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This research examined the relationship between criminal careers and family 

participation.  Using the Brunswick’s Harlem Longitudinal Study of Urban Black Youth, 

this project examined delinquency and incarceration among young black men.  Data on 

participants were collected in 5 waves that spanned 26 years.  Building on the foundation 

of developmental life-course criminology, this research examined whether changes in 

these men’s social bonds influenced desistance from anti-social behavior.  While 

previous research had focused on employment and marriage, this research examined the 

transition to fatherhood as a potential turning point in the life-course.  Beyond paternity, 

residence and participation in childrearing was examined as variables of influence.  

While paternity was the main variable of interest, variables that had been found 

significant in previous research (employment, marriage, etc.) were also examined. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This research examined the relationships between social bonds and deviant 

behavior.  Framed within a developmental and life-course perspective, changes in the 

adult lives of respondents were predicted to influence criminal behavior.  This 

perspective is founded in social control theory, which asserts that individuals whose 

bonds to society are either missing or weak are more likely to engage in deviant and 

criminal behaviors (Durkheim, 1897; Hirschi, 1969; Janowitz, 1975; Kornhauser, 1978; 

Reiss, 1951).  Therefore, the various bonds that subjects hold at different stages of the 

life-course were measured in order to reveal which bonds best predict participation in and 

cessation from criminal acts.  This research examined criminal behavior in two manners.  

First, the influence of social bonds on criminal behaviors within the same wave and 

subsequent waves was examined.  Next, the manner in which these social bonds 

influenced desistance from criminal behaviors through the life-course was examined.  As 

a result, a myriad of relationships between social bonds and criminal behaviors were 

revealed. 

Sampson and Laub’s age-graded informal social control theory influenced the 

research goals and strategies, as well as the main hypotheses that this research sought to 

address.  This theory purports that the accumulation of informal social bonds affects 

desistance from criminal behaviors, and that the strength of social bonds may be more 

influential than the acquisition of such bonds (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub 

and Sampson, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1993).  Previous research has examined social 
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bonds such as marriage, employment, and education (Coombs, 1991; Currie, 1985; Doyle 

et al., 1999; Farrington et al., 1986; Gove et al., 1990; Grogger, 1998; Nock, 1998; 

Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2001; Sampson and Laub, 1993; Shihadeh and Ousey, 

1998; Shover, 1996; Waite, 1995; Warr, 1998).  Very little research has focused on the 

influence that a father-child bond may have upon desistance (Edin et al., 2004; Farrington 

and West, 1995; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977).  Therefore, this research built on 

previous life-course research by providing an examination of the ways that fatherhood 

influences anti-social behavior. 

The data for this research were provided by the Henry A. Murray Research Center, 

at Radcliffe University.  Dr. Ann Brunswick and colleagues began collecting data in 

1968.  Her study, the Harlem Longitudinal Study of Urban Black Youth, 1968-1994, 

intended to focus on health issues within the New York community of Harlem.  The 

sample consisted of 351 African American males who were between the ages of 12 and 

17 from 1968 to 1970.  All of the participants were residents of Central Harlem, New 

York during the initial wave of data collection.   

Logistic regression was used to examine the influence of a variety of social bonds 

on the anti-social behaviors of these men.  This method of analysis was used as all of the 

dependent variables sought to measure participation or non-participation in various acts 

that were conceptualized to represent deviant or anti-social behavior.  These anti-social 

behaviors were measured by drug use, arrests, and incarceration.  A series of cross-

sectional and lagged models that measured both participation and desistance from the 

previously mentioned measurements were developed. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Social Forces, Social Bonds 

The final 30 years of the twentieth century witnessed widespread shifts in 

employment patterns, family structures, and correctional populations (Edin et al., 2004).  

As the social structures of family, criminal justice, and employment were central 

measures in this research, it was important to review the changes that occurred along with 

some of the reasons behind these broad social upheavals.  The key dependent variables of 

arrests, incarceration, and drug use certainly intertwined with the imprisonment binge 

that coincided with the end of the twentieth century.  Therefore, the incarceration boom 

that occurred in the past 30 years, and its effect on the poor urban black males in New 

York, is briefly reviewed. 

Research has revealed that two of the major bonds that impede criminal behavior 

are familial involvement (Coombs, 1991; Currie, 1985; Gove et al., 1990; Nock, 1998; 

Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2001; Waite, 1995) and steady employment (Doyle et 

al., 1999; Farrington et al., 1986; Grogger, 1998; Sampson and Laub, 1993; Shihadeh and 

Ousey, 1998; Shover, 1996).  The creation and maintenance of these two social bonds 

have been directly related to changes in society.  Additionally, the years during which the 

data for this study were collected (Data collection began in 1968 and ended in 1994) 

coincided with an era of change in the family and employment spheres of Americans.  

The review of previous research also revealed that strong connections between these 

aspects of social life exist.  Initially social changes in the economy, corrections, and 



4 

 

family life were examined.  After each issue was examined on its own, connections 

between family life, employment, criminal behavior, and official responses were 

addressed. 

Employment and Education 

Education and employment are two of the factors that have been seen to influence 

criminal behavior (Doyle et al., 1999; Farrington et al., 1986; Grogger, 1998; Sampson 

and Laub, 1993; Shihadeh and Ousey, 1998; Shover, 1996).  Not surprisingly, the 

availability of these forms of social capital have waned along with the rise of mass 

incarceration that has influenced low wage earning males (Bound and Freeman, 1992; 

Freeman, 1996; Lichter, 1988).  Social theories have long predicted that a lack of 

economic and educational opportunities may cause the frustration that can spur criminal 

behavior (Merton, 1968; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960).  Not surprisingly, the 1980’s and 

1990’s saw many young black men turn to crime in response to declining job 

opportunities (Freeman, 1996).  Frequently, crime has been found to correspond with 

declining economic opportunities, joblessness, and neighborhood poverty (Bourgois, 

1995; Crutchfield and Pitchford, 1997; Messner et al., 2001; LaFree and Drass, 1996; 

Venkatesh and Levitt, 1998).  Poor academic performances and low levels of attachment 

to school have also been common in both young and adult offenders, revealing 

educational opportunities as a factor in criminal involvement (Sampson and Laub, 1993; 

Hagan and McCarthy, 1997; Wolfgang et al., 1972). 

Over the last 30 years wages for low skilled men dropped dramatically, as have the 

rates of employment for these same men (Edin et al., 2004).  A persistent gap in 

unemployment among black and white men began in the late 1960’s (Wilson et al., 1995; 

Bound and Freeman, 1992).  Between 1972 and 1982 black men ages 18-29 experienced 
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major increases in unemployment (Lichter, 1988).  During the 1970’s and 1980’s the 

racial inequality in employment continued to increase (Lichter, 1988; Bound and 

Freeman, 1992).   

