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The Relationship between Attitudes toward Deviaanog Deviant Behavior: The Influence of
Science, Individualism, Social Bonds and DeviardrBe

Virginia L. Rothwell
ABSTRACT

Various sociological theories of deviance have destrated the importance of an individual’s
attitudes toward deviance in determining whetharairthat individual will engage in deviant
behavior. This research contributes to the thexadeand empirical literature on deviant
behavior by examining the strength of two cultdagkors, the scientific worldview and
individualism, in predicting an individual’s attdes toward deviance when tested alongside the
tenets of other predominate individual level thesmf deviance, namely Hirschi's (1969) social
control theory and Sutherland’s (1939) differenéissociation theory. The sample for this
analysis is 202 students from a large researchewsity in Southwest Virginia. The findings of
this research lend support to Sutherland’s (19#8rdntial association theory and to the
scientific worldview as significant predictors oférant attitudes toward deviance. Several of the
bonds of Hirschi's (1969) social control theory e/@tso supported in this research; however,
some failed to predict deviant behavior, leadintheconclusion that future research should
focus on clearly elucidating the conceptualizatbthe social bonds forwarded in the original
theory. Finally, the cultural ideology of individlism was not a significant predictor of tolerant
attitudes toward deviance in this study. Futur@ieical studies should work to more clearly
operationalize this variable as Hawdon (2005) dlesdrit and investigate the variables
significance as a predictor of tolerant attitudmsard deviance.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Tests of sociological theories of deviance inclgdamoblem-behavior proneness theory,
differential association theory, and social conth@lory have demonstrated that attitudes toward
deviance are an important predictor of who will @gg in a variety of behaviors socially defined
as deviant. More recently, Hawdon (2005) has afgat the cultural ideologies of science and
individualism are some of the driving factors beham individual’'s tolerance of deviance. The
purpose of this research is to examine if the éxtewhich individuals adopt the cultural
ideologies of science and individualism influeniceit attitudes toward deviance and to
determine the strength of science and individuahsmredictors of deviance when they are
tested along with the constructs of Hirschi's (1Pé8cial control theory and Sutherland’s (1939)
differential association theory. In addition tstteg the overall model to determine the effects of
the independent variables on tolerant attitudestdwleviance and deviant behavior, | will also
be testing the model separately by gender. Comdpatseparate gendered analysis is important
because many of the theoretical and empirical rsiatés on tolerant attitudes toward deviance
and deviant behavior have found significant geriféerences between males and females.
While | am not proposing a general theory of critreen arguing that other theories of crime and
deviance, some of which have proposed to be getieraties of crime, have possibly ignored
larger cultural factors that may be involved in gnecess of becoming deviant. For the purposes
of this study, | am adopting a reactivist definitiof deviance. Thus, deviant behavior is defined
as any behavior that violates the norms of a speiedl elicits a negative formal or informal

sanction. The research questions for this stuely ar



1) When controlling for known predictors of devid@havior, specifically the social
bonds of control theory (Hirschi 1969) and assammatvith deviant peers (Sutherland
1939), does holding a secular scientifically orsehtvorldview indirectly lead to deviant

behavior by influencing attitudes toward deviance?

2) When controlling for known predictors of devidnghavior, specifically the social
bonds of control theory (Hirschi 1969) and assammatvith deviant peers (Sutherland
1939), does adopting the cultural ideology of imdiinalism indirectly lead to deviant

behavior by influencing attitudes toward deviance?



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The Importance of Attitudes toward Deviance

The sociological literature on deviant behavior éagpirically demonstrated that an
individual’s attitudes toward deviance are a sigatfit predictor of whether or not he or she will
engage in deviance. Research has shown that tdeatitudes toward deviance are correlated
with a wide variety of behaviors, including statienses (Stylianou 2002), drug and alcohol
use and abuse (Durkin et al 2005; Benda 2005; HawW@86a; 1999; 2004, Stylianou 2002),
sexual activity (Hope and Chapple 2005; Gillmoralet998; Costa et al 1995) and criminal
activities ranging from gang membership (Hope aathphouse 2002) to interpersonal violence
(Li 2004) and economic crimes (Hawdon 1999; Li 20@drd 2005). In addition to the
empirical research that has established favordbtades toward deviance as a significant
predictor of deviant behavior, attitudes towardidege are also directly and indirectly
incorporated into many of the most prominent thecaéstatements on deviant behavior. | now
turn to a review of these theories to highlight hibey explicitly or implicitly include attitudes

toward deviance in their explanations of deviarttaweor.

Problem behavior proneness theory and attitudes toard deviance

Problem behavior proneness theory (Jessor andrJE®&0) specifically includes
reference to an individual's attitudes toward dee& This theory is a social-psychological
theory that examines the relationship between thhgjer systems that are believed to influence
an individual’s lifestyle: the personality systetime perceived environment system, and the

behavior system. Each of these systems influethesmdividual separately, but they are also
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interdependent. Further, within each of these aystis a structure of variables that all interact to
“generate a resultant, a dynamic state that imiglgca greater or lesser likelihood of occurrence
of problem behavior” (Jessor and Jessor 1977: W)en all of an individual’s risk and

protective factors are taken together, individwat® have more risks than buffers when all three

systems interrelate have what Jessor and Jess6f)(tE9m “proneness” to deviance.

Attitudes toward deviance are included in sevdrabtetical aspects of problem behavior
proneness theory. The personality system contaiovariables, the personal belief variable and
the social criticism variable which both addred#uates toward deviance. As Jessor and Jessor
(1977: 20) state, “the personal belief structuferseto those restraints on engaging in non-
conformity that originate in a variety of beliefsaut self, society, and self in relation to
society.” Further, the social criticism variablideesses the degree to which an individual
accepts or rejects the norms and practices oftigel society. As Jessor and Jessor (1977: 21)
state, “acceptance of societal norms and apprepess can serve as a powerful control over
engaging in actions that depart from, or may undegreociety.” Reference to an individual’s
attitudes toward deviance is also included in taes@nal control system of problem behavior
proneness theory. This system contains the var@ttitudinal tolerance of deviance, which
directly refers to an individual’s attitudes, bédiand values in relation to deviance. Thus,
attitudes toward deviance are an important andjratgart of problem behavior proneness

theory.



Differential association theory and attitudes towad deviance

Differential association theory (Sutherland 1939aiiguably one of the most widely used
and empirically supported theories of devianceis Perspective also directly incorporates
attitudes toward deviance. Sutherland arguedttinatigh interaction with deviant others,
individuals learn the values, attitudes, technicqued motives for engaging in criminal and
deviant behaviors. Sutherland (1939) explainesitteory in nine propositions that outline how
an individual learns to engage in deviance thraatgraction with deviant others. As Akers

(1998: 27) summarizes:

Differential association theory proposes that @ars criminal behavior in a process of
symbolic interaction with others, mainly those mmpary groups, who present the person
with both criminal and anti-criminal patterns, tamues, motivations and definitional
stances toward the legal norms. The balance oidéecriminal and anti-criminal
definitions determines whether one will be conforgnor deviant with reference to a

given legal code.”

According to Sutherland (1939), the key principlehe theory is that an individual will choose
to be deviant when there is an excess of defirstiamorable to violation of the law over
definitions unfavorable to the violation of the I§8utherland 1939). Thus, the heart of
differential association theory directly addressgudes toward deviance, as an individual who
associates with deviant others will develop an sga# definitions favorable to the violation of

the law or, in other words, an excess of favoraltitudes toward deviance.



Social control theory and attitudes toward deviance

Like Sutherland’s theory, Hirschi's (1969) soatahtrol theory is among the most
widely tested and supported theories of devianabieln (Kempf 1993; Stitt and Giacopassi
1992). Social control theory also directly incarges an individual’s attitudes toward deviance
through the bond of belief. Belief refers to tlheeptance of the conventional value system
(Hirschi 1969). This element of the bond was oradly developed to measure an individual's
belief in the legitimacy of the law or normativesgym in a society. Hirschi (1969) argued that
deviance resulted because individuals varied im #oeeeptance of the value system of their
society. According to the theory, some individugilaply do not accept the validity of the
normative system, and, therefore, are more likelgrigage in deviance. Thus, their attitudinal
orientation toward deviance is favorable.

Subsequent to Hirschi's (1969) original theoretigatk on the belief element of the
bond, others (Hirschi and Stark 1969) expandedcineept to include the influence of religious
beliefs on deviant behavior. The literature pregt@mtly measures an individual’s belief in the
social institution of religion through his or harficipation in the various rites and rituals that
are used to demonstrate one’s devotion to the bh&eligious institutions often send messages
concerning the morality of certain beliefs and betva (Donaldson, Graham, & Hansen, 1994;
Elliott & Menard, 1996). Those that believe instimstitution and demonstrate their belief
through their participation in the rites and ritialcorporate the moral messages into their
personal belief system (Benda 1997), which, in,taemves as a deterrent to deviant behavior
(Zhang, Wieczorek, &Welte, 1997). Thus, belief, Wz it is measured as belief in the
legitimacy of the law or as religious belief, is@terrent to deviance (Elifson, Peterson and

Hadaway 2006; Benda and Corwyn 2002; Desrosierdvaltelr 2008; Nonemaker, McNeely
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and Blum 2003; Johnson et al 2001; Johnson etG;20ernkovich and Giordano 1992; Rankin
and Kern 1994), and it directly addresses an iddiaf’s attitudes toward deviance. As Rothwell
and Hawdon (2008, p. 255) state, this elementetttial bond “directly incorporates attitudes
toward deviance....because the central concept afligthe acceptance of the normative
system, or, being intolerant of deviance.”

Thus, each of these theories incorporates attittmesrd deviance in some way, and
they each have been validated through empiricelares. However, while most of these
theories address an individual’'s attitudes towadahce, they do not explore the genesis of
these attitudes. As Hawdon (2005) argues, diffeakassociation and problem behavior
proneness theory note the importance of peer grangsntimates in teaching attitudes toward
deviance, but this begs the question of whetherishilue to socialization or selection
(Thornberry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farnworth and Jang4)99 Control theories and problem behavior
proneness theory each, in their own way, examinevasious socialization practices affect an
individual and subsequently influence his or hétwates toward deviance. Yet, none of these
theories “elaborate the mechanism by which thef@einces occur” (Rothwell and Hawdon
2008: 256).

Focusing solely on the tenets of the predominatfividual-level theories of deviance
ignores the larger cultural level processes that im@uence an individual’s attitudes toward
deviance. They address socialization from pargists and the environment without
addressing the cultural factors that influenceetsecialization practices. The one cultural
factor that has been addressed in the theoreitieedtlre is the role that religion plays in the
development of a belief system that promotes comifoy behavior among its adherents

(Johnson, De Li, and Larson 2000; Rostosky, Wil&xight and Randall 2004; Stack and
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Kposowa 2006). One of the most representativentii@ins describes religion as a formal set of
beliefs and rituals that show an outward expressfan internal and commonly held belief
system (Hodge, Cardenas, and Montoya 2001; Domald&@ham, and Hansen 1994; Elliot and
Menard 1996). These rites and rituals involve chattendance and prayer among other
indicators, and the empirical literature abound$\studies that use these variables as indicators
of an individual’s religiosity (see for example:efrosiers and Miller 2008; Elifson, Peterson
and Hadaway 2006; Kerley, Matthews and Blanchaf@b2Blonemaker, McNeely and Blum
2003; Hardy and Raffaelli 2003; Benda and Corwy@02). Indeed, in the sociological literature
the rites and rituals performed by religious indiséls demonstrate their devotion to a common
set of beliefs that are fostered by religious tnstins and translated into individual moral
commitments (Durkheim [1915] 1968); Marx ([1844]/B8); Weber ([1904-1905] 1958).
Further, as Hirschi and Stark (1969) have demaoiestrshe set of beliefs that are espoused by

religion are highly correlated with a respect toe taw.

As Durkheim ([1915] 1966) argues, the state isstmdodiment of the collective
conscious, and often the collective conscious $gtan religious beliefs. This can be seen
through the heavy influence of Judeo-Christianiti@as and values in the formation of the early
common law and later in the development of law mekica. The set of beliefs that are
espoused by religion are highly correlated witlkespect for the law and often concern the
morality of certain actions (Hirschi and Stark 19B&nda 1997). Thus, the religious belief
system influences not only an individual's persam&ntation toward crime and deviance
(Herzog 2003) but also his or her propensity tcagiegn a wide variety of acts, including drug

use (Johnson, De Li, and Larson 2000), premamalRostosky, Wilcox, Wright and Randall



2004) tax fraud (Stack and Kposowa 2006) and sdetgilance in general (Johnson et al 2000;

Johnson et al 2001; Baier and Wright 2001).

However, this still begs the question of whethrenot there are cultural factors that
could be associated with non-conforming behaviéawdon’s (2005) argument, however, does
address these larger cultural factors that maysbecsated with nonconforming behavior.
Hawdon (2005) argues that the processes of modgiarizand rationalization have led to the
emergence of scientific rationalism and individsalias ideological systems and that these
ideological systems are, in turn, related to toleedtitudes toward deviance (see also Rothwell
and Hawdon 2008). Hawdon’s original theoreticatesnent was developed to explain
normative crimes, in particular drug use. In tieisaarch | will be expanding this original
theoretical explanation to test its applicabilitt only to normative infractions including drug
use but also to other acts of deviance. | will &ledesting the theory alongside the tenets of
several predominant individual level theories ofidace to determine the theory’s strength as a
predictor of deviant behavior when controlling these factors.

Science, individualism, and attitudes toward deviace

Science and attitudinal tolerance of deviance

As Sire (1998:17) states “a worldview is a setm@spppositions (or assumptions) which
we hold (consciously or unconsciously) about th@dmakeup of our world.” Among the many
possible worldviews that individuals may choosadopt, or are socialized to accept is the
scientific worldview. This worldview has been ceptualized within the sociological literature
in a variety of ways, and it can thus have difféi@nnotations and consequences dependent
upon which definition the researcher chooses t@ad8ome (Smith 2001; Orr 2006; Borchardt

2007) have argued that those who adopt the sdewiifrldview espouse the superiority of the
10



scientific method in helping humans to discern kiealge about their physical world through the
use of observational research. For these indilédather forms of knowledge are superseded by
this scientifically based knowledge. Others (Bra6@2; Berger and Luckman 1966; Wilson
1982) have posited that the scientific worldviewysonymous with the sociological concept of
secularism wherein religion has retracted from pnaeidance in the public sphere and has
become a matter of private conviction. Manyhef tesearchers that have adopted this
standpoint actually equate the scientific worldvieith secularism. For the most part, they base
their argument for the equation of secularism dedstientific worldview on arguments of
theorists such as Durkheim ([1915] 1964; [1915]8;86915] 1966), (Parsons 1977), (Habermas
1984, 1984b) and (Weber [1922] 1964). Like Durkimgihey argue that early pre-modern
societies were dominated by a mythical worldviewevein powerful spirits were able to
manipulate both humans and their physical envirarimelowever, as the social processes of
modernization and rationalization occurred, soegetidvanced to ever greater levels of
development, and with each successive stage, thd aecame more profane and less sacred,
and the power of religion as an explanatory medmamecreased. Further, in the tradition of
Weber and Habermas, they contend that the conseggienthese processes created a modern
society where the spiritual and natural worlds @oed completely separate domains, and a
secular worldview is predominant. It is arguedigorists that conflate the scientific worldview
with secularism that in modern societies, scieremes the predominant marker, and
instrumental rational action dominates. Thus{l@se researchers, the mark of a modernized
society is one that has become rationalized thrdliglprocess of secularism, wherein the

religious predominance of earlier times has begperseded by the explanatory power of the

11



scientific worldview. For these theorists, sedgliaris indeed equated with a culture that is
dominated by scientific rationalism instead ofgelus worldviews.

While the notion of secularism is indeed an impatrfzart of the scientific worldview in
the view of many sociological theorists and reseans, and while notions of this concept are
included in the operationalization of the “scieictdind secular worldview” that is being utilized
in this paper, an examination of the effect of $&tsm in an of itself on attitudinal tolerance of
deviance and deviant behavior is not the main élgof this study. Instead, the focus is
directed more toward an explanation of the scientibridview as described by Sire (1998)
According to Sire (1998) some of the tenets of Wisldview are that progress and evolutionary
change are inevitable, that man is autonomous @lfitdentered and will save himself, that
education is the guide to life and that intelligerand freedom grant full human potential.
Finally, and most important in relation to the emtr study, Sire (1998: 17) states that “science is
the ultimate provider of both knowledge and moeaatd it is in direct opposition to Christian
Theism, God is irrelevarit These two elements of Sire’s (1998) formulatadrihe scientific
worldview examine both the level of trust that ¢vaes in science as an explanation of the world
and the notion that the scientific worldview isdimect opposition to a religious worldview.
Among the various definitions of the scientific Wdwiew that have been posited within the
sociological literature, it is the most similardantent to Hawdon’s (2005) description of the
scientific worldview as it contains both a desgdptof the supremacy of science and the idea
that the scientific worldview is in direct oppositito Christian theology.

