 

ceremonies, or having a part-time job) is needed to more thoroughly explore this 

relationship. In that sense, the lack of a significant association between this measure and 

abstention should not be taken concretely, as prior studies have shown that abstention is 

more likely when youth are well connected with prosocial others (see Giordano, 
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Cernkovich, and Holland 2003; Haynie 2001). As Chen and Adams (2010) argue, 

“definitions and behavioral patterns favorable to conventional activities are likely to be 

transmitted with heightened exposure and fewer antisocial opportunities” (462).  

Also, the data set limited the number of control variables that could be used in the 

analyses. For example, the data set did not include a race/ethnicity variable. Race and 

ethnicity have yet to be investigated as predictors of both delinquent and prosocial peer 

associations, as well as on delinquency abstention. Therefore, future research should 

examine these issues by drawing comparisons between white adolescent abstainers and 

adolescents from racial or ethnic backgrounds.  

Lastly, this study attempted to examine the earlier teenaged years of abstainers. 

However, as Piquero et al. (2005) note, “Moffitt is silent on what abstainers should look 

like early in life… [and suggest that] it would be of interest to examine what abstainers 

looked like… around ages 5-7, and whether they can be distinguished on psychological 

and social factors when compared to offenders” (49). Similar to the longitudinal study 

conducted by Laub and Sampson (1993) in which they followed a group of boys from the 

age of 14 through to late adulthood, it would be worthwhile to begin following abstainers 

during very early childhood. In that sense, “turning points” (Laub and Sampson 1993) 

and the change in predictive importance from certain influences of abstention to others 

throughout the transitory process can be more thoroughly studied.  

7.10 Suggestions for Future Research 

The extent to which individuals who possess “psychological abnormalities” 

(Owens and Slocum 2012: 18) are excluded from the teenaged social scene as opposed to 

actively withdrawing from their peers is a particular focus this paper was unable to 
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examine. Thus, it represents an area in need of further empirical research. This is 

important because a conscious and active choice on the part of the individual to limit 

interactions with deviant others represents a personal and rational decision making 

process. Being excluded from participating with deviant peers in essence forces 

adolescents into a compliant type of behaviour because the opportunity to engage in 

deviance becomes blocked. 

Most of the interaction items tested in other studies have specifically focused on 

associations with delinquent peers and the structural conditions or centrality of a 

individual in friendship groups (see Barnes et al. 2011; Chen and Adams 2012). This 

study attempted to expand the aspect of the existing literature which focuses on 

interaction terms by testing the moderating effects social and self-control variables have 

on exogenous variables. Although this study failed to establish significant associations 

between the interaction terms and abstention, future research should investigate if, and 

why, attachments and commitments with others may affect personality, decision making, 

ability to defer gratification, and similar such constructs. 

Further, this study used a procedure which estimated the path coefficients of 

single independent variables on a dependent variable, while adjusting for the potential 

influence of covariates to test the significance of indirect effects in the logistic regression 

models. However, the two mediators (delinquent and prosocial peers) for the 14 year old 

sample were tested independent of one another. That is to say, each indirect effect was 

represented by the ability of the mediator to control for all other independent variables, 

but not the other mediator. As Preacher and Hayes (2008) argue, “in most situations, it is 

unlikely that the effect of an independent variable on an outcome is transmitted by only 
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one means” (886). Given this, future research should consider the unique ways in which 

several mediators explain the relationship between predictor and outcome variables. 

Finally, there were some variables that were not included in this study due to the 

nature of the questions of the data set. Future studies should examine these correlates in 

more detail; some of which include adolescent moral beliefs, physical maturity and social 

maturity, participation in extracurricular activities, and specific scales which measure and 

differentiate introversion from extroversion. 

7.11 Contributions and Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the social and personal characteristics 

of the minority of individuals who refrain from crime during a period in their life when 

partaking in delinquent activity is statistically and socially normative. The findings in this 

study found support for prior research which has established direct associations of 

attachments and commitments to both peer associations and abstention. However, the 

findings from this study also seem to corroborate conflicting findings from various past 

studies. If anything, this indicates that more empirical research is necessary to establish 

and examine the causal links between certain variables and abstention, such as 

unappealing personal traits. It is still unclear the extent to which an individual’s 

personality and character impact in the way in which they perceive social situations or 

social others, and thus dictate their behaviour.  