Declines in employment have been severely high among young black males with 

low levels of education (Moss and Tilly, 1991). Black men who failed to complete high 

school saw a steady decline in unemployment in the 1980’s and 1990’s, in spite of low 

levels of unemployment nationwide (Western and Petit, 2000).  Some of the factors that 

accounted for the disparate effects felt by these men were urban deindustrialization, 

residential segregation, and social inequality (Massey and Denton, 1993; Oliver and 

Shapiro, 1997; Wilson, 1987).  Historically, the collapse of legitimate economic 

opportunities led young black men with low levels of education into criminal enterprises 

such as drug trade (Duster, 1996). 

Innovative research examined labor statistics in a way that further revealed the 

ways in which the changing American economy, in connection with changing criminal 

justice policies, negatively affected members of lower socioeconomic status.  Standard 

labor force data has failed to account for the myriad of Americans who are behind bars 

(Western and Petit, 2000).  The estimated employment rate for African Americans, young 

adults, and high school drop outs is reduced by an analysis that accounts for incarcerated 

Americans (Western and Petit, 2000).  This revealed an interesting function for the 

American penal system.  While unemployed people in European nations were accounted 

for by the welfare system, many of the American unemployed are displaced into the 

criminal justice system.  In this manner, the penal system intervened in the labor market 

by removing many of the unemployed from counts of those seeking labor, thus providing 



6 

 

a falsely optimistic picture of the American labor market in comparison with our 

European counterparts (Freeman, 1996; Western and Beckett, 1999).  Marxist 

criminology referred to this function of incarceration as “hidden joblessness” (Jancovic, 

1977).  Indeed, American prisons and jails have masked masking as much as 20% of the 

labor force in some sections of employment (Western and Petit, 2000).   

Analysis of the American and European management of the labor supply revealed 

two important distinctions.  First, the European system is redistributive, while the 

American system exacerbates inequality as incarceration is used to limit the supply of 

labor (Western and Beckett, 1999).  Comparisons of national budgets furthered this 

notion.  European nations spent 1/4 of their GDP on welfare while the United States 

allocated about 1/8 of their GDP for welfare spending (Western and Beckett, 1999).  

Annual spending in the 1990’s on police, courts, and corrections was more than double 

the money allocated for all unemployment benefits along with employment related 

services (Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1995; Western and Beckett, 1999).  The other 

major difference between these two systems of labor force management is related to long 

term issues.  In the American system, the relationship between incarceration and low 

levels of unemployment suggests that continued low unemployment rates can only be 

sustained by the constant expansion of the corrections population (Western and Beckett, 

1999).  Another long term concern for the American system is that the growing number 

of “ex-cons” will continue to have a hard time finding work and that this increasing 

proportion of society will eventually become a detriment to America’s “low” 

unemployment rates (Western and Beckett, 1999). 



7 

 

Corrections 

The late 20th century saw an unprecedented increase in incarceration that has been 

referred to as an imprisonment binge as well as mass incarceration (Austin and Irwin, 

2001; Garland, 2001; Wacquant, 2000).  This era of mass incarceration coincided with 

most of the time during which the data for this project were collected.  As incarceration is 

one of the key dependent variables, a brief review of the unprecedented spike in 

incarceration rates that occurred during the study was presented below. Additionally, 

during this time period, the “Rockefeller Drug Laws” were passed by the New York State 

legislature.  These laws resulted in a major increase in the percentage of offenders 

arrested and incarcerated for non-violent drug crimes in the state of New York (Drucker, 

2002).  Here we see the intersection of the three main dependent variables: drug use, 

arrests, and incarceration. 

Between 1972 and 2000 the population of prisoners in the United States increased 

six-fold (Harrison and Karberg, 2003).  Correspondingly, the incarceration rate within the 

United States increased every year from 1975 to 2001 (Beck, Karberg, and Harrison, 

2002).  Incarceration rates began to rise during the early 1970’s and saw their most rapid 

growth during the 1980’s and early 1990’s (BJS, 1997).  However, crime rates have 

fallen since 1980 according to the National Crime Survey (BJS, 1996).  When 

comparisons are made between Western industrialized nations, the incarceration rate 

within America dwarfs the rates in other nations (Maurer, 1994; Beck and Gilliard, 1997) 

despite measurements that show that American crime rates are only slightly higher (van 

Dijk and Mayhew, 1992; Tonry, 1995; Western and Beckett, 1999).  These trends reveal 

that the patterns of incarceration in the United States are only loosely tied to changing 

levels of criminal activity (Western and Beckett, 1999).   



8 

 

A myriad of factors have influenced the unprecedented growth in penal populations 

in America.  Changes in American governance and corrections have ushered in an era of 

“mass incarceration” (Garland 2001).  Governmental issues such as the delegitimization 

of social welfare programs, the creation of value politics, a variety of legislative acts, as 

well as the war on drugs have shaped a socio-political environment that fosters the 

incarceration binge.  Additionally, shifts in the world of corrections such as changes in 

the theories behind incarceration, the crisis of reflexivity, and the economic power of the 

prison-industrial complex have complemented the political changes that brought forth a 

surge of incarceration.  Each of these influences on the incarceration binge were briefly 

reviewed below.   

One of the major political shifts that precipitated the tremendous changes in 

criminal law making was the delegitimization of social welfare programs (Baldwin, 1990; 

Burchell et al., 1991; Caplow and Simon, 1999).  The loss of social welfare as a 

legitimate government project left a huge vacuum that needed to be occupied by another 

form of governance.  The failure of modern government to successfully regulate the 

social and material needs of its citizens led to the growth and legitimization of crime 

control and punishment as important, if not central, government functions (Caplow and 

Simon, 1999; Garland, 1996).  Correspondingly, as crime control and punishment 

became a central feature for the American government, the manner in which we talked 

about crime and criminals changed into a discourse of “value politics.”  The end of the 

twentieth century saw American politics move away from conflicts of race and class, and 

into debates over values and identity (Beck, 1992; Caplow and Simon, 1999; Giddens, 

1991).  Treating crime as an issue of values allowed politicians to criticize the 
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“underclass,” while avoiding the discourse of racial politics (Jackman, 1994; Hochschild, 

1995, Tonry, 1995).  While it was politically incorrect to speak disparagingly against 

minorities, it was acceptable to berate and despise criminals.   

This new era of crime control as a central government function also saw a series of 

legislative acts that influenced the growth of correctional populations.  Falling in line 

with opportunities to attack the target population of criminals, legislators were quick to 

pass a variety of acts that helped bolster an already growing population.  Legislative acts 

such as determinant sentencing, bail reform, the Prison Litigation Relief Act all helped to 

feed the American imprisonment binge (Caplow and Simon, 1999). Attempts at relieving 

prison overcrowding through releasing inmates on probation, parole, and a range of 

intermediate sanctions only served to put offenders in a feedback loop where minor 

mistakes and transgressions send one back to jail (Petersilia, 1995).  This showed in the 

fact that probationers made up a sizable proportion of prison admissions, ranging 

between 30 and 50% of the people they process (Parent et al., 1994). 