Hawdon (2005) further elaborates the consequerfcesige in scientific rationalism as
an explanation of the world by arguing that theutacscientifically oriented worldview

encourages us to have broad intellectual interestse flexible in our thinking, and to be open

12



and receptive to new experiences. In societiesavbaence has become the predominant
method of explaining the world, there is uncertaatbout the world that is open to investigation
with the goal of achieving a more objective underding of the world. Moreover, in these
scientifically dominated societies, uncertainty baguaity and otherness are tolerated and this
tolerance extends to others in society whose vavasbehaviors differ from ours. Science leads
to a situation where there is no way to absolulefermine what is morally right and wrong,
leading to an increased tolerance of others’ de@as well as their normative transgressions
(Hawdon 2005). In 2008, Rothwell and Hawdon dertratesd a statistical relationship between
ascription to a scientific worldview and tolerarafenormative deviance.
Individualism and attitudinal tolerance of deviance

The social process of modernization also leadsea@mergence of individualism
(Durkheim [1915] 1966). The concept of individsat, like the scientific worldview, has long
been a subject of interest to sociologists. Theomeluding Durkheim ([1915] 1968; [1915]
1966), Weber ([1919] 1946), Parsons (1951), Luh(i882), Habermas (1984), and others have
argued that modernization leads to the breakdowheohormative consensus in a society which
in turn, allows for the emergence of individualddem. Numerous theorists have also
commented on the specifics of this individual freed It has been argued that in modern
societies personalities have become more autonomawgure, and interests have become
increasingly defined as private (Habermas 1984esdPa 1951), that the general affluence
afforded to members of modernized societies allomiwiduals who reside there to focus their
energies on matters of self-expression and seliatization rather than on matters of basic
survival (Inglehart, Basanez, and Moreno 1998)ll @hers have focused on the shift in

attitudes toward authority and deviance as wethasncreased emphasis that is placed on

13



individual autonomy in modernized societies(Ingkelaad Norris 2003; Ingelhart and Baker
2001). Bellah and colleagues (1985) explored tmeeaticult of individuality in the United

States as opposed to the former predominance afexiive mentality. They argued that the
interdependent lifestyle of the past had declimed, individuals have become increasingly self-
centered and focused on the pursuit of their imidial, self-expressive pleasure. It is this
conceptualization of individualism as outlined bgllBh et al (1985) that will be utilized in this
study. Overall, it can be stated that while theaspt of individualism, has been conceptualized,
in a multitude of ways, it is generally agreed upleett individualism; however it is
conceptualized is more prevalent in modern soaétian in their more traditional counterparts
that are more collectivist in nature (Ingelhart &atris 2003).

In much of the current empirical literature thatieines the concept of individualism,
there is still a focus on the comparison of indixtism to collectivism (see Ingelhart and Norris
2003; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier 2002; Shuttattie, and Dixon 2007). In their
meta-analysis Shulruf et al (2007), redefined Qyser et al’'s (2002) methodological
operationalization of individualism and collectiwisand produced what they named the
Auckland Individualism and Collectivism Scale. 3lscale consists of three dimensions of
individualism and two dimensions of collectivisnacé with various questions in each domain
that are designed to tap the overall construct &eeruf et al 2007). The three components of
individualism that emerged from Shulruf et al's QZ) analysis were competition, uniqueness,
and responsibility. Similar to Shulruf et al’'s 0 findings, Hawdon (2005) argues that the
ideology of individualism espouses that one shaédinique and non-conforming, independent
and rebellious (Hawdon 2005). Thus, it seemstti@bverall common element of individualism

is that those who value individualism should béedént, and according to Clinard and Meir
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(2004) difference is an inherent part of the vasidefinitions of deviance. Therefore, it would
be expected that those who adopt the cultural adgobf individualism would be likely to hold
tolerant attitudes toward deviance. In 2008, Rethand Hawdon empirically demonstrated
that the cultural ideology of individualism wasigrsficant predictor of tolerant attitudes
towards normative deviance. However, more recesgarch conducted by Browne (2009) did
not find support for the relationship between tbkural ideology of individualism and tolerance
of various types of sexuality. While Browne (20@& not find support for the link between
the cultural ideology of individualism and variotypes of sexuality in the majority of her
analyses, she utilized a different operationalmatf the variable individualism than the
operationalization that will be used in this study.

The ideologies of science and individualism thégeafrom the processes of
modernization and rationalization promote worldwseivat are tolerant of deviance (Hawdon
2005). In the United States, a modernized natiate sthere are a variety of worldviews and
ideologies to which individuals may and can ascriBased on the argument presented, the
expectation would be that those individuals whopadioe culturally based ideological systems
of science and individualism would be more attihadly tolerant of deviance than individuals
who hold a more traditional, religiously orientedndview. Existing research has shown this
argument to hold true (Rothwell and Hawdon 200&)wkver, based on previous theoretical and
empirical work, we know that social bonds and défeial association are important predictors
of deviance. Thus, their influence on an indivitkiattitudes toward deviance and his or her

propensity to engage in deviant behavior must laésexplored and accounted for.
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The importance of social bonds

Social control theory

The previous culturally based explanation of falateattitudes toward deviance gives
rise to the question of whether or not this expli@mais ignoring other possible factors. Namely,
Hawdon’s (2005) argument is a cultural argumend, iadoes not directly include the role of
social institutions. Other theories, namely Hirsc(iL969) social control theory, basically argue
that institutions control individuals behavior ¥ieeir bonds to these institutions and their
members. That is, Hirschi (1969) argues that dividual's level of integration into the various
social institutions in a society and his or heaetiment to significant people within these
institutions determines the amount of social cdritvavhich they are subjected and therefore his

or her propensity to engage in various acts ofales.

The theoretical and empirical literature has higjitied the importance of social controls
in determining whether or not an individual willgage in deviance. Travis Hirschi’'s (1969)
social control theory emphasizes the importananahdividual’s bonds to the institutions of
society and significant others in his or her livegxerting a controlling influence on his or her
behavior. Through attachment, commitment, involeetrand belief, Hirschi (1969) outlined
how an individual develops a stake in conformitgtttieters him or her from violating the norms
of society. The original formulation of the the@yamined the role of the four elements of the
bond in relation to family, education, peers aralstate through law (Hirschi 1969), and
subsequent research has extended the theory tméte social institution of religion. The
following sections outline the theoretical framelwvand empirical research that has been

conducted to test the assumptions of Hirschi's @ %6cial control theory.
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Social control through attachment to significant others

Social control through attachment to significaritess has usually been measured in
relation to the family and attachment to significendividuals in the educational institutions,
such as teachers. The role of the family is onh®most persistent explanations of the origins
of deviance that is forwarded in the theoretical ampirical literature (Shoemaker 2005).
Hirschi’'s (1969) social control theory specificaliydresses the role of the family in inhibiting
deviant behavior. As Shoemaker (2005: 176) not#aclament is the psychological and
emotional connection one feels toward other persomggoups and the extent to which one cares
about their opinions and feelings.” Hirschi's (89®riginal conceptualization of the bond of
attachment in relation to the family was measugdgiquestions such asow often do your
parents explain their reasons for the rules thekendow often do you share your thoughts with
parents, how often do you talk to your parents alyour future, and my family is important to
meamong others. While some have invalidated Hirsdii@69) claim concerning the
relationship of attachment to the family and albstento deviant behavior (Agnew 1991; Agnew
1993; Akers and Cochran 1985), other research exagiihe relationship of this element of the
bond and deviant behavior has demonstrated ttzathetttent to the family, particularly a law
abiding family is associated with abstention froimoat of behaviors considered to be deviant
(Warr 2007; Kostelecky 2005; Buist, Dekovic, Meausl Van Aken 2004; Hawdon 2004; 1999;

19964).

Hirschi (1969) also argued that attachment to igant others, such as teachers, within
the educational institutions was a strong detet@deviant behavior. Subsequent empirical

research has validated Hirschi’'s claim (Cernkowold Giordano 1992; Le Blanc 1992; Jenkins
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1995; Jenkins 1997; Drapela 2005; 2006; Crosnoé;288wdon1996a; Hawdon 1999).
Attachment to significant others in the educatianatitution, as conceptualized by Hirschi
(1969), involves the individual's respect for tead) the importance an individual places on
receiving respect from teachers and other sigmifioadividuals within the educational

institution, and how much he or she values thaircation. Hirschi (1969) argues that the more
an individual is attached to the educational ingth the less likely they are to engage in acts of
deviance because their attachment to the signtfitembers of this institution has led them to
respect and value the opinion these significargrsthold of them and therefore they are less

inclined to engage in behaviors that would be regdoof by these significant others.

Social control through commitment to conventional lines of action

The social bond of commitment has traditionallyrbegamined in relation to the
educational institution. According to Hirschi (¥28.62) commitment refers to the individual’s
“pursuit of and desire to achieve conventional gdaln this case the conventional goal is the
attainment of education. As Hirschi (1969) argeeiicational aspirations are a constraint on
deviance. Those that engage in deviant activitiesthemselves precluded from attaining their
desired educational and other life goals. Beingmitted to obtaining an education “implies
that the individual has somethinestedn that line of activity. Those committed to
educational success as evidenced by their curflemtseshould be least likely, according to
control theory, to commit deviant acts” (HirschiGB9 178 emphasis in the original). The
original measures of this concept of social corttiebry were measured by questions such as:
try hard in schoohndhow important is getting good grades to you peadign Those who

indicated that they agreed with and found thesésgogortant were considered to be “the
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ambitious, the strivers who were less likely to aardeviance (Hirschi 1969: 178). Being
committed to obtaining an education leads the idd&l to be socialized into a conforming
member of society (Yogan 2000), and as Hirschi 81962) argues, “Deviation automatically
jeopardizes ones chances of success in a sociétys’ element of the social bond is
conceptualized as the rational choice element@koontrol theory. The more committed an
individual is to achieving success through thetlegite means, in this case educational
attainment, the more they have to lose if theyatmhormative expectations (Hirschi 1969).
Therefore, as Hirschi (1969) argues the individsiabmmitment to conformity increases the
potential punishments or sanctions of engagingeinahce and therefore alters their rational
calculation of the costs and benefits of deviancguich a way that engaging in these activities is
not defined as rational. The literature, in gendrak upheld Hirschi's (1969) claim (Cernkovich

and Giordano 1992; Mak 1991; Junger-Tas 1992; Reerkd Kern 1994).

Social control through involvement in conventional activities

Like commitment, the bond of involvement has aleerbdiscussed in relation to the
educational institution. Hirschi (1969) describiedolvement as the extent to which an
individual is involved in conventional activitiesdirschi (1969) argued that the more an
individual is involved in conventional activitiethe less time he or she will have to engage in
acts of deviance. Yet, of the elements of the bonalvement has received the least support in
the empirical literature and has been criticizedH®prists as being a vague concept that is often
conceptually similar to the bond of commitment (Keenpf 1993; Hawdon 1999). While there

have been criticisms of this element of the boraw#bn (1999) argues that when involvement
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is re-conceptualized as routine activity pattemd #he instrumentality and visibility of routines

is considered, this element of the bond is a Sicant predictor of deviant behavior.

According to Hawdon (1999) the greater the visipiéind instrumentality of a routine,
the greater the amounts of social control thaeaerted on the individual engaged in the routine.
Those routines that are not visible and instrumeatiaw the individual to avoid social control
and, therefore, provide the opportunity for thenemgage in deviance. Thus, as Hawdon
(1996a; 1999) argues, it is not simply involvemasnHirschi (1969) originally conceptualized
the measure that matters; it is involvement in sjgeactivities that are institutionally defined as
legitimate that exert a controlling influence orvid@t behavior. Schools provide a venue where
daily routines are both, to a large extent, goadaed and performed in view of supervising
adults. Included in the list of daily routines exaed by Hawdon (1996a; 1999) that are
inversely related to deviant behavior is partidipain school clubs, studying, and playing team
sports. Thus, involvement in the educationdituison through the aforementioned activities
provides a controlling influence on deviant behatiwough the limitation of opportunity and
through the increase in guardianship that provadesntrolling influence on behavior (Hawdon

1999; Osgood 1996).

Social control through belief in the legitimacy of the law

As Hirschi 1969) argues, the social bond of bekéérs to belief in the legitimacy of the
law. While some theories (Sutherland 1939; Col#sb1Miller 1958) argue that individuals
learn the attitudes and values needed to engadgviance and others argue that deviants must
rationalize the guilt they experience from violgtimormative standards (Sykes and Matza 1957),

control theories simply argue that the respecthferlaw varies among individuals. As Hirschi
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(1969: 25) states, “many persons do not have @uodstof respect toward the rules of society;
many persons feel no obligation to conform regasitef personal advantage.” Thus, an
individual’s belief in the legitimacy and therefaespect for the laws of a society are a powerful
determinant of their adherence to the laws and s@ia society. This element of the bond was
conceptualized by Hirschi (1969) to include anwndlial’'s belief concerning the honesty of the
police and their respect for the police, amongothiegs. Empirical research has demonstrated
that an individual’s belief in the legitimacy ofetttaw is a significant predictor of their

conformity (Hirschi 1969; Hirschi and Stark 196%0kn and Massey 1980; Massey and Krohn

1986; Tyler 1990; Sampson and Bartusch 1998).

I nvolvement with deviant peers

For young adults in the United States, involvenveith their peers constitutes a major
portion of their lives. Thus, time spent with peean be re-conceptualized as a routine activity
pattern of young adults. Peers represent a clas@pr group that exists in an individual’s life
and therefore constitute a primary group from whtahindividual learns and subsequently
adopts various attitudes, beliefs, and behavigkording to Sutherland (1939), these peer
groups may serve as catalysts for the adoptioregadnd attitudes that are conducive to deviant
behavior. As Sutherland (1939) argued, devianabieh is learned just as non-deviant behavior
is learned, in interaction with others that comgptise individual’s intimate primary groups.
When an individual is exposed to an excess of defits favorable to deviance over definitions
unfavorable to deviance, they will themselves bexdeviant. Thus, according to this theory,
interaction with deviant peers leads not only teofable attitudes toward deviance but also to

deviant behavior. Subsequent research has validagetheoretical propositions of differential
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association theory in relation to a variety of @exiactivities, including, but not limited to,
academic misconduct (Vowell and Chen 2004), cotpazame (Piquero, Tibbetts and
Blankenship 2005), underage smoking (Nofziger agd-Ryeon 2006) and drug use (Rebellon

and Van Gundy 2006).

Thus, it can be seen that the activities indivisiemgage in and the individuals that they
interact with exert varying levels on social cohtio the attitudes and behaviors of individuals
and are a powerful determinant of whether or nahdividual will engage in deviant behavior
(Hirschi 1969; Hirschi and Stark 1969; Vowell anded 2004; Rostosky, Wilcox, Wright and
Randall 2004; Sampson and Bartusch 1998; Drap€la; ZD06; Hawdon 1999). Further, we
also know that attitudes toward deviance are amitapt predictor of who will engage in
deviant activities (Hirschi 1969; Jessor and Je$8@7; Sutherland 1939) and that the cultural
ideologies of science and individualism are sigaifit predictors of attitudes toward deviance
(Rothwell and Hawdon 2008). However, what haggéte explored is the relationship of the
cultural ideologies of science and individualismattbtudes toward deviance and deviant
behavior when controlling for known correlates ef/nt behavior. While the question of
whether or not the cultural ideologies of scieneé mdividualism have been both theorized and
tested in relation to normative crime and attituidegard non-normative behavior (see Hawdon
2005; Rothwell and Hawdon 2008), the relationsk@mween science, individualism and less
serious acts of deviance including acts such aaticige binge drinking, smoking marijuana and
using other illicit substances, has not yet beémbdished. Further, the relationship between
science, individualism and behaviors considerdaetanore serious acts of deviance, including
piracy, robbery, burglary and violence has as ¢otyde examined. The answer to these

guestions is the objective of this study.
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The importance of gender

In addition to testing the overall model in thisdy, | will also be testing the model
separately by gender to determine what, if anyehces exist between males and females in
the sample for the key indicator variables in ielato tolerant attitudes toward deviance and
deviant behavior. Studies have shown that malddeanales differ in their propensity to engage
in deviant behavior (Tracy, Kempf-Leonard and Aboake-James 2009; Hadjar, Baier,
Boehnke and Hagan 2007). Research has shown #hes$ tend to not only have a higher rate of
criminal and deviant behavior in official statigi€Tracy et al 2009; Hadjar et al 2007) but that
they also consistently tend to commit more seramis of crime and deviance (Kerpelman and
Smith-Adcock 2005; Chesney-Lind and Shelden 200#)edemales tend to commit fewer
criminal and deviant acts overall (Kerpelman andt&#dcock 2005), and when they do
engage in deviant behavior their acts are oftemdesious in nature than those of males
(Chesney-Lind and Shelden 2004). Theorists whe lexamined these gender differences in
rates and type of deviant behavior have explaihedihdings in numerous ways. One of the
earliest explanations of gender differences ina®vbehavior argued that females are inherently
less deviant than males due to their biological en@k(Lombroso and Ferrero 1895; Freud 1933;
Pollak 1950). Others (Simon 1975; Adler 1975; Clegsinind and Shelden 2004) have argued
that there are different causal mechanisms thdtte¢éhe expression of deviant behavior
between males and females and that these causaisfaan also explain the different types of
deviance committed by males and females. Anotiemretical explanation that has been posed
to explain the different rates of deviant behawpigender argue that the causal mechanisms that
lead to deviance are the same for both males andlés. The difference is that males and

females are differentially exposed to these preatipig factors (Hartman, Turner, Daigle, Exum,
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and Cullen 2009; Daigle, Cullen and Wright 200Ygt another explanation of differing rates of
deviance between males and females argues tla function of the intersection of gender
roles and the criminal justice system’s attempriforce those gender roles (Chesney-Lind and
Shelden 2004). Due to the findings of previougaesh that highlight differences in male and
female deviant behavior, it is important to test thodel in this study separately by gender to

determine if there are any significant gender défiees in this sample.