This thesis has contributed to the small body of abstention research in that it 

specifically focused on 12-14 year olds, a slightly younger group of adolescents than 

prior research has typically emphasized. Future studies interested in comparing the 

relative strength or significance of specific correlates of abstention among younger and 
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older adolescent or even teenage groups could make use of the findings from this study. 

As well, this study has expanded previous knowledge on gender specific differences of 

the correlates of abstention. Lastly, given the conflicting nature of the results of this study 

with prior research, this thesis has acknowledged that a large gap still remains in the 

adolescent criminological literature. Only by empirically examining the population of 

adolescent abstainers who refrain from crime altogether can a more conceptual 

understanding of adolescent conformity be reached. This research agenda can aid in the 

development of effective crime prevention programs which focus on the personal 

development of an individual and the social and institutional factors which support 

conformist type behaviours. 
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Appendix: Table 9a- Logistic Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, 

Mediating Variable, and Interaction Effects for 12-13 year old male sample 

    

         Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B)   SE Exp (B)   SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .990  .047 .988  .047 .990   .047 .992 .047 

Autonomy 

  

.948  .051 .952  .051 .946   .051 .949 .051 

Self-control 

  

1.002  .057 1.001  .058 .979   .059 .991 .058 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  

.556 .108** .558 .108** .562 .108** .558 .108** 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

1.131  .037** 1.136  .037** 1.131  .037** 1.130  .037** 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.049  .056 1.047  .056 1.056  .057 1.051   .056 

Parental Supervision 

  

1.028  .039 1.024  .039 1.028  .039 1.024   .039 

Interactions 

          Self- control x Commitment to School     - -       1.047  .032        - -      - - 

Self-control x Relationship with 

Parents     - -       -     -       1.221                   .117 
     - - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision     - -       -     -        -      -      1.126    .116 

Autonomy x Commitment to School     - -       -     -        -      -      - - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents     - -       -     -        -      -      - - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision     - -       -     -        -      -      - - 

Constant         1.239 1.354 1.285 1.358 1.474 1.347 1.425 1.351 

N        588     588   588     588 

Chi-square/df     71.68/7      73.62/8     74.55/8     72.72/8 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Appendix: Table 9a- Con't. 

                        Model 5          Model 6          Model 7 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

       Negative Personal Characteristics .992 .047 .995 .048 .991 .047 

Autonomy 

  

.956 .052 .965 .055 .966 .053 

Self-control 

  

.999 .057 1.005 .057 1.004 .057 

Mediating Variable 

       Delinquent Peers 

  

.553 .109** .553 .109** .555 .108** 

Social Control Variables 

       Commitment to School 

 

1.130 .037** 1.133 .037** 1.127 .037** 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.053   .056 1.048   .056 1.048   .056 

Parental Supervision 

  

1.025   .039 1.026   .039 1.029   .039 

Interactions 

        Self-control x Commitment to School     - -    - -     -  - 

Self-control x Relationship with Parents     -  -    - -     -   - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision     - -    - -     -  - 

Autonomy x Commitment to School     .966  .034    - -     -   - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents     - -     .907   .120     -  - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision     - -    - -      .878     .109 

Constant       1.242 1.358 1.093 1.367 1.077  1.367 

N        588     588     588 

Chi-Square/df      72.71/8   72.34/8   73.10/8 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Appendix: Table 9b- Logistic Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, 

Mediating Variable, and Interaction Effects for 12-13 year old female sample 

    

         Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics 1.007  .050 1.006  .050 1.008  .050 1.008 .050 

Autonomy 

  

.906  .056 .908  .056 .905  .056 .907  .056 

Self-control 

  

1.058  .069 1.022  .071 1.067  .070 1.058 .069 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  

.451 .118** .455 .118** .452 .118** .450    .118** 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

1.083  .046 1.093  .046* 1.087   .046 1.082    .046 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.175 .059** 1.178 .060** 1.154  .062* 1.175   .059** 

Parental Supervision 

  

.953  .039 .948  .039 .953   .039 .951    .039 

Interactions 

          Self- control x Commitment to School       - -       1.073  .037     -  -      -  - 

Self-control x Relationship with 

Parents       - -       -   -      1.144   .124 
      -  - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision       - -       -   -      -   -      1.043  .119 

Autonomy x Commitment to School       - -       -   -      -   -      -  - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents       - -       -   -      -   -      -  - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision       - -       -   -      -   -      -  - 

Constant       1.495 1.416 2.132 1.426 1.541 1.406* 1.535  1.417 

N        588     588      588     586 

Chi-square/df     108.82/7  112.14/8  109.97/8  108.94/8 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Appendix: Table 9b- Con't. 