The legislative acts that can be seen as a part of “The War on Crime” can also be 

viewed in conjunction with the legislation that comprises “The War on Drugs.”  The 

effects of these laws can be seen in the changing prisoner populations. During the span of 

three decades, the proportion of non-violent prisoners jumped from 1/2 to 2/3 of the 

prison population,  and drug offenders’ representation among penal populations rose from 

1/10 to 1/3 (Cole, 1999).  The War on Crime and Drugs can be seen as a one aspect of a 

larger redefinition of state responsibilities (Beckett, 1997; Gans, 1995), whereby they are 

a part of a turn towards more punitive policies within criminal justice systems (Blumstein 

and Beck, 1999). 



10 

 

The war on drugs acted as a paramount force behind the incarceration binge 

(Blumstien and Beck, 1999; Donziger, 1996; Zimring and Hawkins, 1991).  The 

increasingly punitive sanctions on drug offenders have seen the number of inmates 

skyrocket nation wide.  Indeed, without the increasing punitiveness of drug laws, and the 

creation of a new population of offenders, the rise in imprisonment could not have 

happened (Blumstien and Beck, 1999; Donziger, 1996; Zimring and Hawkins, 1991).  

Arguably, it is the increased severity and number of sentences handed out to drug 

offenders that stood as the number one contributor to the incarceration boom (Tonry, 

1995). Drug offenders made up one-third of the federal penal population, and one-fifth of 

the penal population among the state institutions. (Austin et al., 2000; Nadelman, 1992).  

From 1980 to 1997, the number of people locked up for drug offenses increased eight 

fold, increasing from 50,000 to 400,000 (Nadelman, 1998).  Additionally, these policies 

have disproportionately affected minorities, and ensured that race, drugs, and class 

became heavily intertwined by the 1990’s (Sampson and Lauristen, 1997; Wacquant, 

2000; 2001).  The effects of the “War on Drugs” upon minorities in the state of New 

York were especially severe (Drucker, 2002).  In 1980, one-third of new drug offenders 

were white; this number dropped to 6% of the new drug offender population by 2000 

(Drucker, 2002). 

Another major shift occurred within corrections.  Concurrent with the ideologies of 

the war on crime and drugs, the field of corrections saw a sharp turn away from a focus 

on rehabilitation towards incapacitation and punishment (Feely and Simon, 1992; 

Garland, 2001).  One event, which was crucial to changes in both penological practices 

and the legislation that controls correctional funding, was the infamous Martinson report.  
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This report stated that correctional treatments were not working, and ushered in an era of 

penology where treatment was minimized as “nothing works” (Lipton et al., 1975; 

Martinson, 1974). While high recidivism rates have been shown to consistently rise with 

the loss of treatment services (Petersilia, 1995; U.S. Comptroller General, General 

Accounting Office, 1976), a substantive return towards rehabilitation has yet to occur 

despite research that has found substantive effects for a variety of treatments (Clear and 

Braga, 1995; Gaes et al., 1999; Langan, 1994; Pearson and Lipton, 1999; Petersilia and 

Turner, 1993; Wexler et al., 1999).  

The problem of recidivists revealed another force behind America’s incarceration 

surges; the crisis of reflexivity.  Many theorists have asserted that the changes of 

modernity have brought with them a condition called reflexivity (Beck, 1992; Giddens, 

1991; Luhman, 1985).  Reflexivity refers to the condition in which individuals and 

institutions function within a loop wherein their existence creates a new series of 

problems that they must solve, thereby furthering their continued existence.  Prisons were 

one of the first institutions that began to consciously function around the problems that it 

created (Caplow and Simon, 1999; Foucault, 1977; Rothman, 1972).  The main problem 

created by prisons was a class of people called recidivists (Caplow and Simon, 1999).  

This failure to reform recidivists lead to claims that “nothing works” (Martinson, 1974), 

and lead into the era of “new penology” or managerialism (Bottoms, 1994; Feeley and 

Simon, 1992; Simon and Feeley, 1995).  In this new era of criminal justice, corrections 

focused not on the reformation of offenders, but on maintaining what would seem to be a 

relatively stable, but frequently growing, population (Caplow and Simon, 1999).   
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The incarceration binge created a modern economic juggernaut that is referred to as 

the prison-industrial complex (Chambliss, 1999; Irwin and Austin, 1997; Schlosser, 

1998).  This refers to the collection of economic and political issues that encourage 

enormous spending on incarceration, despite the level of need for such projects 

(Schlosser, 1998).  The collection of special interests and political paydays that have 

rallied behind this social force are so powerful that there is little hope of stopping the 

forward progress of the incarceration juggernaut (Chambliss, 1999; Schlosser, 1998). 

Overall, the sample of this study was faced with an increasingly punitive criminal 

justice system, where the effects were disproportionately felt by minorities (Drucker, 

2002, Maurer, 1999; Tonry, 1995).  While various social forces influenced this change, it 

would seem that the influence of the “War on Drugs” was felt the strongest by this 

sample, as a disproportionate amount of African Americans were incarcerated for drug 

crimes in the state of New York during the study (Drucker, 2002). 

Family 

Family life also changed greatly during the past 30 years.  While the rates of 

marriage and divorce varied among all Americans, minorities and as low wage earning 

men saw a distinct decline in marriage rates (Edin et al., 2004).  One influence on this 

statistic is the shortage of African American males in comparison to African American 

females (Staples and Johnson, 1993).  Incarceration, early death, and drug addiction were 

some of the causes of the shortage of “marriageable” black men (Staples, 1988).  These 

social forces greatly diminished the number of black males available for marriage. 

One result of the drop in marriage rates was an increase in father absent homes 

(King, 1993). Between 1960 and 1990, the percentage of children living away from their 

biological father more than doubled, from 17 to 36 percent (Popenoe, 1998).  These 
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numbers represented a change so drastic that some scholars stated that it was 

unprecedented in the recorded history of families (Stone, 1989).  Currently, about 1/5 

(21%) of all American children live in a father absent home in which the mother is not a 

widow (US Census Bureau, 2002).  More broadly, estimates have stated that at some 

point in their lives about 1/2 of the children in the United States will live in a single 

parent home (Huber and Spitze, 1988).  

Many social ills have been attributed to father absence. In addition to a shift in 

family structure, the growth of single parent homes (largely single mothers) contributed 

to the growth in poverty and welfare dependence among children in the United States 

(Lerman, 1996).  National statistics noted that 94 percent of AFDC (now TANF) 

caseloads were single mother families (Garfinkle and McLanahan, 1986).  One study 

found that even when controlling for the lower income of single parent families, negative 

outcomes such as poor academic performance, drug use, teen pregnancies, and criminal 

behavior were more prevalent among children who grow up without a father in the home 

(McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994).  