In the current analysis, two key theories beirstei®, social control theory and
differential association theory, point out thditatles toward deviance are a strong predictor of
who will engage in deviant behavior. Each of thies®ries was originally developed to explain
the deviant behavior of males (Chesney-Lind anddeine2004). While subsequent theoretical
tests have shown that these theories are indeedabkplain female deviant behavior, the
majority of these studies have found that theynaoee adept at explaining male deviant
behavior than female deviant behavior. This figdeeads to the supposition that males would
potentially hold more tolerant attitudes toward idece than females. Another objective of this
study is to determine if there is indeed a relaiop between gender and tolerant attitudes

toward deviance.

In addition to testing the model to determinéhére are gender differences in relation to
tolerant attitudes toward deviance, | will alsodx@amining gender differences in ascription to
the scientific and secular worldview and the cwatudeology of individualism. While studies
have not yet been conducted to determine whetheotamales and females differ in their
acceptance of the scientific worldview, research steown that males are more likely than

females to be exposed to scientific curriculum nigitheir formative educational years (Lynn
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and Mikk 2008) and that males are overrepresemntéuki scientific fields at universities
(Hartman and Hartman 2008) and in scientific octiopa (Phipps 2006). Thus, one could
project that males and females would indeed ddfetheir acceptance of the scientific
worldview. Further, with the notion of secularigmsluded in the objective measure of the
scientific worldview it would be expected that nsénd females would differ on this indicator
as research has shown that females tend to berelmieus in both their behaviors and faith
than males (Roth and Kroll 2007; Sullins 2006; Jand Johnson 2005). In relation to the
cultural ideology of individualism, there are alsm studies to date that examine gender
differences in the power of this variable as a ted of deviant behavior. However, previous
studies have shown that females tend to value sawperative and group oriented relationships
whereas males tend to value more competitive oglghiips (Watkins et al 1998; Realo, Allik
and Vadi 2002). A further objective of the cumretudy is to determine, what, if any difference
exists between males and females on these twankiggators of deviant behavior. Based on all
the previous research and theoretical statemémgspiiedicted that gender differences are likely
to exist on a number of key indicators in this gtu@hus, in order to more completely
understand the phenomenon of tolerant attitudeartaeviance and deviant behavior, it is
important not only to test the model as a wholetbwtlso test it separately by gender to
determine what, if any differences, emerge in tad | now turn to the basic theoretical model

that will be tested in this research.

The Model

Science and Individualisnscience and individualism are inter-related. Asghcial

process of modernization and rationalization (Derkh[1915] 1966; Weber [1922] 1964) alter
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the societies that experience them, secularismliglemcroaches on the domain of religion and
the scientific worldview becomes predominant. Aidaially, individual freedom increases and
the variety of behaviors that individuals engagaoreases, as well as the rate of social
deviance (Durkheim [1915] 1966; Simmel [1908] 197us, it is hypothesized that science
and individualism are both directly and positivetyated to one another. While | am
hypothesizing that science and individualism areatly and positively related, | am not
hypothesizing a causal relationship between thesesariables because this complex question is
beyond the scope of this research and cannot b&veeswith the cross-sectional data that will

be used to test the model. (See Model 1).

Science and Attitudes toward Deviandes Hawdon (2005) argues, the cultural ideology
of science is associated with many of the knowrtlpsysocial correlates of deviant behavior.
Science encourages us to have broad intellectteaksts, to be flexible in our thinking, and to
be open and receptive to new experiences. Thatgmeavorldview creates a situation where
there is no way to absolutely determine what isaitypright and wrong, leading to an increased
tolerance of others’ deviance as well as their rative transgressions (Hawdon 2005). As
Rothwell and Hawdon (2008) have demonstrated, nglacience is a significant predictor of
tolerant attitudes toward deviance. Thus, it ipdtfiesized that science is directly and positively

associated with tolerant attitudes toward deviar(&ze Model 1).

Science and deviant behavids Rothwell and Hawdon (2008) have demonstratesl, t
adoption of a scientific and secular worldview asipively related to tolerant attitudes toward
deviance, and other theoretical statements andrempiesearch have demonstrated that

attitudes toward deviance are an important predaftdeviant behavior (see Rothwell and
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Hawdon 2008). Thus, it is hypothesized that thepédn of a scientific and secular worldview
is indirectly related to deviant behavior througtinfluence on attitudes toward deviance. The
direct relationship between science and devianaehwill be examined in the overall model,

but I hypothesize that this relationship will net $tatistically significant. (See Model 1).

Individualism and Attitudes toward DeviancAs with the scientific and secular
worldview, Hawdon (2005) argues that individualisnassociated with many of the psych-
social correlates of deviant behavior. The ideglobindividualism espouses that one should be
unique and non-conforming, independent and rehglliorhus, the common element of
individualism is that those who value individualistmould be different, which is an inherent
aspect of most definitions of deviance (see Clirsard Meir 2004). Further, Rothwell and
Hawdon (2008) have demonstrated that individualsesignificant predictor of an individual's
tolerance of deviance. It is therefore hypothebsitbat individualism is directly and positively

associated with being tolerant of deviance. (Sed&Vi).

Individualism and deviant behavioRothwell and Hawdon (2008) have empirically
demonstrated that individuals who value the cultideology of individualism are more likely to
hold favorable attitudes toward deviance than iialtials who hold more traditional, collectivist
ideologies, and other research has demonstratedttliades toward deviance are an important
predictor of deviant behavior (see Rothwell and Ham2008 for review). While the direct
relationship between the adoption of the cultulabiogy of individualism and deviant behavior
will be empirically examined in this model, | hypesize that this relationship will be

statistically insignificant. Instead, it is hypo#iiged that adopting the cultural ideology of
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individualism indirectly leads to deviant behavibrough its influence on attitudes toward

deviance. (See Model 1).

The relationship between, commitment, involvenietief and association with deviant
peers.As Hirschi (1969) argues, four elements of theadiond, attachment, commitment,
involvement, and belief are not only each individjueelated to deviant behavior but are all
positively inter-related to one another, and togethey all exert a controlling influence on
deviance. As research has shown non-deviants hearelancy to be committed to the
educational institution, and those who are comuhigiso tend to abstain from deviant peer
associations (Hirschi 1969; Free 1991; SampsorLaot 1993). Further, research has shown
that individuals who associate with deviant peeesmaore likely to do poorly in school
(Thornberry 1987). Those who are committed toetthecational institution also tend to be
involved in instrumental and visible routines (HawndL999), and the bond of belief is highly
correlated with commitment, involvement and asgamiavith non-deviant peers (Hirschi 1969;
Free 1991; Sampson and Laub 1998hile previous research has demonstrated that Hrere
inter-relationships among many of the variablesulised in this project and while these inter-
relationships are included in the model, | am ngtdthesizing specific relationships between
these variables. Instead | will fit the empiricalrelations among the variables in the model.

(See Model 1)

Attachment to significant others and attitudes talh@eviancelndividuals who are
attached to their families (Hirschi 1969) come frarhome environment where parents interact
with their children, and lines of communication apen. The interaction between parent and

child in this type of family involves the parenatding the child the proper means of interaction
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in society through the instilment of the abilitydelf-regulate their behavior (see Gottfriedson
and Hirschi 1990). Familial involvement involvé®tparents teaching their children the
difference between right and wrong in society. eRtg are among the most important socializing
agents in a society, and their role includes tewarthe child the difference between right and
wrong, or in other words, teaching them the norfrth® dominant culture. The role of the
educational institution in society, like the roletloe family, is to socialize individuals not only

so that they are capable of performing their ralexociety but also to socialize them to
understand the norms and expectations of theiegocihe schools are informal grounds where
we learn what is expected of us and what is neratéd within our society (Ehman 1980). As
these schools teach us about what is and is neptatde within our society, we internalize these
lessons (see Gottfriedson and Hirschi 1990) anorparate them into our own moral code. As
Durkheim (1998: 203) states, “It is the ideal whislboth integral and diverse, that is the
function of education. Its function then is to deyein the child a certain number of physical
and mental states that the society to which henlgslaonsiders should be possessed by all
members...society can only survive if there existergnts members a sufficient degree of
homogeneity; education perpetuates and reinforagefhiomogeneity by fixing in the mind of the
child, from the beginning, the essential similastthat social life demands.” This socialization

occurs via the individuals who are agents of thidifution, namely teachers.

While Hirschi (1969) did not originally theorizegelationship of attachment to
significant others and attitudes toward deviancis, Ipgical to argue that this element of the
bond will be directly related to attitudes towar/thnce. An individual who values his or her
parent’s opinions of them will strive to conformtteeir parent’s standards, and when the

parent’s standards involve the valuing of law afgdbehavior, it is expected that the individual,
29



wanting to gain the approval of their parent’s,| @édvelop a personal orientation that is
intolerant of deviance. Further, an individual we@attached to significant individuals within the
educational institution will develop a personakotation that is geared toward obtaining
favorable reactions from the teachers whose op#ibay hold important. As Durkheim (1998:
204 [emphasis added]) states, “education is thednte exercised by adult generations on those
who are not yet ready for social life. Its objexcto stimulate a certain number of physical,
intellectual andnoral statesvhich are demanded of him...” Thus, one of the fioms of the
educational institution, like the familial institah, is to generate in individuals favorable
attitudes toward the moral boundaries of a sociBtgrefore, it is hypothesized that attachment
to significant others within the family and eduoatl institution will be directly and negatively

associated with tolerant attitudes toward deviar(&ze Model 1).

Attachment to significant others and deviant betvavFamilial participation is
characterized by parents who are involved in tbiildren’s lives and are able to monitor and
correct the behavior of their children (see Gattfson and Hirschi 1990). Those who are
attached to their parents value their parent’'siopsiand are therefore likely to gear their
personal behavior in such a way that they receiverBble responses from their parents (Wright
and Wright 1994; Hirschi 1969). Further, as Hirsd869) argues, attachment to significant
others within the educational system provides iildigls with a stake in conformity that
decreases their propensity to engage in deviaravw@h Subsequent research has validated
Hirschi’s claim (Cernkovich and Giordano 1992; L 1992; Jenkins 1995; Jenkins 1997;
Drapela 2005; 2006; Crosnoe 2006; Hawdon1996a; ldav@99). Thus, it is hypothesized that
attachment to significant others is directly andatevely related to deviant behavior. (See Model

1).
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Commitment to conventional lines of success anai@#s toward devianceHirschi
(1969) originally conceptualized the bond of conmant to refer to an individual’'s investment
in the conventional means of success within a spci@mong the conventional means of
success described by Hirschi was commitment toathual attainment. Hirschi’'s (1969)
research examined the individual’s motivation toaddl in school and the importance they
placed upon getting good grades. According todHir€1969), an individual who has placed an
emphasis on trying hard and obtaining good gradssrvested a great deal of time and effort
into succeeding through the legitimately definedangeto success in our society. They therefore
have a lot to lose if they deviate from the normeBystem promulgated by this institution.
Thus, it would be expected that individuals whamethemselves as committed to their
education would internalize the normative systerwéwded by the educational institution and
would therefore develop unfavorable attitudes tahdeviant behaviors that would jeopardize
their success within this realm. Therefore, hypothesized that commitment to the educational
institution is directly and negatively associatathwolerant attitudes toward deviance (see

Model 1).

Commitment to conventional lines of success andudelbehavior. As Hirschi (1969:
162) argues, “social control is inherent in theamigation of a society; deviation automatically
jeopardizes one’s chances of success in that gotmedrder for such a built-in system of
regulation to be effective, actors in the systensinperceive the connection between deviation
and reward and must value the rewards society gpespm withhold as punishment for
deviation.” Among those conventional goals diseddsy Hirschi (1969) is educational
attainment. Education is a means by which indigigumove toward a legitimate adult status and

the means through which they will eventually mavi@ian occupational field. When the
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individual is motivated to strive for success thlgbwconventional goals, in this case educational
attainment, this aspiration provides a buffer aglagleviance, as deviance is a means of
precluding the attainment of this valued goal. §has Hirschi (1969: 171) argues, “the higher
the aspiration, the less likely the child is toidés.” Based on this argument, it is hypothesized
that commitment to the conventional lines of sus¢bsough educational attainment is directly

and negatively associated with deviant behaviSee(Model 1).

Involvement in legitimate activities and attitudeward deviance As Hirschi (1969)
argues, involvement in activities deemed to betilagiie by a society decreases the motivation
that an individual has to engage in deviance. & original bond of involvement has been

criticized in the theoretical research (see Hawti@®0 for review) the theoretical

re-conceptualization of this bond as routine attipatterns has clarified the concept and has
been demonstrated to be a sound concept by empagmarch (Hawdon 1999). Through
involvement in instrumental and goal directed ati&s, the individual has decreased opportunity
to engage in acts of deviance due to the levetuafdjanship exerted upon their routines. While
Hirschi (1969) and Hawdon (1999) did not concepreathe bond of involvement in relation to
attitudes toward deviance, it could also be arghatlindividuals who become involved in
legitimate activities would be exposed to the ndivesattitudes promulgated by these activities
and would therefore develop a disposition thanislerant of deviance. Thus, it is hypothesized
that involvement will be directly and negativelysasiated with attitudes toward deviance. (See

Model 1).

Involvement in legitimate activities and devianh&@or. According to Hawdon (1999)

the greater the visibility and instrumentality ofcaitine, the greater the amounts of social control
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that are exerted on the individual engaged in dlime. Those routines that are not visible and
instrumental allow the individual to avoid sociahtrol and therefore provide the opportunity
for them to engage in deviance. Thus, as Hawd886d; 1999) argues, it is not simply
involvement as Hirschi (1969) originally conceptoadl the measure that matters; it is
involvement in specific activities that are institunally defined as legitimate that exert a
controlling influence on deviant behavior. Therefat would be expected that involvement in
activities that are defined as legitimate by theiety at large would provide a controlling
influence on deviant behavior through the limitataf opportunity and through the increase in
guardianship that provides a controlling influecebehavior (Hawdon 1999; Osgood 1996). It
is hypothesized that involvement in legitimate \dtiis has a direct and negative association

with deviant behavior. (See Model 1).

Belief in the legitimacy of the law and attitudew/ard devianceAs Hirschi (1969)
argues, belief involves an individual's acceptaotcthe legitimacy of the law. Hirschi (1969:
25) specifically notes that some individuals “dd have an attitude of respect toward the rules
of society.” While Hirschi did not originally foradate this element of the bond in such a way, it
is logical to conclude that individuals who respibet rules of society would hold unfavorable
attitudes toward deviance while those who do nbebe in the legitimacy of the law would hold
favorable attitudes toward deviance. While thesyeint of the bond is, as previously stated,
conceptually the same as attitudes toward deviaheayay that it is operationalized in this
study is distinct from the operationalization dftatles toward deviance. While attitudes toward
deviance are being measured with a series of quesstegarding the individual's personal stance
toward a variety of deviant behaviors, belief ia thgitimacy of the law is operationalized as the

individual’s respect for the authority figures afrsociety. While conceptually similar, these
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two concepts represent two distinct measures nstinidy, and therefore both concepts will be
retained in the analysis and treated as two separat distinct measures. Thus, itis
hypothesized that belief in the legitimacy of the/lwill be directly and negatively related to

attitudinal tolerance of deviance. (See Model 1).

Belief in the legitimacy of the law and devianb&e&or. Hirschi’'s bond of belief refers
to an individual’s belief in the legitimacy of tlhew. Research that has examined this element of
the bond in relation to deviant behavior has shtva individuals who believe in the legitimacy
of the law are less likely to engage in various aftdeviance (Hirschi 1969; Hirschi and Stark
1969; Krohn and Massey 1980; Massey and Krohn 18gér 1990; Sampson and Bartusch
1998). Thus, it is hypothesized that belief in légitimacy of the law is directly and negatively

related to deviant behavior.

Association with deviant peers and attitudes towagediance. The deviant peer group
provides a venue in which the individual can engagects of deviance while simultaneously
having their behavior validated by their friendgge 1971). Sutherland (1939) argues that
when the peer group an individual associates wotdshfavorable attitudes toward deviance,
they will expose the individual to these deviatitades, and the individual is also likely to
personally adopt these favorable attitudes towaxdashce. Further, as Akers (1985) elaborates
groups, particularly primary groups consistinghad tndividual’s peers, expose individuals to
definitions and provide them with models to imitated reinforcements for particular behavior
patterns. These peers expose individuals to defirsitthat are both general and specific, that is
they provide definitions concerning the moral caventional values and norms that are

either favorable or unfavorable, and they alsontrilee person to particular acts or series of acts.
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If an individual is exposed to deviant peers aredrtbn-normative behavior of the individual is
reinforced through various types of rewards, regsonable to assume that the individual will
develop a positive orientation to deviance withgbal of continued acceptance and positive
reinforcement from their deviant peer group. Thuis, hypothesized that association with
deviant peers will have a direct and positive refethip with attitudinal tolerance of deviance.

(See Model 1).