                        Model 5          Model 6          Model 7 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

       Negative Personal Characteristics 1.006 .050 1.007 .050 .999 .051 

Autonomy 

  

.877  .063* .906 .056 .904 .056 

Self-control 

  

1.056 .070 1.058 .069 1.058 .070 

Mediating Variable 

       Delinquent Peers 

  

.454 .118** .450 .119** .452 .118** 

Social Control Variables 

       Commitment to School 

 

1.093   .047 1.082   .046 1.082   .046 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.181 .060** 1.176 .069** 1.168 .060** 

Parental Supervision 

  

.951   .039 .953   .039 .956   .039 

Interactions 

        Self-control x Commitment to School    - -     -    -     -  - 

Self-control x Relationship with Parents    - -     -    -     -  - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision    - -     -    -     -  - 

Autonomy x Commitment to School 1.045 .038     -    -     -   - 

Autonomy x Relationship with Parents    - -     .984 .108     -  - 

Autonomy x Parental Supervision    - -     -     -     1.126  .100 

Constant       1.732 1.424 1.465  1.423 1.590  1.424 

N        588    588    588 

Chi-square/df    110.13/8 108.84/8 110.25/8 

Significant at *p < .05, **p < .01 
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Appendix: Table 9c- Logistic Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, 

Mediating Variable, and Interaction Effects for 14 year old male sample 

                 Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .977  .074    .977 .074 .973  .075 .976 .075 

Self-control 

  

.976  .082    .971 .087 1.001  .084 .989 .085 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  

.436 .105**     .435 .105** .440 .105** .433 .106** 

Prosocial Peers 

  

1.128  .155   1.129  .155 1.135  .155 1.146  .155 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

.987  .047     .897  .047 .993  .047 .992  .047 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.280  .078**    1.279 .078** 1.261 .080** 1.274 .078** 

Parental Supervision 

  

.973  .051      .974  .051 .964  .051 .966  .052 

Interactions 

          Self-control x Commitment to School      -  -      .992  .039      - -     - - 

Self-control x Relationship with 

Parents      -  -     -      -       1.252 .141     - - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision      -  -     -      -       - -     1.303  .136* 

Constant       1.388 1.934   1.512 1.975 1.266  1.931     1.370 1.945 

N      628     628    628     628 

Chi-square/df     127.16/7 127.21/8   129.72/8  131.08/8 

Significant at *p < .05. **p < .01 
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Appendix: Table 9d- Logistic Regressions of Delinquency Abstention on Control Variable, Exogenous Variables, 

Mediating Variable, and Interaction Effects for 14 year old female sample 

                 Model 1          Model 2          Model 3          Model 4 

        Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE Exp (B) SE 

Exogenous Variables 

         Negative Personal Characteristics .897  .066 .897 .066 .900 .066 .897 .066 

Self-control 

  

.857  .083 .858 .086 .848 .086 .861 .083 

Mediating Variable 

         Delinquent Peers 

  

.479 .105** .479 .105** .479 .106** .480 .105** 

Prosocial Peers 

  

.957  .145 .957 .145 .957  .145 .950  .145 

Social Control Variables 

         Commitment to School 

 

1.101  .057 1.101 .057 1.098 .057 1.103  .057 

Relationship with Parents 

 

1.122  .071 1.122 .071 1.135 .075 1.120  .072 

Parental Supervision 

  

1.061  .053 1.061 .053 1.062 .053 1.054  .055 

Interactions 

          Self-control x Commitment to School       -      -        .998 .054      - -      - - 

Self-control x Relationship with 

Parents      -      -      - -      .920 .171      -  - 

Self-control x Parental Supervision      -      -      - -      - -      1.101   .146 

Constant       13.613 1.805 13.493 1.817 13.695 1.812 14.709 1.794 

N        680    680    680     680 

Chi-square/df      132.29/7   132.29/8   132.53/8   132.72/8 

Significant at *p < .05. **p < .01 

         