However, Judith Stacey (1998) questioned the manner in which scholars used 

“fatherlessness” as a blanket term.  Indeed, she claimed that “the very category 

‘fatherlessness’ itself would never pass social science muster’ (Stacey, 1998: 64).  One 

problem with this term was that it subsumed a plethora of different family forms under 

one heading (McLanahan, 1998; Stacey, 1998).  Certainly there are differences between 

families headed by never married mothers who conceived through intercourse, single 

women who used artificial reproductive technologies, divorced mothers, widowed 

mothers, and lesbian couples or singles.  The blanket notion of fatherlessness ignores the 
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diversity that accompanies a wide variety of homes that do include a father in its 

residence.   

Despite these problems, many non-married fathers seek to maintain a strong 

relationship with their children (Lerman, 1993; Lerman and Sorenson, 2000; McLanahan 

et al., 2001; Mott, 1990).  This is also true among unwed incarcerated fathers as well 

(Edin et al., 2004; Nurse, 2004; Tripp, 2001).  In 1988, nearly 1/2 of young, unwed 

fathers in one research sample noted that they visited their youngest child at least once a 

week (Lerman, 1993).  Research examining visitation among single fathers revealed that 

their reports of frequency are somewhat reliable as their reports of frequency are only 

somewhat higher than the numbers reported by the children’s mothers (Mott, 1990).  

However, among some non-residential fathers, the relationship between father and child 

is mediated by the child’s mother (Marsiglio, 1995; 1998; Nurse, 2004).  Women may act 

in the role of a gatekeeper, whereby they engage in a range of activities that shapes how 

men relate to their children (Marsiglio, 1995; 1998).  Women may encourage or 

discourage men’s actions as fathers, and may foster feelings of success or inadequacy 

when men act in their role as father. 

A disturbing trend is that paternal involvement tends to decrease with time.  Non-

married fathers’ involvement with their non-residential children tends to decrease as the 

children age (Lerman, 1993; Seltzer, 1991).  Propinquity, or residential proximity, also 

holds an inverse relation with paternal visitation (Lerman, 1993; Seltzer, 1991). Some 

research asserts that paternal involvement among non-residential, low-income, minority 

fathers may be an activity that fluctuates, rather than one which can be measured along a 

linear decline that leads to a termination of paternal involvement (Eggebeen, 2002; Mott, 
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1990; Roy, 2003). However, no research has found a significant connection between the 

well-being of children and the contact that they hold with a non-resident father 

(Furstenberg et al., 1987; Jordan, 1996; King, 1993). 

Race, Family, Crime, and Money 

The Influence of Race 

There are a disproportionate number of minorities within the criminal justice 

system (Mauer, 1999).  Some research has asserted that race is not a central feature in 

crime, as the offending trends and participation rates of whites and non-whites differ 

(Blumstein et al., 1986; Elliott, 1994; Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2002; Visher and 

Roth, 1986).  However, a myriad of correlates beyond participation have been found to 

be significantly related to the racial disparities in the criminal justice system.  Race has 

been found to influence criminal participation indirectly through the structural 

disadvantages suffered by minorities, especially amongst African Americans (Sampson 

and Laub, 1993).  Many African American males will be arrested prior to adulthood, as 

15 percent will be arrested for an index crime, and between 25 and 45 percent will be 

arrested for a non-traffic offense (Blumstein et al., 1986).   

African Americans were less likely to be married than whites, with approximately 

80.7% of whites and 47.1% of blacks married in 2000 (Census Bureau, 2000; Piquero, 

MacDonald, and Parker, 2002; Wilson, 1987).  One factor was the loss of “marriageable 

men” in the African American community (Wilson, 1987: 145).  Additionally, African 

American families had a high rate of family disruption, which was associated with higher 

rates of violent crime (Sampson and Lauritsen, 1994).  Connections have been made 

when examining the relationship between race and partnerships.  Marriage was found to 

have a negative association with non-violent arrests with both whites and non-whites, 
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however this was not found in regards to violent arrests, where married nonwhites than 

had a higher frequency of violent arrests than unmarried whites (Piquero, MacDonald, 

and Parker, 2002).  Among non-whites common-law marriages have been seen to be 

positively associated with violent, non-violent, and total arrests (Piquero, MacDonald, 

and Parker, 2002). 

Families in the Lives of Men 

Families have functioned as a powerful form of informal social control that deter 

men from criminal behavior (Currie, 1985).  The “fabric of interdependencies” woven 

within families have influenced the behaviors of the men who play the roles of husband, 

father, and son within this social group (Currie, 1985). Marriage has yielded positive 

effects in the lives of men.  Not only have men received a great deal of individual and 

social benefits from being married, but they also have benefited a great deal more than 

women (Nock, 1998). Marriage has been widely cited as a factor that decreases the 

likelihood of criminal behavior.   Criminal activity has been less likely when men get 

married and maintain a stable relationship (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998), or have 

been living with their wife (Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1995).  Overall, married men 

were more healthy (both physically and mentally), lived longer, and were less likely to be 

involved in criminal activities when compared to their unmarried counterparts (Coombs, 

1991; Gove et al., 1990; Nock, 1998; Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2001; Waite, 

1995). 

While marriage has been widely researched, paternity has been grossly overlooked 

as a turning point within life course criminology (Edin et al., 2004).  Beyond Sampson 

and Laub’s (1990) mention of parenthood as a “dominant institution,” only a couple of 

scholars have examined the influence of paternity on the criminal careers of men (Edin et 
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al., 2004; Farrington and West, 1995; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977).  This lack of 

attention to a major event in the lives of many men was a major motivation for this 

research.  While fatherhood has been examined in family research as both a turning point 

and a trajectory (Marsiglio, 1995; 2002), its significance in regards to anti-social behavior 

has yet to be fully examined. 

The transition to parenthood is one that begins even prior to conception in the form 

of a procreative consciousness (Marsiglio, 1998). Procreative consciousness refers to 

men’s ideas, conceptions and self awareness in regards to their role as reproductive 

beings (Marsiglio, 1998).  Beyond conception, pregnancy and childbirth are often 

overwhelming for fathers (Cowan et al., 1985; Klein, 1985; Wente and Crockenberg, 

1976).  Some models have constructed the transition to fatherhood as a sequence of 

developmental tasks, within which mastery of each task indicates whether the transition 

to fatherhood is either a crisis or a time of growth (Barnhill et al., 1979).  A longitudinal 

study examining men’s identities during the transition to fatherhood found that core 

characteristics shifted from aggressiveness and independence to a focus on caring, 

provision, and empathy (Cowan and Cowan, 1992).  Other longitudinal studies have 

supported this idea and noted that the transition to fatherhood is accompanied by 

increasing maturity (Heath, 1978; Heath and Heath, 1991). 

Similar to marriage, paternity has influenced the choices that men have made in 

their everyday lives.  When fathers were highly involved with their children they became 

more attentive to finding and holding employment, while also decreasing their 

involvement in risky behavior (Lerman and Sorenson, 2000).  Edin, Nelson, and 

Paranal’s (2004) qualitative study found that fatherhood altered how men perceived the 
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risks and rewards of criminal behavior.   The bonds they held with their children became 

highly salient, and behaviors and consequences (such as incarceration) that would have 

negatively impacted these bonds were to be avoided at all costs.  Some of the underlying 

reasons behind these assertions were a fear of the loss of their ability to provide 

financially, as well as their desire that the children viewed them in a positive light.  