Association with deviant peers and deviant behavis Sutherland (1939) argues, and
ample empirical research suggests (Vowell and @0é4; Brownfield 2003; Piquero, Tibbetts
and Blankenship 2005; Nofziger and Hye-Ryeon 26@ellon and Van Gundy 2006), an
individual who associates with deviant others igerlikely to engage in deviant behavior than
an individual who associates with conforming oth&twough association with deviant others
and an absence of other conforming influenceseir tives, the individual develops an excess of
favorable attitudes toward deviance over unfaveraltitudes toward deviance, and through
these attitudes they develop the drives, motivatiand rationalizations for deviance (Sutherland
1939). Thus, it is hypothesized that participatioth deviant peers has a direct and positive

relationship with deviant behavior. (See Model 1).

Attitudes toward deviance and deviant behavibhe empirical and sociological
literature on deviant behavior has demonstratedhtipertance of attitudes toward deviance in
predicting deviant behavior (see Jessor and J&85ar, Kaplan 1975; Hirschi 1969; Sutherland
1939; Hawdon 2005 for example). Thus, it is hypsthed that tolerant attitudes toward

deviance are directly and positively related toidetvbehavior. (See model 1).

35



Gendered Modelsln addition to testing the overall model to detarenihe factors that
contribute to tolerant attitudes toward deviance éeviant behavior, | will also be running the
models separately by gender. This step will bertak ascertain whether there are any
significant gender differences between males andlffes in the sample. Based on previous
literature and empirical studies, there are ceitadicators in the statistical model that would be
expected to differ by gender. First, the empiritalature has demonstrated that the social bond
of attachment has an overall inhibiting influencedeviant behavior for both males and females
(Warr 2007; Kostelecky 2005; Buist, Dekovic, Meaumsl Van Aken 2004), but other studies
have shown that this particular bond is a more soptedictor of female deviance than male
deviance (Cerkovich and Giordano 1987; Alarid, Barand Cullen 2000; Daigle, Cullen and
Wright 2007; Kerpelman and Smith Adcock 2005, Hwerand Betts 2002). Thus, it is expected
that the social bond of attachment will be a stesmyedictor of tolerant attitudes toward
deviance and deviant behavior for females thamfales. Like attachment, commitment has
also been generally validated as an inhibitingdiafdr deviance for both males and females
(Cernkovich and Giordano 1992; Mak 1991; Jungerd@82; Rankin and Kern 1994).
However, some research has shown that commitmergti®nger predictor of deviance for
females than for males (Laundra, Kiger and Bah220@nkins 1995). It is therefore expected
that the social bond of commitment will be a streangredictor of deviant behavior for females
than for males. Research has shown that the domial of involvement provides an inhibiting
influence on deviant behavior (Hawdon 1999; Osgb@@6). Despite the general negative
influence of involvement on deviant behavior, soemearch has shown that this bond is a
stronger predictor for males than for females (Hegland Betts 2002; Ozbay and Ozkan 2008;

Daigle, Cullen and Wright 2007). Based on this/jmes research, it is expected that the bond of
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involvement will be a stronger predictor of tolerattitudes toward deviance and deviant
behavior for males in the sample. Belief in thgitienacy of the law has also been empirically
validated as a deterrent to deviant behavior (Kramh Massey 1980; Massey and Krohn 1986;
Tyler 1990; Sampson and Bartusch 1998). Whileasearch has shown this social bond to be a
more valid predictor of deviant behavior for oneder over another, it is predicted that belief
will have a stronger influence on females’ attitsiti@wvard deviance and deviant behavior due to
the inter-relationship of religious belief and leélin the legitimacy of the law (Donaldson,
Graham, & Hansen 1994; Elliott & Menard, 1996 Bea@87; Zhang, Wieczorek, &Welte

1997; Elifson, Peterson and Hadaway 2006; BendaCamaiyn 2002; Desrosiers and Miller
2008; Nonemaker, McNeely and Blum 2003; Johnsah 2001; Johnson et al 2000;

Cernkovich and Giordano 1992; Rankin and Kern 1994jis relationship is predicted based on
the literature that demonstrates that females teie more religious than males (Roth and Kroll
2007; Sullins 2006; Jang and Johnson 2005). &tiosl to differential association theory, it is
expected that association with deviant peers vaMena stronger influence on tolerant attitudes
toward deviance and deviant behavior for maleténsample. This relationship is predicted
based on empirical research that has establisla¢@ds$kociation with deviant peers is a more
powerful predictor of tolerant attitudes toward id@xce and deviant behavior for males rather
than females (Alarid, Burton and Cullen 2000). afliy it is expected that both the scientific
worldview and the cultural ideology of individuatiswill be a stronger predictor of males’
tolerant attitudes toward deviance and devianteh#an females. This relationship is
predicted based on previous research that demtessttat males are socialized into the
scientific realm at a greater rate than are fem@astman and Hartman 2008; Phipps 2006) and

that, in relation to males, females tend to exppesterence for cooperative and group oriented
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relationships while males favor competitive relaships (Realo, Allik and Badi 2002; Watkins

et al 1998).
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Model 1. Hypothesized relationships among study variables

Science

Commitment

Involvement

Attitudes towards deviance |— | Deviant Behavior

Belief / N

Deviant peers

Individualism

Attachment
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CHAPTER I

METHODOLOGY

Data for this dissertation was collected from agl@nof college students at a large
research-based university located in the southweptat of Virginia. All data included in this
study was collected within one semester (approxyaine and a half months). Questionnaires
were distributed to students in attendance foustergraduate sociology classes. One of the
classes was an introductory level freshman cotose were sophomore level courses, and one
was a senior level course. Participation in thislgtwas voluntary. Since student attendance
records were not taken on the days of survey Higion, there is no way to accurately configure
the rate of participation. However, from the numbiecompleted surveys obtained from each
class and based on a visual inspection of theedasisere is no reason to believe that rates of
participation fell below fifty percent.

A total of 239 surveys were collected from studertiowever, only 202 surveys
provided all of the necessary information. Thersedevels of classes involved in the study
range from freshman to senior, and there was &velya even distribution of each year in school
represented in the final sample. Roughly, 27%hefdample were freshmen, 24% were
sophomore, 30% were juniors and 19% were senidfshe 202 respondents whose data was
utilized in this study, 71 or roughly 35% were matel 131 or roughly 65% were females, thus
the survey is heavily skewed toward females. TNerall gender distribution for the sample
roughly matches the gender distribution within eatthe courses that was surveyed; the data
was also skewed toward females. In the introdyatourse, 69.3% of those enrolled were
female; in the four sophomore level courses thaewsearveyed the data was also skewed toward

females. The gender distribution in these counses69.2% female, 88.1% female, 50%
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female, and 56.3% female respectively. Finallg, sbnior level course was 68.2% female. Thus,
overall the classes were approximately 66% fem#en compared with the overall gender
distribution that indicated that the sample was 66ptale, it indicates that the sample is not as
heavily skewed toward females as it first appeatadtead, it reflects the gender distribution of
the population from which it was selected. Rou@d$o of the sample identified themselves as
white, 1.0% indicated that they were white, noH@panic descent, 3% indicated that they were
white and were of Hispanic descent, 5% identifleghtselves as black, .5% identified
themselves as black and not of Hispanic descentes@ponded that they were black and were of
Hispanic descent, 4.5% indicated that they weraand 1.5% indicated that they fell into
some other racial or ethnic classification.

The survey instrument was constructed using Dillisi§2000) Tailored Design Method
and consisted of nine different sections-in ordeappearance: (1) informed consent attainment,
(2) description of self and self beliefs, (3) im@wrce of goals and perceived likelihood of
achieving said goals, (4) behavior of close frier{@} attitudes toward a variety of deviant
behaviors, (6) self-report deviance, (7) involvetrarvarious activities (8) personal opinions on
frequently discussed issues and (9) demographicacidl characteristics of the respondent (see
Appendix A for the complete survey). In totak tsurvey contained fifty-eight questions and
took approximately twenty minutes for participattsomplete. The survey document was
approved for use by Virginia Tech’s Internal ReviBaoard [approval # 08-574 FR] (see
Appendix A for complete survey).

In addition to the survey, each respondent wasrgiwo copies of an IRB approved
consent form (see Appendix B) and was instructegad it carefully and sign both copies if

they agreed to participate in the study. Individeapondents were asked to return one copy of
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the informed consent document to the principal stigator and to keep the other copy for their
own personal records. The consent form includehtaoduction to the study as well as
instructions of anonymity and notification of freed to withdraw from the study at any time.

Subsequent to the data collection process, ind@licespondent’s sheets were taken to
the University’s test scoring center where theyenssranned and entered into a spreadsheet
program. Upon receipt of the original file fronettest scoring center, | transferred the data into
an SPSS format using the STAT transfer prograne ddta set originally consisted of 239
cases; however, 37 respondents refused to answeysguestions and were eliminated from the
data set. A final data preparation process wassBgnment of variable names and variable
labels to the survey questions.

The dependent variable

The dependent variable for this analysis is devbatiavior. The behaviors chosen to
represent the dependent variable reflect a rangdrainal and deviant behavior with differing
degrees of severity. Overall, 11 different itemegevincluded on the survey (see Table 1 for the
items included in the measure of deviant behawiorAppendix A for exact question wording).

An overall formative index of deviant behavior wasated that included all eleven measures of
deviance that were asked of survey participantees& measures were adapted from the National
Youth Survey (Elliot 1977-1983) and used in a fotireindex of deviance by Elliot, Huzinga,

and Ageton (1984). Items included in this scalgeafnom acts of deviance that are mild in
nature to more major criminal acts. Furthermdrerea are acts included in this index that few
people in the sample have engaged in. The thasrgresented in this research, does not specify
that holding a scientific worldview and valuing thatural ideology of individualism will lead to

a specific type of deviant behavior. The measuas @esigned to include a wide range of
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deviant behaviors, all of which are deviant by letgfinition and all of which have face validity.
Including this wide range of measures, despitdahethat few people in the sample have
engaged in several of the selected measures, atishegptwo goals. First, it captures people
that only engage in more serious forms of deviatiavior, and it avoids the criticism often
made of Hirschi (1969) that his theory only expéaminor acts of deviance. While analyzing
these items separately could pose methodologichlgms such as an extremely skewed
dependent variable that makes it difficult to explany variation, including them in an index
does not pose this problem because overall thexinde a fairly normal distribution. Overall,
the dependent variable in this study provides mlvakasure of a wide range of deviant
behaviors which allows for a more stringent tesheftheory. Limiting the measure to only
minor acts of deviance would only increase the abdliy that the theory would be supported.
In creating this measure of deviant behavior, Icmmducting a more critical test of the proposed
theory.

In order to create the formative index of devia@havior, each of the eleven deviance
variables was first reverse coded so that a highesaf 4 indicated that the respondent had
engaged in the deviant behavior six or more times the past year, and a low score of 1
indicated that the respondent had not engagecibehavior at all over the past year. Next,
each of the variables was again recoded into a duwamable where a score of zero indicated
that the individual had not engaged in the devieefiavior and a score of one indicated that they
had. The decision to recode the scale into dumaniables was made because, recoded in this
manner, each item designates whether or not anidhudil has engaged in a particular behavior,
and the more behaviors that a respondent has eshgatjee more deviant they can be

considered. Finally, the formative index of dewie was computed by adding each of the
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deviant behaviors together. (See Table 1 for deteei statistics). An alpha reliability analysis
conducted on the formative index produced a Chrambalpha of .57. Since this index is a
“formative indicator” or a “composite latent varlabthe inter-item correlations are
unimportant. That is, for these concepts, thecawirs are not reflective of their respective
concepts. Instead, the concepts are dependehemnéaspective indicators with each item
representing engaging in deviance. In this typeme&surement model, the items may be
positively correlated, inversely correlated or umelated (see Bollen and Lennox 1991).

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Vasdble

Range Mean Standard Deviation

Variables used to construct measure of deviant bekiar

How often have you cheated on school 1 41 A€
How often have you binge drank alcc 1 7€ Az
How often have you smoked marijua 1 A4C A€
How often have used stimula? 1 .04 2C
How often have you used designer drt 1 .04 2C
How often have you used opiat 1 .01 AC
How often have you destroyed propel 1 .0¢ 28
How often have you stolen somethi 1 2z 41
How often have you burcrized a home or busines 1 .01 .01
How often have you downloaded songs or movie 1 71 A€

the internet without paying for them?

How often have you used violence against anothe
person? 1 13 34

Formative index of deviant behavior 9 2.8 1.7
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The independent variables

The independent variables in this analysis arwiddalism, the scientific worldview,
attachment, commitment, involvement, belief, asstomn with deviant peers and attitudes
toward less serious deviance. While all of theepehdent variables were saved as a
standardized factor, | will still be reporting threetric scale descriptive for each measure to give
a sense of what the variable distribution looks.lilMeasures of individualism included in the
survey were adapted from measures used in the AndKkhdividualism and Collectivism Scale
(AICS) (Shulfruf, Hattie, and Dixon 2007). Respents were asked to indicate their level of
agreement to four questions designed to tap lefeiglividualism. The questions asked

”

respondents to report whether they “always,” “alt@ways,” “almost never,” or “never” would
use the following statements to describe themseltgksee myself as my own person, 2) it is
important for me to be able to act as an indepehgerson, 3) | enjoy being unique and
separate from others, and 4) | consider myse# asique and separate person from others.
Each of these items was recoded so that the higle 4, indicated the respondent always
thought of, or described himself or herself in thesys, and a low score of 1 indicated that they
never thought of or described themselves in thismaa Subsequent to the recoding of the
variables, a factor analysis was conducted. Timdyais showed that all four variables loaded
on a single factor. Therefore, the items wereimethin one measure of individualism and saved

as a standardized scale. Scale reliability anafgsithis variable is .61. See Table 2 for

descriptive statistics.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics and Chronbach’s Adha for Individualism Variables N=202

Range Mean Standard Chronbach’s Alpha
Deviation for Scale
Variables used to construct scale
of individualism
| see myself as “my own 4 3.50 .55
person”
It is important for me to be able 4 3.50 .55
to act as an independent
person
| enjoy being unique and different 4 3.27 .54
from others
| consider myself as a unique 4 3.31 .61
person separate from others
Individualism Scale 16 13.58 1.52 .61

The second independent variable in this analylsgsscientific worldview, was
constructed using the following questions:St)ence is likely to solve the world’s problems
such as global warming, overpopulation and hunggt, consider myself to be religious person,
3) how often do you attend religious services, 4nkdow often do you pray.The trust in
science variable is an original measure developethfs study and was designed to measure the
extent to which the individual respondent ascriieescientific rationalism or the scientific
worldview. The variables measuring the individeakligiosity, religious service attendance and
frequency of prayer were adapted from measuresingbeé General Social Survey (Davis,
Smith and Marsden 2003). The questions designettasure the respondent’s trust in science
and religiosity were both recoded so that a highiesof 4 indicated that the respondent “tended
to strongly agree” with the statement and a loweaod 1 indicated that the respondent “tended
to strongly disagree” with the statement. Thealalgs designed to measure frequency of

religious service attendance and frequency of pragee left in their original coded form where

46



a high score indicated that the respondent “nea€nded religious services or prayed and a
low score indicated that they attended religiousises or prayed “almost every day.” After the
recoding procedures were completed, the variabée factor analyzed. The analysis showed
that all four variables loaded a single factor.isfactor was saved as a standardized variable
and was labeled the scientific worldview. The sgaliability analysis for this variable is .77.
See Table 3 for descriptive statistics.

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics and Chronbach’s Alha for Scientific Worldview (N =202)

Range Mean Standard Chronbach’s Alpha
Deviation for Scale

Items used to construct the

scientific worldview scale

Science is likely to solve the 4 2.67 .76
world’s problems such as global

warming, overpopulation and

hunger

How often do you attend 6 4.48 1.25

religious services?

How often do you pray? 6 3.01 1.85

| consider myself to be a religious 4 2.43

Person

Scientific Worldview Scale 20 12.58 3.93 g7

Association with deviant peers is the third indegent variable for this analysis. The
measures used to develop this variable were ad&ptedthe National Youth Survey (Elliot
1977-1983) and used by Elliot, Huzinga, and Ag€i®84) and are designed to represent
Sutherland’s (1939) differential association theofye questions: During the past year, how
many of your closest friends have cheated on sdketd, 2) during the past year, how many of
your closest friends have binge drank alcohol, @hduring the past year how many of your
closest friends have smoked marijuamere each recoded so that a high score indichtgd t

almost all of the respondents’ friends had engagéldese behaviors, and a low score indicated
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that none of the respondents’ friends had engag#tese behaviors. Next, a factor analysis was
conducted on these three variables. The analgeisex that all three variables loaded on a
single factor. Therefore, the scale was standadd&nd saved as the variable association with
deviant peers. Scale reliability analysis showed the association with deviant peers scale has
an alpha reliability of .73. See Table 4 for dggore statistics.

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics and Chronbach’s Alha for Association with Deviant Peers
Scale (N=202).

Range Mean Standard Chronbach’s
Deviation Alpha

Variables used to construct the scale

association with deviant peers
During the past year, how many of 5 2.78 1.04
your closest friends have cheated on
school tests?
During the past year, how many of 5 4.05 1.12
your closest friends have binge drank
alcohol?
During the past year, how many of 5 3.02 1.02
your closest friends have used
marijuana?