Research noted that the age of the participant was influential over the amount to which 

the birth of a child influenced their desistance from crime (Edin et al., 2004).  However, 

other research found higher levels of involvement among younger rather than older 

fathers (Danziger and Radin, 1990). 

Adolescent Fathers 

While the life course transition to fatherhood can be difficult for all men (Cowan et 

al., 1985; Klein, 1985; Wente and Crockenberg, 1976), it is even more trying for 

adolescent males (Hagan and Wheaton, 1993; Howel and Frese, 1982; Jordan, 1996).  In 

a society in which a linear life course is expected (Elder, 1982), a break in the standard 

order of obtaining secondary education, followed by marriage, followed by paternity, 

places a series of stresses and problems upon the young father (Hagan and Wheaton, 

1993; Howel and Frese, 1982; Jordan, 1996).  Financial and emotional immaturity, along 

with a lack of resources, provides many problems for young fathers (Marsiglio, 1987; 

Hardy and Duggan, 1988; Lerman, 1993; Elster and Lamb, 1987; Elster et al., 1987; 

Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998).  While some of these men may desire to take on the 

role of father, scant resources make this task difficult (Pleck et al., 1995). 

According to national surveys, between 2-7% of American adolescent males were 

fathers; with higher rates found among inner city and minority youth (National Center for 

Health, 1994; Marsiglio, 1987; Sonenstein et al., 1989; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 
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1998).  Interestingly, adolescent fathers were more likely to be employed and have a 

disposable income than their cohorts; however because of their situation as fathers their 

cohorts quickly surpassed them due to educational attainment and job training (Belsky 

and Miller, 1986).  While many adolescent fathers held excitement about the birth of their 

child, many did not continue a high level of involvement as time passes (Danziger and 

Radin, 1990).  There were strong correlations between adolescent fatherhood and a 

spectrum of different measurements of socioeconomic disadvantages (education, income, 

etc.) (Geronimus, 1991).  Teenage fathering has been found as both a cause and result of 

social conditions, but having a child did hold deleterious effects on the future chances of 

these young men (Geronimus, 1991).   

Some of the negative effects of adolescent fatherhood upon these young men were 

an increased likelihood of problematic behaviors such as poor academic performance, 

behavioral problems at school, drug and alcohol abuse, sexual promiscuity, and 

delinquency (Elster et al., 1987; Christmon and Luckey, 1994; Dearden et al., 1995; 

Resnick et al., 1993; Ketterlinus et al., 1992; Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-

Loeber and Wei, 1998).  Two findings from Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei (1998) were 

striking in that young fathers were twice as likely as non-fathers to be classified as 

delinquents, and that deviant behavior did not decrease in either the year of or the year 

after the child’s birth. 

Prisons, Providing, and Problems 

Both criminology and family studies have examined the influence of employment 

and income on many different variables. One of the ways in which these social forces 

intersected was that men who were poor and/or low wage earners became first time 

fathers during the same years of the life course in which they were most likely to engage 
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in criminal activities (Edin et al., 2004).  Among fathers the ability to provide, or to 

perform the instrumental family role, is primary (Bozett, 1985; Gadsen and Smith, 1994; 

Tripp, 2001).  Research finding a strong relationship between a lack of employment and 

reduced paternal involvement, was therefore unsurprising (Achatz and MacAullum, 

1994; Anderson, 1993; Danziger and Radin, 1990; Furstenberg, 1995).  While some 

research asserted a causal relationship between father involvement and men’s ability to 

find work (Levine and Pitt, 1995), others noted that finding a causal relationship between 

income and paternal participation among low-income men was difficult as the causation 

runs in both directions (Lerman and Sorenson, 2000).  Marriage also held similar effects 

among men, in that marriage has been seen to correlate with an increase in salary above 

that of similar, yet unmarried, workers (Korenman and Neumark, 1991).  Additionally, 

greater involvement with one’s children has lead men to have a better level of marital 

adjustment than uninvolved fathers (Pleck, 1985). 

Another relationship that has been established by research is that of crime and 

employment.  Criminal involvement has tended to increase when wages were low (Doyle 

et al., 1999; Grogger, 1998), job stability decreased (Sampson and Laub, 1993), entry 

level jobs were unavailable (Shihadeh and Ousey, 1998), and unemployment was high 

(Farrington et al., 1986).  Offenders tended to desist when they found jobs that were 

stable (Shover, 1996).  The relationship between incarceration and employment has been 

seen to be causal in both directions as both criminal convictions and serving time have 

been found to negatively affect employment as well as earnings (Freeman, 1991; Lott, 

1990; Naging and Waldfogel, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1993; Waldfogel, 1994; Western 

and Beckett, 1999; Witte and Reid, 1980).  This can be seen in that former prisoners 
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earned lower wages and experienced higher levels of unemployment than similar men 

(Western et al., 2001).  

Certainly the relationships between criminal behaviors, family participation, and 

economic success or failure are myriad and complex.  The ways in which these three 

areas of social life intersect formed the core of this research, as relationships between 

family, employment, and criminal behavior were fully examined.  As noted earlier, the 

relationships between these social spheres have been examined in both family and 

criminological research.  The following chapter looked further into the criminological 

background of this research.  Indeed, the theory that guided this research holds both 

family participation and employment as key variables in the study of delinquent and 

criminal behavior. 
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CHAPTER 3 
THEORY 

The theoretical foundation for this research was developmental and life-course 

criminology.  The developmental and life-course criminology (DLC) perspective focuses 

on the development of and changes in anti-social behavior throughout the life-course.  

DLC looks at the influences of various risk factors and life-course events as people age.  

This theory differs from other paradigms in that examining within-individual changes is a 

core directive.  This theory grew out of the criminal career paradigm (Blumstein et al., 

1986; Farrington, 2003).  It is also rooted in the theoretical soil of social control theories 

and the life course perspective.  Each of these theories, along with some of their essential 

underlying principles, are discussed within this chapter.  Developmental life-course 

criminology is then reviewed in greater detail.  The history of this theory along with some 

of its core concepts and issues are also presented.   

While the myriad of distinct models that can be categorized as developmental and 

life-course criminology theories are reviewed, the specific theory under which this 

research has been developed is examined at further length.  Sampson and Laub’s age-

graded informal social control theory (1993) directed the construction of this research.  

Finally, some of the main findings from this line of research are discussed. 

Social Theories on Crime 

Social Control 

As noted above, social control theory is the organizing principle within life course 

criminology (Laub and Sampson, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1993).  A variety of social 
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control and bonding theories were derived from the Durkheimian notion that people are 

more likely to conform to the rules than to break them (Agnew, 1985; Cloward and 

Ohlin, 1960; Cohen, 1955; Nye, 1958; Reiss, 1951; Sykes and Matza, 1964).  Hirschi’s 

social bonding theory has remained one of the most frequently discussed modern 

criminology theories, and the most utilized version of social control theory (Akers, 1997; 

Stitt and Giacopassi, 1992).  The basic tenet of social control theory is that crime and 

deviance result when an individual holds weak or broken bonds with society (Durkheim, 

1897; Hirschi, 1969; Janowitz, 1975; Kornhauser, 1978; Reiss, 1951). 