Association with Deviant Peers Scale 15 9.86 2.57 73

The variables attachment to significant othersyrmitment to legitimate lines of success,
belief in the legitimacy of the law and involvemémiegitimate activities are included as
independent variables and represent the four sborads theoretically described and
methodologically developed by Hirschi (1969). Theestions devised to measure the bond of
attachment were based on Hirschi's (1969) origmehsures of this methodological concept (see
Appendix A for all variables designed to measutadiiment). After a preliminary investigation
of the correlations among the variables designeddasure this bond, the following survey
guestions were selected for use:Mb) family is important to me, 2) It is important foy

mother or female guardian to respect me, and B)important for my father or male guardian
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to respect me Survey respondents were asked to indicate lineet of agreement with each of
these questions using the following categoriesern'to strongly agree,” “tend to agree,” “tend

to disagree,” and “tend to strongly disagree.” leatthese variables was reverse coded so that a
response of “tend to strongly agree” received igadst value and a response of “tend to

strongly disagree” received the lowest coded vaMext, a factor analysis of these variables

was conducted that showed that the three item&tbad a single factor. The scale reliability for
this analysis produced an alpha of .58. Theretbesitems were saved as a standardized
variable and labeled attachment. See Table 5dscriptive statistics.

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics for Attachment (N202).

Range Mean Standard Deviation

Items used to construct the attachment scale

My family is important to me 4 1.12 .36
It is important for my mother 4 1.35 .62
or female guardian to respect

me

It is important for my father or 4 1.48 .78

male guardian to respect me

Attachment scale 12 11.09 1.29

The commitment variable was constructed using guesbased on Hirschi’'s (1969)
original conception of the bond of commitment. eTquestiond) | try hard in school and 2)
getting a good education is important to mere used to measure this variable. Each of these
variables was recoded so that a high score indldht the respondent “tended to strongly

agree” with the statement, and a low score indit#tat the respondent “tended to strongly
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disagree” with the statement. The inter-item datien for these two variables was .290
(p<.01). A factor analysis of these two variatdbswed that they both loaded on a single factor.
Therefore, they were saved as a standardized Vaiabd to measure commitment to legitimate

lines of success. See Table 6 for descriptivessiti

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for Commitment (N=202).

Range Mean Standard Deviation

Items used to construct the commitment scale
| try hard in school. 4 3.36 .67

Getting a good education is 4 3.79 46
important to me.

Commitment Scale 8 7.15 .92

Measures of involvement in the educational ingbtutvere adapted from Hawdon’s
(1999) re-conceptualization of involvement as no@itactivity patterns. In his analysis of the
bond of involvement, Hawdon (1999) found that sedistinct patterns of involvement emerged:
athletic pattern, recreational pattern, socialgattliterary pattern, academic pattern, performing
arts pattern and arts and crafts pattern. Therfactalysis of items developed to measure the
involvement bond for the current study showed ¢éhelear academic pattern emerged. Thus, the
following questions were selected to compose thasome of academic involvement: Hyw
often do you patrticipate in school clubs or actestsuch as volunteer work and 2) How often do
you studyThe inter-item correlation for these two variabhess .204 (p<.01). Each of these
variables was first recoded so that a high valug ioflicated that the respondent engaged in
these academic activities “almost every day,” atmhascore of 1 indicated that they “never”
engaged in these activities. Next, the two iterasawised to create a scale of involvement and

were saved as standardized variables. See Tdbted@scriptive statistics.
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Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for Involvement (I$202).

Range Mean Standard
Deviation

Variables used to construct the involvement
scale

How often do you participate
school clubs or activities such 5 3.26 1.13
as volunteer work?

How often do you study? 5 4.46 .55
Involvement scale 10 7.71 1.35

Measures of belief in the legitimacy of the law evadapted from Hirschi’'s (1969)
original conceptualization of the bond of beliefh\ belief in the legitimacy of the law can
refer to belief in the moral validity of writtenva it can also refer to the legitimacy of law
enforcement. Measures originally used by HirstB60) that gauge belief in the moral validity
of the law such adlt'is alright to get around the law if you can gavay with it,” were not
selected for use in this study because the coofehts measure is similar to the measures of
attitudes toward deviance utilized in this studyurther, most studies on social control theory
operationalize the variable belief in the legitimad the law as it is in this study (see Kemp
1993). While not measuring belief in the moraitiegacy of the law could be a potential
limitation to this study, it is not, as measureat tiap belief in the moral legitimacy of the lave ar
included in the measure of attitudes toward dewanthe measures used to construct belief in
the legitimacy of law enforcement add further ediation to the process througihich
individuals become deviant. Respondents weredaskendicate whether they “tend to strongly
agree,” “tend to agree,” “tend to disagree,” onteo strongly disagree” with the following

statements: 1you should respect the police and 2) the policehargestThe inter-item
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correlations between these two variables are .48Q{). Each of these variables was reverse
coded so that a high score indicated that the refgrds “tended to strongly agree” with the
statement, and a low score indicated that the respu “tended to strongly disagree” with the
statement. Subsequent to the recoding procedudessca analysis was conducted on these two
variables. The results of the factor analysisdat#id that the two variables comprised a single
measure. Therefore, the variables were savedestandardized measure of belief in the
legitimacy of the law. See Table 8 for descripstatistics.

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics and Chronbach’s Alha for Belief in the Legitimacy of the
Law (N=202).

Range Mean  Standard Deviation

Items used to construct scale

The police are honest. 4 2.62 .67
You should respect the 4 3.35 .66
police.

Belief in the legitimacy of the law scale 8 5.97 1.14

Finally, the survey contained measures designedgess an individual’s attitudes toward
deviance that was adapted from the National Youttvey (Elliot 1977-1983) and was used by
Elliot, Huzinga, and Ageton (1985). Respondenteevesked to indicate, in their opinion, how
wrong they felt various acts of deviance were usirggfollowing response categories: “Not
wrong at all,” “a little bit wrong,” “wrong” or “vey wrong.” After conducting a factor analysis
on all the attitudes toward deviance variablesudet! in the survey (see Appendix A for full
listing of questions designed to measure attittoesard deviance) a measure of attitudes toward
less serious deviance was selected for use iratialysis. While the dependent variable, deviant

behavior, includes both minor and major acts ofa®e, the attitudinal tolerance of deviance
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scale only includes attitudes toward less serigpeg of deviance. Using this measure to predict
more serious types of deviance speaks to the dwalality of the assertions that these factors
predict or possibly cause deviant behavior. thiech more powerful to demonstrate that
someone who is attitudinally tolerant of less sgsitypes of deviance is personally engaging in
more serious types of deviant behavior. The altistltoward deviance scale includes the
following questions: 1How wrong is it to cheat on school tests, 2) hownris it to binge

drink alcohol, 3) how wrong is it to smoke marijaaand 4) how wrong is it to download songs
or movies off the internet without paying for thelfach of these variables was reverse coded so
that a high score indicated tolerance of deviamckaalow score indicated intolerance of
deviance. The variables were then entered ingzt@if analysis and saved as standardized
scores. The alpha reliability analysis for thisiaile produced an alpha of .73. See Table 9 for
descriptive statistics.

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics and Chronbach’s Adha for Attitudes toward Deviance
(N=202).

Range Mean Standard Chronbach’s Alpha
Deviation for Scale

Items used to construct attitudes
toward deviance scale

In your opinion, how wrong i 4 1.72 Tz

it to cheat on school tests?

In your opinion, how wrong is it 4 2.9 .84

to binge drink alcohol?

In your opinion, how wrong is 4 2.6¢ 1.C

to smoke marijuana?

In your opinion, how wrong is

to download songs or movies off 4 2.86 .76

the internet without paying for

them?
Attitudes toward deviance scale 16 10.22 2.4¢ Tz
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Zero-order correlations

Table 10 presents the zero-order correlations arttengariables under investigation.
Attachment to significant others only obtained digant correlations with involvement (.148,
p<.05) and the scientific worldview (-.197, p<.0T)he variable commitment to legitimate
means of success was positively correlated witbliement in legitimate activities (.268,
p<.01), belief in the legitimacy of the law (.2585.01) and individualism (.244, p<.01) and was
significantly and negatively correlated with assticn with deviant peers (-.147, p<.05),
tolerant attitudes toward deviance (-.144, p<.0m) deviant behavior (-.235, p<.05).
Involvement in legitimate activities is significhaand positively correlated with belief in the
legitimacy of the law (.139, p<.05) and is sigrafitly and negatively correlated with association
with deviant peers (-.155, p<.05), the scientifioridview (-.171, p<.05), tolerant attitudes
toward deviance (-.182, p<.01) and deviant behgvi@69, p<.01). The variable belief in the
legitimacy of the law obtained a positive and digant correlation with individualism (.147,
p<.05) and is negatively and significantly correthtvith association with deviant peers (-.272,
p<.01), the scientific worldview (-.167, p<.05)ldrmant attitudes toward deviance (-.373, p<.01)
and deviant behavior (-.308, p<.01). Associatidgti\deviant peers is positively and
significantly correlated with the scientific worlidw (.259, p<.01), tolerant attitudes toward
deviance (.547, p<.01) and deviant behavior (.p9101). The scientific worldview is
positively and significantly correlated with botidrant attitudes toward deviance (.384, p<.01)
and deviant behavior (.260, p<.01). Finally, talgrattitudes toward deviance are positively and

significantly correlated with deviant behavior (5®<.01).
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Table 10: Zero-order Correlations for Attachment, Commitment, Involvement, Belief,
Association with Deviant Peers, Science, Individueim, Attitudes toward Deviance and
Deviant Behavior (N=202).

Attachment Commitment Involvement Belief Deviant  Science Individualism Attitudes Deviant
Peers toward Behavior
Deviance
Attachment 1 .148* .082 .103 .015 =197 .065 -.036 -.054
Commitment .148* 1 .268** .258** -.147* -.061 244 -.144* 235**
Involvement .082 .268** 1 139 -.155* -171* -.037 -.182** LB**
Belief .103 .258** .139* 1 -272% -167* 147 =373 308**
Deviant Peers .015 -.147* -.155* =272 1 .259** -.086 547 BL**
Science - 197** -.061 -171* -.167* .259%* 1 .051 .384** 6D**
Individualism .065 244 -.037 147 -.086 .051 1 -.053 -.109
Attitudes toward -.036 -.144* -.182** -.373* 547 .384** -.053 1 .582**
Deviance
Deviant Behavior -.054 -.235** -.269** -.308** 5971** .260** -.109 582** 1

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level.

Structural Equation Modeling

The multivariate statistical technique that wtbkzed in this analysis was structural
equation modeling. Structural equation modeling s&lected due to its ability to use regression
equations to construct both direct and indirechpdtetween the study variables and for the
ability of this statistical technique to estimatetal causal effect of the entire model (Knoke,
Bohrnstedt and Mee 2002). A preliminary analy$ithe hypothesized model showed that the
variable attachment had a non-normal distributaomd none of the paths involving this variable
were statistically significant. Since this varialVas not significantly related to any of the other

variables in the study, it was dropped from thessgjoent analyses. The first model that was
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tested included all the hypothesized relationshipsng the study variables as well as
relationships among variables suggested by thefroation indices of AMOS. Tables 11 and
12 present the results of the structural equatiodehon the full model. The chi-square for the
full model was 4.05 with 4 degrees of freedom ampdodability level of .399. This statistic
indicates that the null hypothesis that the modelschot adequately fit the data should not be
rejected. In the full model, individualism has &edt, significant, and positive relationship with
commitment (B=.248, p<.01), commitment has a djreignificant, and positive relationship
with involvement(B=.259, p<.01), association witgwent peers has a direct, significant and
positive relationship with tolerant attitudes todiaeviance (B=.422, p<.01), the scientific
worldview has a direct, significant, and positiedationship with tolerant attitudes toward
deviance (B=.231, p<.01), belief in the legitimadfythe law has a direct, significant, and
negative relationship with tolerant attitudes todvdeviance (B=-.213, p<.01), association with
deviant peers has a direct, significant, and pasitelationship with deviant behavior (B=.606,
p<.01) and tolerant attitudes toward deviance hdiseat, significant, and positive relationship
with deviant behavior (B=.546, p<.01). Individsah was hypothesized to have a direct and
positive relationship with favorable attitudes toddeviance. While the path coefficient
between the two variables was positive, (B=.0019,dath did not obtain statistical significance.
Commitment to the legitimate means of success Vgashgpothesized to be directly and
negatively related to tolerant attitudes towardiaese; however the path coefficient for this
relationship (B=.000) also failed to obtain statmst significance. Further, belief in the
legitimacy of the law, commitment to the legitimateans of success, and involvement in
legitimate activities were all hypothesized to hawdirect and negative relationship with deviant

behavior. While each of these variables was negigtrelated to deviant behavior with path
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coefficients of -.070, -.134, and -.210 respectivabne of the paths obtained statistical
significance. The model fit statistics for thel fmodel indicate that the model is a good fit. eTh
GFI for this model was .995 (A GFI statistic of Q.iddicates a perfect fit), the CFl was 1.00 (A
CFI statistic of 1.0 indicates a very good fit) ahd RMSEA was .08 (A RMSEA .05 or less
indicates a close fit and .08 is acceptable).hénfull model, the independent variables explained
47.6% of the variance in deviant behavior.

Table 11: Results of Structural equation model ofrull Model (N=202).

B Standard Error
Commitment<€Individualism .248* .068
Commitment€Science -.074 .068
Involvementé&Commitment .259* .067
Belief&Individualism .100 .069
Belief€&Science -.159 .067
Belief€Commitment 224 .069
Involvement&Science 155 .067
Association with Deviant Peer€Science .207 .068
Association with Deviant Peer€Involvement -.074 .069
Association with Deviant Peer€-Belief =212 .069
Attitudes toward Deviance€&Association with Deviant Peers A422* .058
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Table 11 continued...

B Standard Error

Attitudes toward Deviance&Individualism .056 .058
Attitudes toward Deviance&Commitment .060 .057
Deviant BehavioréAssociation with Deviant Peers .363* .103
Deviant Behavior&Belief -.042 .095
Deviant Behavior&Attitudes toward Deviance .327* 111
Deviant Behavior&Commitment -.080 .093
Deviant Behavior&Individualism -.040 .088
Deviant Behavioré&Science .010 .093
Deviant Behavioré&Involvement -.126 .090

GFI .995

CFlI 1.00

RMSEA .008

Squared Multiple Correlation 47.6

Table 12: Standardized Direct, Indirect and Total Hfects of the Independent Variables on
Deviant Behavior in the Full Model (N=202).

Direct effects  Indirect effects Total effects
Scientific Worldview .010 247 .266
Individualism -.040 -.072 -112
Commitment -.080 -.125 -.205
Involvement -.126 -.053 -.178
Belief -.042 -.176 -.218
Association with Deviant Peers .363 138 501
Attitudes toward deviance 327 .000 .327
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Due to the lack of significant relationships amongny of the variables in the study, the
full model was trimmed to eliminate insignificardtps with the exception of the path between
individualism and attitudes toward deviance sifgg Yariable was a key independent variable in
the study. The trimmed model was then analyzetktermine direct and indirect relationships
among study variables. The results of this anslgs® presented in Model 2 and in Tables 13
and 14.

Direct effects in trimmed model

The trimmed model utilized a sample size of 202saand the chi-square for this model
was 13.713 with 12 degrees of freedom (F=.319)efawf the relationships between study
variables that were hypothesized obtained stadi$fisignificant direct paths in the trimmed
model. First, association with deviant peers sifpeely related to tolerant attitudes toward
deviance (B= .427, p<.01). For each standard tlemianit increase in association with deviant
peers, there is a corresponding .427 standardtd@vianit increase in tolerant attitudes toward
deviance. As hypothesized, belief in the legitignatthe law is significantly and negatively
related to tolerant attitudes toward deviance (B%8, p<.01). Thus, as a respondent’s belief in
the legitimacy of the law increases one standavihtien unit, tolerant attitudes toward deviance
decreases .218 standard deviations. A key fingditigat ascribing to the scientific worldview is
directly, positively, and significantly related tmerant attitudes toward deviance (B= .237,
p<.01). For each standard deviation unit incré@sescription to a scientific worldview there is
a corresponding .237 standard deviation unit iregea attitudinal tolerance of deviance. As
hypothesized, association with deviant peers igigely related to deviant behavior (B= .376,

p<.01). An increase of one standard deviation imrgissociation with deviant peers leads to an
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increase in deviant behavior by .376 standard tlewianits. Involvement has a negative effect
on deviant behavior (B= -.165, p<.05). For eaeimdard deviation unit increase in involvement
in legitimate activities, deviant behavior decresalse .165 standard deviation units. Finally,
attitudinal tolerance of deviance is directly, sigantly and positively related to deviant
behavior (B=.349, p<.01). As attitudinal toleraraf deviance increases by one standard
deviation unit, deviant behavior increases by .Sé@dard deviation units.

In addition to the hypothesized relationships titgtined statistically significant
relationships, several other paths in the modeéwlectly and significantly related.
Involvement in legitimate activities and commitmémthe legitimate means of success were
positively and significantly related (B= .248, p%)0 For each standard deviation unit increase
in involvement, there is a corresponding .248 stathdleviation unit increase in commitment.
Commitment to the legitimate means of success wastly and significantly related to belief in
the legitimacy of the law (B=.224, p<.01). As coitment increases one standard deviation
unit, there is a corresponding .224 standard dewiamit increase in belief. Ascription to the
scientific worldview and belief in the legitimacy the law are directly and negatively related
(B=-.159, p<.01). For each standard deviation kmerease in ascription to the scientific
worldview, there is a corresponding .159 standandadion unit decrease in belief in the
legitimacy of the law. Ascription to the sciertifivorldview and association with deviant peers
is also directly and significantly related (B= .2p%01). As ascription to the scientific
worldview increases by one standard deviation asgpciation with deviant peers increases by
.219 standard deviation units. Belief in the legécy of the law is directly, negatively and

significantly related to association with deviareps (B=-.236).
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Table 13: Direct Effects in Trimmed Model (N=202).