A social bond is composed of four elements (Hirschi, 1969).  The first element, 

attachment, describes the degree to which an individual holds close affectionate 

relationships with others.  Commitment is the next element, this is the level of investment 

that an individual holds in conventional social structures, such as an occupation or an 

education.  Involvement measures how much an individual is occupied with conventional 

activities.  Finally, belief examines the level to which an individual endorses the moral 

rules and ideas of a given society. 

As people age into adulthood they develop ties that “create interdependent systems 

of obligation and restraint that impose significant costs” upon negative behaviors, such as 

criminal activities (Laub and Sampson, 1993: 306).  Bonds do not simply materialize, as 

they take time to develop (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998).  Over time, the investment 

that individuals make into social bonds grow, as does the incentive for avoiding specific 

behaviors (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993; Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1994).  The emergence of social bonds should therefore be viewed as an 

investment process, whereby “enduring attachments” to a specific role, or other people, 
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influences the manner in which one acts (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and 

Sampson, 1993; Nagin and Paternoster, 1994).  Social bonds between individuals could 

be viewed as a primary relationship, wherein interdependence and a sense of 

collectiveness results in a fusion of individualities (Cooley, 1909).  Not surprisingly, 

these social bonds provide individuals with a sense of “connectedness” to the social 

networks within which they are embedded (Laub and Sampson, 1993).   

Not surprisingly, research has found the manner in which people are connected, or 

the degree to which they are socially bonded, influences delinquent and criminal 

behaviors.    Those who hold weak connections with systems of interdependency are 

unbound to commit delinquent acts (Braithwaite, 1989).  Research has found that the 

strength of bonds are often more influential than the mere acquisition of bonds as in seen 

in the differential results of satisfying marriages and employment as opposed to the 

acquisition of a spouse or a job (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 

1993; Samspson and Laub, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1990).  Among adults, changes in 

criminality can be structured by life events and transitions (Rutter et al., 1990; Sampson 

and Laub, 1990).  Additionally, the loss of employment, a marital relationship, or contact 

with ones’ offspring has been found to be significantly related to increases in anti-social 

behavior (Farrington and West, 1995; Sampson and Laub, 1993; Western and Beckett, 

1999). 

Social Capital 

One manner in which social bonds operate is through the development of social 

capital.  Social capital is created within the interpersonal relationships and connections 

that individuals make with institutional structures (Laub and Sampson, 1993).  While less 

tangible than physical capital, social capital makes social exchanges and interactions 
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possible that could not occur if it was not present (Laub and Sampson, 1993).  Social 

investment, or capital, influences the strength and salience of bonds, thereby influencing 

the potency of informal social control at the micro, or individual level (Coleman, 1988; 

Sampson and Laub, 1990).   

Social capital is an aspect of social bonding that is essential in the creation and 

maintenance of ties to social institutions (Coleman, 1988; 1990; Laub and Sampson, 

1993).  Social groups that display interdependency and reciprocity among members hold 

social ties imbued with high levels of social capital (Laub and Sampson, 1993).  Weak 

social bonds are characterized by a lack of social capital (Coleman, 1990; Laub and 

Sampson, 1993; Nagin and Paternoster, 1992; Sampson and Laub, 1993).  As noted 

earlier, the strength of social bonds is a strong predictor of changes in criminal behavior 

(Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993; Samspson and Laub, 1993; 

Sampson and Laub, 1990).  Social capital has been integrated into life-course theories 

because criminological theories needed to address changes within important social 

institutions such as the family and employment.  According to DLC theorists Laub and 

Sampson “social capital and turning points are important concepts in understanding 

processes of change in the adult life course” (1993: 302). 

Life Course Theories 

The life-course perspective has been increasingly applied to criminological theory 

(Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2002; Piquero and Mazzerole, 2001).  This specific 

perspective has been particularly helpful in that it addresses changes in circumstances 

that have been shown to influence anti-social behavior.  The life-course perspective has 

examined not only the diverse life circumstances within which offenders act, but it has 

also examined how these circumstances can vary both in quality and strength across time 
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(Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Piquero, 

MacDonald, and Parker, 2002; Piquero and Mazzerole, 2001; Sampson and Laub, 1993; 

Thornberry, 1997).  Research prior to the life-course perspective consisted of only a snap 

shot of social relations (Giele and Elder, 1998). 

Prior to its use within criminology, life-course theories focused on three broad 

issues: 1) Social meanings of age through the life-course; 2) Intergenerational 

transmission of social patterns; 3) The effects of macro level events (Sampson and Laub, 

1992).  The following sections reviewed some of the main concepts that have been 

utilized in life-course research.  This perspective’s application within criminology is 

discussed at length later in this chapter.  There are three key concepts that are essential to 

a life-course study: trajectories, transitions, and turning points.  All three of these 

concepts are discussed with a brief description of the ways they were utilized within this 

research. 

Trajectories in the Life Course 

A trajectory is “a pathway or line of development over the life span such as work 

life, marriage, parenthood, self-esteem, and criminal behavior” (Sampson and Laub, 

1992: 65).  Trajectories seek to map out the long-term patterns and directions in which 

people’s lives flow. 

The author examined a variety of trajectories within this research.  The two main 

trajectories under consideration were the criminal and family trajectories.  Family 

trajectories such as marriage and parenthood were measured in order to discern how 

family involvement affected the trajectory of criminal activity.  In addition to family and 

criminal trajectories, other trajectories such as employment and educational attainment 
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were included as they have been proven influential on criminality (Farrington et al., 

1986; Rutter et al., 1990).   

Thornberry (1997) had noted that trajectories hold three dimensions.  First, the 

entrance dimension measures whether or not an individual participates in the trajectory of 

interest.  For example, not all of the subjects will be a husband or a father.  The next 

dimension of a trajectory is timing, or more specifically, social timing (Elder, 1994).  

Social timing examines what happens, when it happened, and for how long.  The social 

element of timing looks at age-graded expectations that accompany certain roles and life 

events.  The experience of life-course events, such as fatherhood, varies in accordance 

with its social timing (Nock, 1998).  When examining the connection between fatherhood 

and criminality, previous research has showed that having a child during the expected age 

range can result in decreases in criminal propensities, while fathering a child at a young 

age can lead to further criminal involvement (Farrington and West, 1997; Nock, 1998; 

Thornberry, 1997). 

The final dimension of trajectories is that of success.  Simple measures of success 

would be maintaining a marriage, or a job through out the duration of the study.  

However, for this research, success was examined through analyzing the strengths of 

social bonds held.  Success was measured in this research through the inclusion of 

variables such as marital satisfaction, job satisfaction, father success (two different 

measures) and residential fatherhood (father involvement as success). 