B S.E.
Commitment& Individualism .248* .068
Science& Commitment -.074 .068
Belief&Individualism 1.0 .069
Belief&Commitment 224 .069
Belief&Science -.159* .067
Deviant Peer%Science .219* .067
Deviant Peer%Belief -.236* .067
Attitudes €Deviant Peers A27* .058
Attitudes €Individualism .004 .055
Attitudes €Science .237* .057
Involvement&Commitment .268* .068
Attitudes €Belief -.218* .057
Deviant Behavior&Deviant Peers .376* 102
Deviant Behavior&Attitudes .349* .102
Deviant Behavior&Commitment -.101 .089
Deviant Behavior&Involvement -.125 .089

GFlI
CFlI
RMSEA

Squared Multiple Correlation

.983

.994

.027

45.6

* Indicates significant relationship
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Table 14: Standardized Direct, Indirect and TotalEffects of the Independent Variables on
Deviant Behavior in the Trimmed Model (N=202).

Direct Effects Indirect Effects Total Effects
Science .000 242 242
Individualism .000 -.063 -.063
Commitment -.101 -.078 -.179
Involvement -.125 .000 -.125
Belief .000 -.200 -.200
Association with Deviant Peers 376 .149 525
Attitudes toward Deviance .349 .000 .349

For each standard deviation unit increase in balidie legitimacy of the law, there is a
corresponding .236 standard deviation unit decremassociation with deviant peers. Finally,
commitment to the legitimate means of success mmvement in legitimate activities are
directly and positively related (B=.268, p<.0s commitment to the legitimate means of
success increases by one standard deviation mvatyement in legitimate activities increases
by .268 standard deviation units.

While the previously discussed paths were the patis to obtain statistically significant
relationships in the trimmed model, there are sswaher paths worth mentioning due to the
hypothesized relationships previously stated ia guidy. First, while individualism and tolerant
attitudes toward deviance were positively relatethe model (B=.004), the path coefficient
between these two variables failed to obtain diesis Commitment to the legitimate means of
success in society was hypothesized to have atdiregative and statistically significant effect
on deviant behavior. While commitment was indeegatively associated with deviant behavior
(B=-.165), the path between these two variablésddo obtain a statistically significant
relationship.
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Indirect relationships in the trimmed model

In addition to the direct relationships among &bles in the trimmed model, there are
also several indirect relationships of note betwiberkey independent variables, the scientific
worldview and individualism and attitudinal tolecanof deviance as well as between the
independent variables and deviant behavior. ($é¢eTl3 for summary of all indirect
relationships in model.) First, in addition todlisect effect, the scientific worldview is
indirectly related to tolerant attitudes toward idece. The indirect relationship between the
scientific worldview and tolerant attitudes towakelviance is mediated through the scientific
worldview’s effect on association with deviant peand through its affect on belief in the
legitimacy of the law. Individualism is also inéatly related to tolerant attitudes toward
deviance. The indirect relationship between irdiralism and tolerant attitudes toward deviance
is mediated by individualism’s affect on belieftive legitimacy of the law. Both the scientific
worldview and individualism are indirectly relatemldeviant behavior. The scientific worldview
is indirectly related to deviant behavior in twgagte ways: first, through its effect on
association with deviant peers and secondly thratsgtffect on attitudinal tolerance of
deviance. Individualism is indirectly related tevthnt behavior first through its effect on
commitment to the legitimate means of success aoconslly through its affect on tolerant
attitudes toward deviance.

Summary of Trimmed Model

The following section contains the total effectstod independent variables in the model
on the dependent variable deviant behavior, madstdtistics for the trimmed model and the

squared multiple correlation for the effects of in@ependent variables on the dependent
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variable, deviant behavior. The total standardiz#elct of commitment to the legitimate lines of
success on deviant behavior was -.179, involvémdegitimate activities had a total effect on
deviant behavior of -.125. The variable beliefhe legitimacy had a total standardized effect of
-.200 on deviant behavior, for association withidet/peers the total standardized effect was
.525 on deviant behavior. The scientific worldviead a total effect on deviant behavior of .242
and individualism had a total effect of -.063. &y, tolerant attitudes toward deviance had a
total standardized effect on deviant behavior 49.3Thus, the total effects of the variables
designed to measure Hirschi’s (1969) social cortr@bry each had a negative total effect on the
dependent variable as would be expected givenypethesized relationships among these
variables and deviance. Further, as expectedciasism with deviant peers, the adoption of a
scientific worldview and tolerant attitudes towakelviance all had positive total standardized
effects on the dependent variable deviant behaMiowever, contrary to the hypothesized
relationship, individualism had a negative totalhstardized effect on deviant behavior. Overall,
the model was a good fit. The GFI for the trimmneadel was .983, the CFl was .994 and the
RMSEA was .027. In total, the independent varigimethe trimmed model explained 45.6% of

the variance in the dependent variable, devianatieh

Gendered Results

The Male Model

The final step in the multivariate analysis fastetudy was to conduct two separate tests
of the trimmed model, one for males and one fordies) to determine if there were any
significant differences in results between these gwoups. The total sample contained 71

males. Model 3 presents the structural equatiodet@sults for males. Tables 15 and 16
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present the results in table format. For the maddehthe chi-square statistic is 16.161 with 12
degrees of freedom (F=.184). Several relationdmypsthesized to be directly and significantly
related in the overall trimmed model also gainedigtical significance in the male model. First,
association with deviant peers and tolerant agsudward deviance were directly, positively
and significantly related (B= .523, p<.01). Focleatandard deviation unit increase in
association with deviant peers, there is a cormedipg .523 standard deviation unit increase of
tolerance for deviance among the male sample. patiecoefficient between ascription to the
scientific worldview and tolerant attitudes towakelviance obtained a statistically significant
positive relationship (B=.224, p<.05). As ascoptio the scientific worldview increases by one
standard deviation unit, tolerant attitudes towdediance increases by .224 standard deviation
units. The direct path between belief in the iegacy of the law and tolerant attitudes toward
deviance also obtained statistical significance {B¥2, p<.05). Thus, for each standard
deviation unit increase in belief in legitimacytbé law there is a corresponding .172 standard
deviation unit decrease in tolerant attitudes tohviance among the male sample. Finally,
association with deviant peers is directly and ey related to deviant behavior (B=.507,
p<.01). For each standard deviation unit increasesociation with deviant peers among males

in the sample, there was a .507 standard devianhdrincrease in deviant behavior.
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Model 3: Male Model
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Table 15: Direct Effects in Male Model (N=71).

B S.E.
Commitment<&Individualism .265* 114
Commitment€&Science -.209 132
Belief&Individualism .202 122
Science-Belief -.118 139
Deviant Peer%-Belief -.259* .091
Attitudes €Deviant Peers .514* .093
Attitudes €Individualism .067 .076
Attitudes € Science .225* .088
Deviant peer%-Science .203 110
Involvement&Commitment 403 .099
Attitudes €Belief -.212* .076
Deviance&Deviant Peers .507* .206
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Table 15 continued...

B S.E
Deviance&Attitudes .203 .203
Deviance&Commitment .007 147
Deviance& Involvement -.025 162

GFI .950
CFlI .963
RMSEA .070

Squared multiple correlation 43.4

*Indicates significant relationship

Table 16: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects of tre Predictor Variables on the Dependent
Variable in the Male Sample (N=71).

Direct Effects Indirect Effects Total Effects
Science .000 .205 .205
Individualism .000 -.039 -.039
Commitment .007 -.053 -.046
Involvement -.025 .000 -.025
Belief .000 -.203 -.203
Association with Deviant Peers .507 107 .614
Attitudes toward Deviance .208 .000 .208
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In addition to the direct paths expected to obssatistical significance in the male
model, there were also two other direct pathswae statistically significant. First,
individualism was a direct and statistically sigraiht predictor of commitment to the legitimate
means of success (B= .268, p<.05). For each stdwigaiation unit increase in individualism
there is a corresponding .268 standard deviatidnngrease in commitment. Belief in the
legitimacy of the law was also directly and negealivelated to association with deviant peers
(B=-.208, p<.05). As belief in the legitimacytbk law increases by one standard deviation
unit, association with deviant peers decrease2@8 standard deviation units among the male

sample.

In the male model there were also several expeetatonships among study variables
that failed to obtain statistical significance.rsgi while individualism and tolerant attitudes
toward deviance were indeed positively related (@8), the path coefficient between these two
variables failed to obtain statistical significand@ommitment was expected to have a negative
and statistically significant relationship with d@wt behavior in the male model; however, this
relationship was positive (B=.007) and not staiddly significant. Involvement also failed to
obtain statistical significance as a predictor @fient behavior (B =-.025) however, the path
coefficient between involvement and deviant behawias in the expected direction. Finally,
tolerant attitudes toward deviance failed to obtatistical significance as a predictor of deviant
behavior (B=.208). While this relationship failedobtain statistical significance at either the
.01 or .05 probability level the p value of .072 fiois relationship indicates that it nearly

obtained statistical significance at the .05 level.
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Overall, in the male model, the total effectshad scientific worldview on deviant
behavior were .205. Individualism had a total niegeeffect on deviant behavior of -.039 as did
commitment to the legitimate means of success/|veweent in legitimate activities and belief in
the legitimacy of the law with coefficients of -®4.025, and -.203 respectively. Association
with deviant peers and tolerant attitudes towandatee both had positive total effects on
deviant behavior with coefficients of .614 and .288pectively. The fit statistics for the male
model indicate that the model was a good fit (GRB0; CFI= .963; RMSEA= .070). In total,
the independent variables in the model explained%3f the variance in deviant behavior
among males in the sample. Although, the RMSE&ightly higher than what is preferred, this
inflated RMSEA is likely due to the small sampleesi Given the other fits, statistics indicate
the model is a good fit to the data and that theffimeents are similar to those observed in the

full model, I consider this model to fit the datdeguately.

The female model

The following sections discuss the structural éigmamodel conducted on females in the
sample. In total, there were 131 females in timepta. For the female model, the Chi-square
statistic was 9.921 with 12 degrees of freedom@E3). The structural equation model
conducted on the females in the sample is presémt@ddel 4 and in Tables 17 and 18. Many
of the expected relationships in the model gainatissical significance in the female model.
First, association with deviant peers was a difgasjtive and significant predictor of tolerant
attitudes toward deviance (B= .331, p<.01). Fahestandard deviation unit increase in
association with deviant peers there is a corredipgn331 standard deviation unit increase in

tolerant attitudes toward deviance among femalélsarsample. Ascription to the scientific
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worldview is a positive and statistically signifidgoredictor of attitudes toward deviance for
females (B=.152, p<.01). As ascription to the siife worldview increases by one standard
deviation unit, tolerant attitudes toward deviammeases by .152 standard deviation units.
Belief in the legitimacy of the law is a negativegictor of tolerant attitudes toward deviance

for females (B=-.525, p<.01). For each standadadion unit increase in belief in the
legitimacy of the law there is a corresponding .S&mdard deviation unit decrease in attitudinal
tolerance of deviance. Both association with deveeers (B=.342, p<.01) and attitudinal
tolerance of deviance (B=.394, p<.01) are stat#ii significant, positive predictors of deviant
behavior. For each standard deviation unit in@easassociation with deviant peers, deviant
behavior increases by .342 standard deviation ,umit$ for each standard deviation unit increase
in attitudinal tolerance of deviance, there is aegponding .394 standard deviation unit increase
in deviant behavior. Finally, both commitment ameblvement were significant and negative
predictors of deviant behavior at the .01 levesighificance with path coefficients of -.194 and -

.184 respectively.
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Model 4: Female Model
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Table 17: Direct Effects in Female Model (N=131).

B S.E.
Commitment<Individualism .207* .050
Commitment€&Science .034 .017
Belief&Individualism .005 .062
Belief&Commitment A77* .106
Belief€Science -.182* .021
Deviant Peer%Science 221* .055
Deviant Peer%Belief -.209* 220
Attitudes €Deviant Peers .364* .068
Attitudes €Individualism .000 119
Attitudes €Science 257* .043
Involvement&Commitment .065 .138
Attitudes €Belief -.220* 175
Deviance&Deviant Peers 342* .043
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Table 17 continued...

B S.E

Deviance&Attitudes .394* .048
Deviance&Commitment -.194* 122
Deviance&Involvement -.184* 077
GFI .982

CFI 1.0

RMSEA .000

Squared multiple correlation 49.0

* Indicated significant relationship

Table 18: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects of Pedictor Variables on Dependent Variable
in the Female Model (N=131).

Direct Effects Indirect Effects Total Effects
Science .000 235 .239
Individualism .000 -.050 -.050
Commitment -.194 -.045 -.239
Involvement -.184 .000 -.184
Belief .000 -.189 -.189
Association with deviant peers 342 143 .486
Attitudes toward deviance .394 .000 .394
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In addition to the paths expected to obtain stasissignificance, several other paths in
the female model were statistically significamdividualism and commitment were positively
related (B=.120, p<.05). For each standard de@nainit increase in individualism there is a
corresponding .120 standard deviation unit incré&asemmitment. Commitment was also
directly, positively and significantly related telkef in the legitimacy of the law (B=.007,
p<.05). As commitment increases one standard tlenianit, belief in the legitimacy of the law
increases .007 standard deviation units. Ascrigiiothe scientific worldview is a direct and
negative predictor of belief in the legitimacy bétlaw for females (B= -.045, p<.05). For each
standard deviation unit increase in ascriptiorhodcientific worldview among female
respondents, there is a corresponding .045 stamigardtion unit decrease in belief in the
legitimacy of the law. The scientific worldview ®sitively and directly related to association
with deviant peers (B= .144, p<.05). As ascriptiotthe scientific worldview increases one
standard deviation unit for females, associatioth @eviant peers increases .144 standard
deviation units. Finally, belief in the legitimaoythe law was negatively related to association
with deviant peers (B= -.548, p<.05). For eachdsad deviation unit increase in belief in the
legitimacy of the law in the female sample, thara corresponding .548 standard deviation unit
decrease in association with deviant peers. Winderidualism was expected to have a positive
and statistically significant relationship withechnt attitudes toward deviance, this direct path

failed to obtain statistical significance (B= .001)

In sum, the total effects of the two key indeperidariables, the scientific worldview
and individualism, on the dependent variable, deviehavior in the model was .235 and -.050
respectively. As expected, the other independarmnables, involvement, commitment, and

belief, all had total negative effects in the modh coefficients of -.184, -.239 and -.189
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respectively while association with deviant peerd #olerant attitudes toward deviance both had
total positive effects in the model as expectedh waefficients of .486 and .394 respectively.
The fit statistics for the female model indicatattthe model was a good fit (GFI=.982; CFI=
1.0; RMSEA = .000). In total, the independent ables in the model explained 49% of the

variance in deviant behavior among females.

Comparison of Male and Female Models

The following section provides a comparison oftiede and female models. | realize
that the standardized beta coefficients betweeivtbanodels cannot be directly compared
because these are functions of the standard davéati the two different samples. However,
they still provide a clue to the relative importaraf each path. There were many similarities
between the two gendered models. First, associatith deviant peers was a positive and
statistically significant path in both the male dathale models with path coefficients of .523
and .331 respectively. Ascription to the scieatfiorldview and tolerant attitudes toward
deviance were both directly, positively and sigrafitly related for both males (B=.224, p<.05)
and females (B=152, p<.01). Belief in the legitapaf the law was a significant and negative
predictor of tolerant attitudes toward devianceldfoth males and females. For males, each
standard deviation unit increase in belief led tdl&2 standard deviation unit increase in
tolerant attitudes toward deviance while each siethdeviation unit increase in beliefledto a -
.525 standard deviation unit decrease for femalést males this relationship was significant at
the .05 level while the significance was at theld/l for females. Association with deviant
peers and deviant behavior were both positivelysaguificantly related for males (B=.507,

p<.01) and for females (B=.342, p<.01). In additio the expected relationships, several other
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significant paths were significant in both the mahel female models. Individualism and
commitment were positively related in both modals] belief in the legitimacy of the law and
association with deviant peers were both negatiratgted in both models. Finally, while
individualism was expected to have a direct andtipeselationship with tolerant attitudes
toward deviance in both models, this path failedltain a statistically significant relationship in

both the male and female models.

Despite the similarities between the two modelstdltare some differences of note.
First, while tolerant attitudes toward deviance &asgnificant predictor of deviant behavior for
females (B=.394, p<.01), it failed to obtain stiétel significance as a predictor of deviant
behavior among males in the sample. However piils did come close to obtaining statistical
significance with a p value of .07. Involvementssadirect, negative and statistically significant
predictor of deviant behavior for females (B= -.184.-01), but this path failed to obtain
statistical significance in the male model. Fipalhe path between commitment to the
legitimate means of success and deviant behavistbetn significant and negative (B=-.194,
p<.01). This path not only failed to obtain stét&l significance in the male model, but the path
coefficient was positive (B=.007). The variancelependent variable that was explained by the
independent variables in the male and female madatssimilar with the male model explaining
43.4% of the variance in deviant behavior and émedie model explaining 49% of the variance
in deviant behavior. Again, the reader must beionatl that the standardized beta coefficients
between the two models cannot be directly compbheeduse these are functions of the standard
deviations in the two different samples. Table i&spnts the total effects of the independent
variables on the dependent variable in the fulljrimed model, the male model and the female

model.
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Table 19: Total Effects of the Independent Varial#s on the Dependent Variable in the

Trimmed Full Model, the Male Model and the Female Mydel.