Transitions 

The second key concept in the life-course perspective is a transition.  These are 

changes, or life events within a trajectory (Elder, 1985).  These events tend to occur 

relatively suddenly, and hold a great deal of influence over the individual’s life 
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trajectories (Elder, 1985; Rutter and Rutter, 1993).  This research examined how a variety 

of transitions influence the participants’ criminal participation.  Events such as being 

arrested, fathering a child, gaining employment, and completion of a high school degree 

were measured and analyzed. 

Turning Points 

Life course perspective has also been used to examine turning points.  Many times 

turning points are drastic adaptations taken in response to a major transition along a 

particular trajectory (Elder, 1985).  Turning points cause individuals to change, or 

redirect, the path of their current trajectory (Elder, 1986, 1994; Rutter et al., 1990; 

Sampson and Laub, 1990).  However, given the interpretive nature of what a major event 

is, and whether or not it has changed one’s life-course, it is difficult to determine if an 

event really is a turning point.  Given the complex and subjective nature of defining what 

is or is not a turning point, especially with a quantitative source of data, this research 

focused on transitions rather than on turning points. 

Cohorts and Period Effects 

Certainly one of the key elements of the life-course perspective is that it is sensitive 

to the historical context within which humans develop and behavior unfolds.  This 

perspective differentiates between the influence of cohort and period effects (Elder, 

1994).  The cohort effect acknowledges that persons from different generations may 

experience the same events in different ways.  However, historical events can also yield 

relatively similar change across birth cohorts as well; this is the period effect (Elder, 

2000).  Modern historical changes which have influenced American children are the 

growth of the mass media, the growth of the public school system, and fluctuations 

within economic cycles, especially the Great Depression (Elder et al., 1993). 
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Life Course Criminology 

Life-course criminology emerged from a milieu of various issues and theories.  

Some of the concepts acquired from life-course theory have been discussed.  The notions 

of trajectories and transitions will be discussed at further length as criminology’s 

adaptation of life-course theories is examined.  However, the theoretical journey of life-

course theory into criminology has been characterized by a couple of important and 

influential stops.  The concept of the criminal career could be envisioned as the beginning 

of this sojourn.  The battle over this concept, along with the accompanying clashes over 

the age-crime curve and longitudinal data, have shaped the development of various 

theories and have held widespread influence on research.  The concept of a criminal 

career is reviewed along with a brief recounting of the scholastic skirmish about the 

concept and some related theoretical, conceptual, and methodological issues. 

Following this review, developmental and life-course theories are discussed.  The 

main tenets of this branch of criminological theory are examined, as are some of the 

concepts created and the issues investigated by these theories.  The various paradigms 

that have been considered to be DLC will then be redressed.  Next, the DLC theory that 

shaped this research project will be discussed.  Finally, this chapter closes with a review 

of some of the important findings of DLC research, especially those which are relevant to 

the current research. 

Criminal Careers in the Life-Course 

The criminal career trajectory looks at how individuals have patterned their 

criminal behaviors over a period of time (Blumstein et al., 1986).  As noted above, the 

three dimensions of a trajectory are of great importance when measuring the criminal 

trajectory.  Certainly knowledge regarding the age at which one enters into the criminal 
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trajectory, one’s success at crime (measured via offenses versus arrest/encounters with 

the police), as well as examinations of the timing of offenses in relation to other 

trajectories paints a vivid portrayal of the individual’s criminal career. 

Nonetheless, there are four additional dimensions integral to understanding a 

criminal career (Blumstein et al., 1986).  The first dimension is participation.  While at 

first glance this would seem to measure the same notion as the entrance dimension of 

trajectory, there is a subtle difference.  Entrance measures whether or not an individual 

has ever committed a crime, whereas participation looks at the continuance of criminal 

behavior.  As subjects are interviewed multiple times, this variable assessed if an 

individual has committed any crimes during the preceding time span.  Within this 

research, participation was the main dependent variable.  Participation was an appropriate 

measure of anti-social behavior within this project as the sample was a general population 

(Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  A deviant sample would be more 

appropriate for the following measure of criminal behavior.  

The next dimension, which is one of the key issues in modern criminological 

debates, measures the frequency of the individual’s participation in criminal activities 

(Blumstein et al, 1986).  Frequency, or lambda, looks at how many crimes an individual 

has committed over a specific period of time.  Once again, frequency was not be a key 

consideration in this research as the sample consists of a general population.  Frequency 

measures are best utilized in a sample of offenders, or a “deviant” sample (Piquero, 

Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  The third dimension examines the seriousness of the 

crimes committed.  This measure was not be used as data was not available on the crimes 

for which participants were arrested or incarcerated.  However, future use of this data 
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may be able to use the dimensions of frequency and seriousness if the main consideration 

is drug use.  The Harlem Longitudinal data set does describe both the frequency and the 

types of drugs that subjects have used.  Nonetheless, this research focused on 

participation, examining if a broad categorization of anti-social behavior (including 

arrests, incarceration, and use of any illicit drugs) was influenced by disparate social 

bonds.  The fourth dimension is that of duration, a measure of the length of the criminal 

career from beginning till desistance (Blumstein et al., 1988).  This dimension was not 

expressly examined but was observed as the criminal behavior at different time periods 

was noted. 

The Age Crime Curve and the Criminal Career Debate 

Data collected in the United States and other industrialized nations have indicated 

that both violent and property crime rates rise rapidly as people progress through their 

teenage years, peaking at 16 and 18 respectively, followed by a decline through the rest 

of the life-course (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Farrington, 1986; Sampson and Laub, 

1992).  Indeed, this fact has been upheld in an examination of criminal behaviors at 

different ages (Stattin, Magnusson, and Reichel, 1989), that has been cited as the most 

comprehensive analysis on the subject thus far (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 

2003).  While the peaks in offending vary between official data (ages 14-18) and self-

reports (ages 13-16) (Elliott et al., 1983), all three major forms of data used in criminal 

justice research (official data, self-reports, and victim reports) have found an over-

representation of youth as criminal offenders (Hindelang, 1981; Rowe and Tittle, 1977; 

Sampson and Laub, 1992).  While the prevalence of young people as offenders is not in 

question, it has been the manner in which people desist from criminal activities through 

the life-course that has become a major dispute in criminology. 
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Despite agreeing that criminal activity decreases with age, scholars have battled 

over the meaning of different variations within groups, between years, by crime type, and 

in different places (Blumstein et al., 1988a, 1988b; Farrington, 1986; Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1988; Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983, 1986, 1987).  Blumstein, Cohen, and 

Farrington asserted that these differences were important issues that would lead to a 

better understanding of how individuals move through criminal careers (Blumstein et al., 

1988a, 1988b; Farrington, 1986).  On the other hand, Hirschi and Gottfredson claimed 

that these distinctions were trivial (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1988; Hirschi and 

Gottfredson, 1983, 1986, 1987).  While the concerns of Gottfredson and Hirschi are 

noted, this research was shaped by the theoretical tenets of Blumstein, Farrington, and 

Cohen (along with other scholars whose work is discussed at length later in this chapter). 