Trimmed Model Male Model Female Model

Science 242 .205 .235
Individualism -.063 -.039 -.050
Commitment -.179 -.046 -.239
Involvement -.125 -.025 -.184
Belief -.200 -.203 -.189
Association with deviant peers 525 .614 .486
Attitudes toward deviance .349 .208 .394
Squared Multiple Correlation 45.6 43.4 49.0
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CHAPTER YV
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

A primary goal of this research was to contribat¢he theoretical and empirical
literature on deviant behavior. Using Hawdon’sQ20culturally based theory, | investigated
the strength of the scientific worldview and indivalism as predictors of tolerant attitudes
toward deviance when the two concepts were testediside the tenets of other predominate,
individual-level explanations of deviance, naméig social bonds of Hirshi's(1969) social
control theory and Sutherland’s (1939) differensigbociation theory. While many of the
hypothesized relationships among variables in tbdehwere supported, others were not. In
this chapter, | will review the results obtainedhrs study and attempt to explain why some of
the hypothesized relationships that were expeceze wot found. In addition, | will provide

recommendations for further studies based on titerigs of the current study.

Commitment to the conventional means of succesediety

In both the trimmed model and the male model, cament was directly and statistically
significant as a predictor of involvement in legitite activities; this finding, however, was not
replicated in the female model. The significatdtienship between commitment and
involvement is not surprising given Hirschi’'s (19@®8iginal discussion of the elements of the
social bond. While he argued that each of the baperated on an individual separately, he
also stated that they could be inter-related aatefore produce additive effects that either
pushed an individual toward or buffered them frogwidnce. In addition, for the purposes of
this analysis, commitment was conceptualized iati@h to the educational institution and

involvement was conceptualized as the “academiatime activity pattern theoretically and
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methodologically developed by Hawdon (1999). Thedtlemic” involvement measure involves
how often individuals study and how often they ggvate in school clubs or activities. Thus, it
would be expected that commitment to educationelsas involvement in educational activities
would be positively related, as was found in thmalgsis. For females, the bond of commitment
was also a significant predictor of belief in tkgitimacy of the law. It seems that for females
the educational institution provides a setting vehtbe expectations for obtaining a legitimate
adult status in society are clearly promulgatetier&fore, those who are committed to obtaining
their legitimate adult status through educatioti@iament develop a respect for or belief in the

legitimacy of the law.

In the preliminary test of the full model with &lypothesized relationships included, the
bond of commitment failed to obtain statisticalngfiigance as a predictor of intolerant attitudes
toward deviance. This path also failed to obtatistical significance in both the male and
female models conducted in this analysis. It sthéwe@l noted that while this relationship was
hypothesized to exist, the analysis was an exmloranalysis to determine if commitment
would be significantly related to attitudes towdeliance. This hypothesized relationship was
not based on any previous theoretical or empiresgarch. As Hirschi (1969: 62) originally
theorized, commitment involves the “pursuit andiget® achieve conventional goals.” This
desire, in relation to educational attainment, mmalged curtail actual involvement in deviant
behavior; however, it does not, on its own, pro\adsatalyst for the development of an
internalized normative system that is intolerande¥iance. Therefore, while this bond may
inhibit one’s own behavior, it does not necessaiyduce the negative effect on attitudes that

was expected to develop in this analysis.
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In the trimmed model, commitment was indeed a megatredictor of deviant behavior.
Though the path coefficient failed to obtain stat& significance as a predictor of deviant
behavior, the p value neared statistical signifteaat the .05 level. Thus, while this element of
the bond did fail to obtain statistical significanthe direction of the relationship was in the
hypothesized direction implying that commitmenttmventional lines of success does indeed
prove to be an inhibiting factor on deviant behaviBducational attainment is a means of
obtaining a legitimate adult status in the occugeti world in American society. As Hirschi
(1969: 162) argued “social control is inherenthia brganization of a society, deviation
automatically jeopardizes one’s chances of sudoedst society.” For those individuals who
are committed to obtaining a legitimate statusugtotheir educational aspirations, engaging in
deviant acts would seriously jeopardize their &bt reach their desired goal. Thus, as shown
by the findings of this analysis, commitment doesvjgle a deterrent to deviant behavior even if

the relationship is weak.

An interesting finding in this analysis concernthg relationship between commitment
and deviant behavior emerged when the genderedlswwdee analyzed. For females, the bond
of commitment was a negative and significant prediof deviant behavior while the
relationship between commitment and deviant bemdgiromales obtained a positive but not
statistically significant path coefficient. Stuslieave criticized social control theory along with
other predominate theories of deviance for beintgro@ntered and inapplicable to non-
normative female behavior (see Chesney-Lind 198&s@ey-Lind 1997; Chesney-Lind and
Shelden 2004). While the sample for the curramdyshas its limitations and while

generalizations cannot be made from this studyealthre results implicate that, contrary to
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numerous criticisms, the bond of commitment mayeha&evance for females as a deterrent to

deviant behavior, even more so than it does foemal

Involvement in legitimate activities

In the preliminary test of the full model with &lypothesized relationships included, the
bond on involvement, like the bond of commitmeatleld to obtain statistical significance as a
negative predictor of tolerant attitudes towardidege. The relationship was therefore not
included in subsequent analyses conducted intindlys While this theoretical relationship was
hypothesized to exist, the relationship was exadinean exploratory form and was not based
on any previous theoretical or empirical reseamidacted on attitudes toward deviance. As
with the bond of commitment, it seems that involeanis a better deterrent for actual behavior
than it is a basis for the development of an irdemoral code that promotes intolerance of

deviance.

In all three models, involvement was a negativeglfwtor of deviant behavior. The
relationship gained statistical significance aseadtor in both the trimmed model and the
female model but failed to obtain statistical sigaince as a predictor of deviance in the male
model. However, as mentioned previously, the i@lahip was indeed negative for males. This
finding is contrary to what was predicted for madssprevious research (Huebner and Betts
2002) has found that involvement is a strongeriptedof male deviance than female deviance.
Involvement, as conceptualized in this study, wasmosed of measures that gauged the
respondent’s involvement in academically orientagtines that were both visible and
instrumental (see Hawdon 1999 for discussion).HA#&/don (1999) argues, the more visible and

instrumental the routine activity patterns of agdiwdual are the more social control they are
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exposed to. The social control, in turn, limiteittopportunity to engage in acts of deviance. It
seems that involvement in legitimate activitiessjaes Hirschi (1969) originally theorized, limit

the amount of time that individuals have to engag#eviant behavior.

Belief in the legitimacy of the law

In all three models analyzed in this study, beirefthe legitimacy of the law was a
negative and statistically significant predictorassociation with deviant peers. Having respect
for and believing in the legitimacy of the law seemo provide a framework to use when
individuals select their peer group. Those wh@eesthe law tend to select peers who have a
similar outlook as they do. This finding is not@using given that individuals tend to select
their voluntary associations based on like interéskers 1985). Thus, one would expect, as
was found in this analysis, that individuals wouwltoose peers who held similar values

concerning the legitimacy of the law in our society

Belief in the legitimacy of the law also obtainstatistical significance as a negative
predictor of tolerant attitudes toward devianceach of the models analyzed in this study. As
predicted, the relationship between belief in tbgitimacy of the law and tolerant attitudes
toward deviance was stronger for females than & fwa males. This finding can be viewed in
light of other studies that have demonstrated tiiatales tend to be more religious (Roth and
Kroll 2007; Sullins 2006; Jang and Johnson 200%) tnat religiosity is interrelated with the
formation of an internal moral code that is in lingh the laws of society (Donaldson, Graham,
& Hansen 1994; Elliott & Menard, 1996 Benda 199adg, Wieczorek, &Welte 1997, Elifson,
Peterson and Hadaway 2006; Benda and Corwyn 2082pBiers and Miller 2008; Nonemaker,

McNeely and Blum 2003; Johnson et al 2001; Johretoal 2000; Cernkovich and Giordano
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1992; Rankin and Kern 1994). As Hirschi (1969: &&jted, “respect for the law varies among
individuals, and many persons do not have an dé#itof respect toward the rules of society;
many persons feel no obligation to conform regaslief personal advantage.” However, those
individuals who did respect the law would, in tuhold unfavorable attitudes toward behaviors
that violated the normative code of society. Whil@schi's (1969) original theoretical
formulation involved the relationship between belre the legitimacy of the law and deviant
behavior, this study has extended his theory asdshawn that belief is a predictor of attitudes
toward deviance. Specifically, belief in the l@gicy of the law provides an individual with a
firm standing from which to judge normative trareggions; and those who espouse that the law
is legitimate, look unfavorably upon those who cd®do transgress the normative and legal

boundaries of our society.

Contrary to Hirschi's (1969) original theoreticsfatement and subsequent empirical
research (see Hirschi 1969; Hirschi and Stark 1888hn and Massey 1980; Massey and Krohn
1986; Tyler 1990; Sampson and Bartusch 1999) tladysis conducted in this study failed to
support the hypothesis that belief in the legitignad the law was a direct, negative and
statistically significant predictor of deviant bef@. While the relationship was indeed negative
in the full model that was originally tested to kxe the relationships among hypothesized
variables, it was not statistically significant. hél relationship also failed to obtain statistical
significance in the male and female models. Perhbs finding is an artifact related to the
sample used rather than to the true relationshiywdsn belief in the legitimacy of the law and
deviant behavior as this measure has been a rgeadictor of deviant behavior in many

previous studies.
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Association with deviant peers

Involvement with peer groups constitutes a magtipn of the lives of young adults,
especially on college campuses. These primarypgrprovide an avenue through which
individuals learn and subsequently adopt variotisides and beliefs. In other words, the peer
group helps the individual to develop a moral cOleers 1985). Not only does the peer group
serve as a basis for a moral code that is in lile e normative system of society, but it can
also be the basis of immorality. As SutherlandB@)rgued, the peer group can provide a
catalyst where the individual can learn toleratituates toward deviance. The theoretical
arguments of Sutherland (1939) and Akers (1985¢weteed upheld in this study. As
hypothesized, association with deviant peers wés jpasitively and significantly related to
tolerant attitudes toward deviance. Indeed, thesligtor was the most robust predictor of
tolerant attitudes toward deviance in the modekagain showing the predominance of
Sutherland’s (1939) theory as an explanation ofadee when tested along with the constructs
of Hirschi’'s(1969) theory. In addition, when testeparately by gender, association with
deviant peers was a significant predictor of tolegdtitudes toward deviance for both males and
females. As predicted this relationship was steorigr males than females. This finding
upholds previous findings that have demonstrated(§ee Alarid, Burton and Cullen 2000) and
indicates that it may indeed be differential expedo the precipitating elements of deviant
behavior that creates differential patterns in ifhaheale deviance (see Hartman, Turner, Daigle,
Exum, and Cullen 2009; Daigle, Cullen and Wrigh®20 Thus, peers do seem to provide a
moral compass that guides the attitudes, valuedalnefs of individuals. Specifically, for this
study, it seems that peers who are engaged inrdeyedavior provide a means of socialization

wherein the individual learns and personally adégierant attitudes toward deviance.
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Association with deviant peers was also the singdet powerful direct and significant
predictor of deviant behavior in the overall modet! in the male and female models. This
relationship was, however, a stronger predictanale deviance than female deviance. Peer
groups serves as a group from which the individaal obtain models to imitate and where they
can be provided with reinforcements and validatmrtheir behavior by their friends (Pope
1971; Akers 1985). The peer group orients theviddal as to the correct way to act based on
peer group’s orientation toward deviance (Akers5)98f the peer group is oriented toward
deviant activities, if they hold tolerant attitudesvard deviance, they are likely to also engage in
acts of deviance (Sutherland 1939). The findirfghis study validate Sutherland’s (1939)
original theoretical statement concerning the re@festhip between association with deviant peers
and deviant behavior and adds empirical suppdttd@lready strong body of research
supporting Sutherland’s (1939) theory (see Vowedtl &hen 2004; Brownfield 2003; Piquero,
Tibbetts, and Blankenship 2005; Nofziger and Hyedty2006; Rebellon and Van Gundy 2006

for example).

The scientific worldview

In the trimmed model as well as in the female niatie scientific worldview obtained
statistical significance as a direct and negatnegligtor of belief in the legitimacy of the law.
As Hawdon (2005) argues, the scientific worldvieads us to challenge that which we have
held as the truth and to question authority. Insmciety, legal authority lies in the hands of the
state, and it is upheld by agents of the statethier words the police. The finding that the
scientific worldview is negatively related to bélie the legitimacy of the law suggests that

individuals who ascribe to the scientific worldviemay question the normative structure of our
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society; namely, the legal structure and the age&htsenforce it. The scientific worldview was
also a direct, positively and statistically sigognt predictor of association with deviant peers in
the trimmed model. Hawdon (2005) argues that tiensific worldview encourages us to be
flexible in our thinking and to be open and recepto new experiences and to challenge
tradition and authority. Deviance is, by definitj@ challenge to existing authority; thus it
would make sense that individuals who are scietify oriented would potentially congregate
with likeminded peers who challenge authority amadlition through their normative

transgressions.

One of the main goals of this study was to exartheestrength of the scientific
worldview as a predictor of tolerant attitudes toavdeviance when the concept was tested
alongside the tenets of other predominant, ind@idevel theories of deviant behavior. Hawdon
(2005) argues, that the cultural ideology of soeeencourages the adherent to have broad
intellectual interests, to be flexible in theirrtking and to be open and receptive to new
experiences. Further, Hawdon (2005) argued tleaadloption of a scientific worldview creates
a situation where there is no absolute way to detex what is morally right and wrong, which
in turn leads to increased tolerance of otherstlagid normative transgressions. Previous studies
(Rothwell and Hawdon 2008) have demonstrated sausing a scientific worldview is a
significant predictor of tolerant attitudes towakeliance. This study upholds the findings of
Rothwell and Hawdon (2008). Next to associatiothwleviant peers, the scientific worldview is
the strongest predictor of tolerant attitudes talndeviance in the trimmed model as well as the
male and female models. However, contrary to wifz predicted, the scientific worldview was

a stronger predictor of tolerant attitudes towagdidnce for females than for males.
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Previous research (Rothwell and Hawdon 2008),elkas the current study, have
demonstrated that the scientific worldview is angigant predictor of tolerant attitudes toward
deviance. One goal of this study was to deternfitieere was a direct relationship between
ascribing to the scientific worldview and engagingleviant behavior or if this relationship was
indirect through the scientific worldview’s affeat attitudes toward deviance. As hypothesized,
the direct relationship between the scientific weikw and deviant behavior was not statistically
significant. However, the hypothesized relatiopdtetween the scientific worldview, attitudes
toward deviance and deviant behavior did develgpémmodel as well as in the male and female
models. The scientific worldview is positively agtd to tolerant attitudes toward deviance
which is in turn a positive predictor of deviantigior. Thus, ascribing to a scientific
worldview seems to create a situation where theviddal, whether male or female, is more
tolerant of normative transgressions as HawdongR6fginally argued, and it is this increased

tolerance that leads the individual to actuallyagegin deviant activities.

Individualism

In both the trimmed model and the male modelvidgdialism has a direct, positive and
statistically significant relationship with commiémt. This finding is surprising given the idea
that the cultural ideology of individualism encoges us to be different and to stand out from the
crowd (see Rothwell and Hawdon 2008). However,tdueethodological limitations in the
measurement of individualism that will be discusksdr in this section, this finding could

simply be due to improper measurement.

It was hypothesized that individualism would hawirect, positive and statistically

significant relationship with tolerant attitudesverd deviance. Hawdon (2005) argued that the
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ideology of individualism espouses that one shaaldinique, non-conforming and rebellious.
Previous research (see Rothwell and Hawdon 20G8jléaonstrated that individualism was a
significant predictor of tolerant attitudes towakeliance; however, the relationship between
individualism and tolerance of deviance failed &ngstatistical significance in this study. The
relationship was, however, positive in all threedels. The failure of this variable to obtain
statistically significance as a predictor of tolgrattitudes toward deviance could potentially
suggest that the theoretical argument forwardeddydon (2005) is invalid or that the concept
of individualism was not adequately developed mttieorist’s original work. This assertion is
supported by the work of Browne (2009) who alsorehtifind a significant effect of
individualism on tolerant attitudes towards varityses of sexuality. Despite the results
obtained in this study, it would be a hasty decigmdiscard the notion that the cultural ideology

of individualism is an insignificant factor in prating tolerant attitudes toward deviance.

Based on the theoretical argument forwarded byddem(2005), a more likely reason for
the findings concerning individualism and toleranteeviance in this study lies within the
methodological operationalization of individualisimdividualism is a multifaceted concept
(Fischer 2008; Inglehart 2001) that is not easilyeeptualized. Theorists and empirical
researchers have conceptualized individualism asything from “thinking for oneself’
(Rothwell and Hawdon 2008) to valuing responsipildr oneself (Shulruf et al 2007) to the
desire for limited government (Oyserman et al 2G0i) many other operational definitions in
between. The measures selected for use in thdy stare empirically validated as measures of
individualism by Shulruf et al 2007 and tapped aarall type of “thinking” individualism (see
Appendix A for measures of individualism). Whileg conceptualization of individualism is

indeed a methodologically validated measure, it matyadequately grasp the type of
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individualism Hawdon (2005) described. When refgrto the effect of individualism on
deviant behavior Hawdon (2005: 327) stated indialdun leads to deviant behavior “when
taken to extreme.” Using the arguments of WeldE33P] 1978), Parsons (1951), Habermas
(1984b), Simmel (1955), Bellah et al (1985) anceashHawdon (2005) argued that the cultural
processes of modernization and rationalization pterthe development of individualism as a
cultural value. Further, Hawdon concurred withl8elet al (1985) in asserting that
individualism had become a predominant Americammolndividualism, according to Hawdon,
(2005: 325) leads to an ideological system wherer# is primacy placed on being unique and
‘standing out’ from the crowd... Thus, those sulisiog to the doctrines of individualism are
more likely to be non-conforming...Individualism irteeme contends that no one has the right
to tell the individual what to think, feel or do...fer, if taken to the extreme, individualism
promotes hedonism and low self-control.” It issttextreme individualism” in the form of
hedonism and low self-control that is associatdti weviant behavior according to Hawdon
(2005). The empirical research that examinesetaionship of low self-control in relation to
deviant behavior utilizes behavioral measures @ir tiesearch (see Gottfriedson and Hirschi
1990). Thus, it seems that a behavioral measfurelividualism would be more fitting this
study than the measure used in this study. Theuneaf individualism adopted for this study
was more of a “thinking of oneself” type of indivialism. Therefore, the conceptualization of
this variable as “uniqueness” and “responsibilityheself’ is not accurate in regards to the

theory which stresses that deviance will resultnff@extreme individualism.

91



Attitudes toward deviance

In all three models, tolerant attitudes towardidiese were a positive predictor of deviant
behavior. The relationship between the two vaeslobtained statistical significance in both the
trimmed model and the female model but failed tawbstatistical significance in the male
model. Empirical research and various sociolddlueories (see Jessor and Jessor 1977;
Sutherland 1939; Hirschi 1969; Hawdon 2005) haghlighted the importance of attitudes
toward deviance as a predictor of various formdesfiant behavior. This study supports the
previously made theoretical and empirical claimglbgnonstrating that tolerant attitudes toward

deviance are indeed a predictor of deviant behavior

In conclusion, the research conducted in thisyshas highlighted the importance of
several of the bonds of Hirschi's (1969) socialtcolrtheory a predictors of deviant behavior.
The current research did not support many of Hirs¢h969) claims. There are several reasons
why this may have occurred. First, the findingg/rbha due to the limitations of the data.
Second, this research was conducted on young adotHirschi’s original theory was tested on
a juvenile sample. Some have argued that Hirs¢h®89) theory only has applicability to youth
and is an invalid determinant of deviance amongigoadults. Finally, another criticism of
Hirschi's (1969) theory is that the concepts aremethodologically distinct and are further
rarely tested in a causal model. When they atedan a causal model, many of the concepts
fail to predict deviant behavior (see Akers 1985ddull critique). An interesting finding in
this research in relation to Hirschi’'s social cohtheory was the differential impact of the bond
of commitment for males and females. Future stugi®uld examine this relationship to

determine this bond’s strength and meaning asdigtoe of female deviance. Further,
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Sutherland’s (1939) differential association theegs supported in this research. Association
with deviant peers is indeed a significant predicfovho will engage in deviant activities. The
key research questions in this analysis examinedefationship of the scientific worldview and
the cultural ideology of individualism as predicaf deviant behavior. With the exception of
association with deviant peers, the scientific daidw was the single most robust predictor of
tolerant attitudes toward deviance. This findiegds credence to previous theoretical and
empirical statements on the influence of this cphoa tolerant attitudes toward deviance (see
Hawdon 2005; Rothwell and Hawdon 2008). In additihhe analysis conducted in this research
demonstrated that the scientific worldview is iedity related to deviant behavior through its
affect on attitudes toward deviance. Finally, ¢éxpected relationship between the cultural
ideology of individualism and attitudes toward dewe was not obtained in this analysis. While
the results are contrary to what was expectedjdipstentially due to problems in the
conceptualization of individualism methodologicadiyd not due to the inaccuracy of the theory.
Future studies should examine this methodical qanicemore depth with the goal of developing
a measure of individualism that is more true to Haw's (2005) description of the concept.
Once the concept of individualism is accuratelyasgiualized, research should be conducted to
determine the relationship of the cultural ideol@fyndividualism, as described by Hawdon

(2005), to deviant behavior.
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An equal opportunity, affirmative actioninsttution

Invent the Future

Office of Research Compliance
Institutional Review Board

1880 Pratt Drive (0497)
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
540/231-4991 Fax: 540/231-0959
E-mail: moored@vt.edu
www.irb.vt.edu

DATE: March 4, 2009

MEMORANDUM

TO: Donald J. Shoemaker
Virginia Rothwell

James Hawdon

FROM: David M. Moore

IRB Amendment 1 Approval: “Attitude, Belief and Behavior Survey” , IRB #
08-574

This memo is regarding the above referenced proteoimh was previously granted approval by
the

IRB on October 13, 2008. You subsequently requgstechission to amend your IRB
application.

The Board has granted approval for the requesttdqowl amendment, effective as of February
26,

2009. The anniversary date will remain the santh@s®riginal approval date.

As an investigator of human subjects, your resgmlitgs include the following:

1. Report promptly proposed changes in previouspr@aved human subject research
activities to the IRB, including changes to yowrdst forms, procedures and
investigators, regardless of how minor. The progagenges must not be initiated
without IRB review and approval, except where nsagsto eliminate apparent
immediate hazards to the subjects.

2. Report promptly to the IRB any injuries or oth@anticipated or adverse events
involving risks or harms to human research subjectsthers.

3. Report promptly to the IRB of the study’s clasiine., data collecting and data
analysis complete at Virginia Tech). If the stugya continue past the expiration
date (listed above), investigators must submitaest for continuing

review prior to the continuing review due datetdisabove). It is the researcher’s
responsibility to obtain re-approval from the IRBftre the study’s expiration date.

107
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data analysis must cease immediately, except wiesressary to eliminate
apparent immediate hazards to the subjects.
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APPENDIX B

ATTITUDE, BELIEF AND BEHAVIOR SURVEY

Q1: I have read the consent document and understahbytltammpleting this survey |
acknowledge that | was provided a consent documeétiit,a description of the rationale for this
study, issues related to confidentiality, and gassiisks and benefits of participation.

1Yes

2 No

Q2: 1 understand that | must be at least 18 years ®t@agarticipate in this survey and certify
that | am, indeed 18 years of age.

1 Yes, | am 18 years of age and am thereby edigibparticipate

2 No, I am not 18 years of age and am therebygibé to participate

IF YOU ARE NOT 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER PLEASE STOP THE SURVEY AND
RETURN THE STUDY DOCUMENTS TO THE RESEARCHER.

The following questions ask about who you are asgerson. Using the categoriesAlways,
almost always, almost never or never please indicate how often you would use these
descriptions to describe yourself or your beliefs.

Q3: | see myself as “my own person”.

1 Always
2 Almost always
3 Almost never

4 Never
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Q4: Itis important for me to be able to act as an pahelent person.

1 Always
2 Almost always
3 Almost never

4 Never

Q5: 1 enjoy being unique and different from others.

1 Always
2 Almost always
3 Almost never

4 Never

Q6: | consider myself as a unique person separate dtbers.

1 Always
2 Almost always
3 Almost never

4 Never
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Q7: Sometimes | will take a risk just for the funiof

1 Always
2 Almost always
3 Almost never

4 Never

The following question asks you about a specific gb Please indicate whether the goal is
very important, somewhat important or not important to you.

Q8: How important is it to you to have a good job areea after you have finished with school?

1 Very important
2 Somewhat important

3 Not important

The previous question asked you about the importamcof a specific goal to you. The next
guestion asks you about your expectations for achiang this goal. Please indicate whether
you think your chances for achieving this goal argood, fair or poor.

Q9: What do you think your chances are for gettingjdtreyou would like after finishing
school?

1 Good
2 Fair
3 Poor
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The following section contains questions about theehavior of your closest friends over the
past year. For each question, please indicate hawnany of your friends have engaged in the
behavior.

Q10: During the past year, how many of your closeshfitehave cheated on school tests?

1 Almost all of them
2 Most of them

3 Some of them

4 Very few of them
5 None of them

Q11: During the past year, how many of your closeshfisehave binge drank alcohol? Binge
drinking is defined as 5 or more drinks in one ogtior a male and 4 or more drinks in one
outing for a female.

1 Almost all of them
2 Most of them

3 Some of them

4 Very few of them

5 None of them

Q12: During the past year, how many of your closesthff'ehave used marijuana?

1 Almost all of them
2 Most of them

3 Some of them

4 Very few of them
5 None of them
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The questions in this next section ask you about yoattitudes or opinions on a variety of
behaviors. For each question, please indicate winetr you think it is not wrong at all, a
little bit wrong, wrong or very wrong for someone to engage in these behaviors.

Q13: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to ahen school tests?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q14: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone todendrink alcohol? Binge drinking is
defined as having five or more alcoholic drink®ire night for males and four or more alcoholic
drinks in one night for females.

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q15: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone t@usarijuana?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong
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Q16: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to sfenulants such as cocaine or
methamphetamine?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q17: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone teukesigner drugs such as Ecstasy or
GHB?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q18: In your opinion how wrong is it for someone to wggates such as opium or heroin?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong
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Q19: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to pasefully damage or destroy property
that does not belong to them?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q20: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone toadteomething that does not belong to
them?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q21: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to ¢larize a home or business?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong
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Q22: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to ddead songs or movies off the internet
without paying for them?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

Q23: In your opinion, how wrong is it for someone to pioglly attack another person?

1 Not wrong at all
2 A little bit wrong
3 Wrong

4 Very wrong

This next section asks about behaviors that you may may not have engaged in over the
past year. Using the categories provided below,gdse indicate how often over the past
year you have engaged in the following behaviors.

Q24: Over the past year how often have you cheated lowostests?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times
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Q25: Over the past year, how often have you binge dadethol? Binge drinking is defined as
having five or more alcoholic drinks in one night males and four or more alcoholic drinks in

one night for females.

1 Never

2 One to two times
3 Three to five times
4 Six or more times

Q26: Over the past year, how often have you used magdjRa

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times

Q27: Over the past year, how often have you used stimsikguch as cocaine or
methamphetamine?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times
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Q28: Over the past year, how often have you used destyugs such as Ecstasy or GHB?
1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to give times

4 Six or more times

Q29: Over the past year, how often have you used nagscstich as opium or heroin?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

3 Six or more times

Q30: Over the past year, how often have you purposetldiyaged or destroyed property that
did not belong to you?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times
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Q31: Over the past year, how often have you stolen dang?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times

Q32: Over the past year, how often have you burglar&zbdme or business?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times

Q33: Over the past year, how often have you downloadadsor movies off the internet
without paying for them?

1 Never
2 One to two times
3 Three to five times

4 Six or more times
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Q34: Over the past year, how often have you physicathcied another person?

1 Never

2 One to two times
3 Three to five times
4 Six or more times

The following section asks about activities in whityou may or may not participate. Please
indicate the response for each question that mosteurately indicates your involvement in
these activities.

Q35: How often do you attend religious services?

1 Almost everyday
2 Once or twice a week
3 Once a week
4 Once a month
5 Once or twice a year
6 Never

Q36: How often do you pray?
1 Almost everyday
2 Once or twice a week
3 Once a week
4 Once a month
5 Once or twice a year

6 Never
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Q37: How often do you play intramural, collegiate spantsports for recreation?

1 Almost everyday

2 Once a week

3 Once a month

4 Once or twice a year

5 Never

Q38: How often do you participate in school clubs oihaiés such as volunteer work?

1 Almost everyday

2 Once or twice a week
3 Once a month

4 Once or twice a year
5 Never

Q39: How often do you study?

1 Almost everyday

2 Once or twice a week
3 Once a month

4 Once or twice a year

5 Never
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Q40: How often do you go to bars or other clubs?

1 Almost every night

2 Once or twice a week
3 Once a month

4 Once or twice year

5 Never

The following section asks some questions aboutuigs that are frequently discussed.

Q41: | respect the opinions of my teachers.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

Q42: | try hard in school.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree
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Q43: Getting a good education is important to me.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

Q44: You should respect the police.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

Q45: My family is important to me.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree
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Q46: | respect my mother or female guardian’s opinion.

1 Tend to strongly agree

2 Tend to agree

3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

5 Does not apply to me

Q47: | respect my father or male guardian’s opinion.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree
4 Tend to strongly disagree

5 Does not apply to me

Q48: | consider myself to be a religious person.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree
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Q49: You should obey the rules of adults.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

Q50: It is alright to do something your parents tell yot to do as long as you can get away
with it.

1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

Q51: The police are honest.
1 Tend to strongly agree
2 Tend to agree
3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree
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Q52: Science is likely to solve the world’s problemstsas global warming, overpopulation
and hunger.

1 Tend to strongly agree

2 Tend to agree

3 Tend to disagree

4 Tend to strongly disagree

The final section of this survey is about your dengraphic and social characteristics. These
are included for comparison.

Q53: What is your gender?
1 Male
2 Female

Q54: How old are you?
1 Eighteen
2 Nineteen
3 Twenty
4 Twenty one
5 Twenty two
6 Twenty three
7 Twenty four

8 Twenty five and above
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Q55: What year are you in school?

1 Freshman
2 Sophomore
3 Junior
4 Senior
Q56: If you have a job, on average, how many hours dowork a week?
1 1-5 hours
2 6-10 hours
3 11-15 hours
4 16-20 hours
5 20 or more hours
6 Do not have a job

Q57: Which of the following categories best describegryacial background? Please indicate
all response options that apply.

1 White or Caucasian

2 White/non-Hispanic

3 White/ Hispanic

4 Black or African American
5 Black/ non-Hispanic

6 Black/ Hispanic

7 Asian

8 Native American

9 Pacific Islander

10 Other
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Q58: What is your mother’s highest level of education?

1 Some high school
2 High school degree
3 Some college
4 College degree
5 Graduate degree

6 Do not know

Q59: What is your father’s highest level of education?

1 Some high school
2 High school degree
3 Some college

4 College degree

5 Graduate degree

6 Do not know
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APPENDIX C

ATTITUDE, BELIEF AND BEHAVIOR SURVEY

The Purpose of this Survey

This research project is designed to gain a bettderstanding of both conventional and deviant
behavior among young adults. The survey documskg questions about your
sociodemographic and social characteristics, pakrant peer relationships, education,
involvement in extracurricular and religious adies, your goals and expectations for the future,
your views on social issues, attitudes toward delémcy, and the delinquent activities of your
peers and yourself. The total number of subjentslved in this study is approximately 300.

Procedures

You are being asked to complete this survey. Yolbe asked about your attitudes, beliefs,
and relationships with others, your behavior andesdemographic questions. The survey takes
only about 20 minutes to complete.

Risks

The risks of participation in this research areimal. The primary risk would be if you found
one or more of the questions upsetting or objeabta If you find a question objectionable you
are free not to answer that question or to withdiraw the study at any time. While it is very
unlikely that you will become so upset during tleenpletion of this survey that you would
require psychological counseling, the expensesici sounseling would not be covered by the
principal investigator of this study or Virginia dle

Benefits

There will be no direct personal benefits from jggoation in this survey. However, the results
of this survey will benefit the scientific communthrough the expansion of scientific
knowledge concerning the causes of both convertardhdeviant behavior among young
adults. No promise of guarantees of benefits lw@e:n made to encourage you to participate.

Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality

Data from this survey is being collected through tise of a questionnaire and a scantron sheet.
Each Scantron sheet will be identified only withidentification number. Your name will not
appear anywhere on the questionnaire or on thearfewns. You are guaranteed that all of
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your answers will be confidential and that no onklve able to connect your answers to you. In
the final project, only group data will be presehteo individual level data will be disclosed.
The principal investigator will be the only individl to have access to these data, however it is
possible that the Institutional Review Board (IRBay view this study’s collected data for
auditing purposes. The IRB is responsible forahersight of the protection of human subjects
involved in research. After ten years this datihlva destroyed.

Compensation

No monetary or other compensation is promised aviged for participation in this study.

Freedom to withdraw

You are free to withdraw from this study at anydini¥ou are free to now answer any questions
that make you feel uncomfortable or that you fitgectionable.

Consent

If you have any questions or concerns about confidity or any other issues or questions
related to this survey, feel free to contact me@&hwel@vt.edu.

If you should have any questions concerning théeptmn of human research participants
regarding this study, you may contact Dr. David Mod&hair Virginia Tech Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjetetiephone: (540) 231-4991; e-mail:
moored@vt.edu; address: Office of Research Comi@000 Kraft Drive, Suite 2000 (0497)
Blacksburg VA 24060.

| have read the consent for and conditions ofgihigect. | have had all my questions answered.
I hereby acknowledge the above, certify that | ameast eighteen years of age and give my
consent to participate in this study.

, Signature of participate , date signed

Please sign both copies of this letter. Keep ongdur records and return the other to the
principal investigator who is administering the\ay.
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