Gottfreson and Hirschi 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1988) rejected the construction of criminal careers on a 

number of fronts.  First, they noted that the concept of criminal careers was lacking in 

theoretical support.  Gottfredson and Hirschi assert that the concept of a criminal career 

was not only theoretically bereft; it was also politically driven (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 

1986, 1987, 1988, 1990; Hirschi, 1969; Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983).  They claimed 

that a career must show progress.  They then sited numerous works in which the 

seriousness of offenses did not increase through out the criminal career (Blumstein and 

Cohen, 1979; Glueck and Glueck, 1940, 1968; Wolfgang et. al., 1972). Second, they 

asserted that frequency can be measured through a cross-sectional study (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1986, 1988, 1990; Hirschi, 1969).  Third, according to these scholars, differences 

within the age-crime curve are trivial (Goring, 1913; Guttman, 1977; Hirschi and 

Gottfredson, 1983, 1986).  Finally, cross-sectional studies are quicker and more cost 
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effective than longitudinal study, therefore such research designs are wasteful and 

unnecessary (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1990). 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) advanced a version of control theory where the 

central factor was that of self-control.  This theory asserts that self-control is an 

individual measure that is established during childhood and remains stable through time; 

therefore the cause of criminal behavior, or anti-social behavior, for all individuals 

remains constant throughout the life-course (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).  The 

theoretical grounding for this paradigm can be found in Gottfredson and Hirschi’s 

evaluation of the age-crime curve wherein they state that it is invariant; showing the same 

variance in prevalence and frequency by age for all offenders (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 

1983). 

Blumstein, Cohen, and Farrington 

The opposite side of this discussion asserted three main arguments.  First, 

Gottfredson and Hirschi both misunderstood the criminal career concept and attached 

political value where there was none (Blumstein and Cohen, 1979; Blumstein et al., 

1988a, 1988b; Blumstein et al., 1982).  Second, changes within subjects’ participation 

rates and frequency of criminal activities are an important facet of crime to measure.  

Additionally, these changes can only be appropriately measured at different points in 

time, adding to the logical approval of longitudinal research (Blumstein et al., 1988a, 

1988b; Farrington et al., 1986).  Finally, the differences among offenders on the age-

crime curve are important issues that reveal substantial information about the patterns of 

criminal careers (Blumstein et al., 1988a, 1988b; Farrington, 1986; Farrington, et. al., 

1986).  For example, the decline in the aggregate arrest rate as individuals age does not 
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require that the frequency of offending follows the same pattern (Blumstein et al., 1988a, 

1988b). 

Developmental and Life Course Criminology 

Developmental and life-course criminology is an extension of the criminal career 

paradigm created in light of claims that the model was atheoretical (Blumstein et al., 

1986; Farrington, 2003).  DLC addresses three issues through the incorporation of three 

disparate paradigms (Farrington, 2003).  First, this theory deals with the risk factors for 

offending at different ages through the incorporation of risk factor prevention 

(Farrington, 2000; Hawkins and Catalano, 1992; Loeber and Farrington, 1998).  Second, 

DLC examines the development of offending and anti-social behavior with the use of 

developmental criminology (LeBlanc and Loeber, 1998;  Loeber and LeBlanc, 1990).  

Finally, this theory uses life-course criminology to address the effects of life events and 

life transitions on offending (Sampson and Laub, 1993).   

Generally, the subjects of DLC research have been lower class, urban males 

residing in industrialized Western societies (Farrington, 2003).  Broadly this research 

examines the development of offending over time, and tries to identify the causal factors 

that occur prior to or along with the deviant behavior (LeBlanc and Loeber, 1998; 

Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  Broken down further, this theory looks at 

anti-social behavior over the life-course and the factors that influence the movement into 

and away from deviant actions.  One aspect of this theory that separates it from other 

paradigms is the manner in which causal factors and the timing of various life-course 

events are brought forth as essential elements in shaping a deeper understanding of 

criminal behavior.  The life-course perspective influences DLC to acknowledge that 
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changes in behavior are influenced by the orderly changes that occur as the participant 

ages (Patterson, 1993; Thornberry, 1997). 

DLC Issues and Measurements 

Life-course theories address a number of issues such as trajectories, transitions, and 

turning points.  The application of the life-course perspective to criminology has resulted 

in a myriad of new concepts that seek to provide a more detailed explanation of the 

criminal career through the life-course.  The trajectory of criminal careers is examined in 

greater depth through the concepts of activation, aggravation, and desistance (LeBlanc 

and Frechette, 1989; LeBlanc and Loeber, 1998).  Activation addresses the manner in 

which criminal behavior continues once initiated, how it changes, its frequency, and its 

diversity (LeBlanc and Loeber, 1998).  The three sub-processes of acceleration (increases 

or decreases in frequency), stabilization (continuity in criminal behavior over a period of 

time), and diversification (the diversity in criminal actions) develop a thorough model of 

the activation of criminal behavior.  The concept of aggravation questions whether or not 

subjects engage in more or less serious criminal behaviors over time.  Desistance is a 

central issue in criminology as it seeks to understand how and when people refrain from 

criminal activity.  This research sought to discover how young men in Harlem altered 

their criminal behavior as a result of changes in the life circumstances.  Therefore, 

desistance was a key concept in this research. 

Desistance 

LeBlanc and Loeber (1998) describe desistance as a “deceleration” in the frequency 

of criminal activities, a decrease in “specialization,” and as a “de-escalation” of the 

seriousness of criminal activities.  These three paths of desistance, while addressing the 

myriad of ways in which people may reduce their deviant behaviors, complicate the 
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research agenda of those who will study desistance.  Previously this topic had been 

neglected (Loeber and LeBlanc, 1990), due to a variety of methodological and theoretical 

problems (Laub and Sampson, 2001).  However, many social scientists have sought to 

develop a deeper understanding of this issue (Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Laub, 

Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Loeber et al., 1991; Warr, 1998).  Nonetheless, many issues 

regarding this subject remain unresolved.   

The definitional issues of desistance are further complicated by the discussion over 

whether it is an event or a process (Fagan, 1989; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Maruna, 

2001).  Desistance is difficult to measure, especially quantitatively, if desisting from 

crime is a process of “making good,” and socially reconstructing one’s life on a daily 

basis (Maruna, 2001: 7).  Others have supported the conceptualization of desistance as 

gradual, noting that the accumulation of social bonds takes time to occur and solidify 

(Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1995).   

Additionally a conceptually acceptable “cutoff” for the measurement of subjects 

has remained in question (Farrington, 1979).  For example, has an individual desisted if 

they do not commit a crime during the study period?  Can this person be labeled as one 

who has desisted?  Or is an individual only truly a desitant if they are measured till death 

and have refrained from crime?  While most research has labeled a participant as having 

desisted if they do not commit a crime during the study period, this factor remains at 

large to question the validity of the measurement.  Therefore, what may actually be under 

examination is not desistance, but periods of non-offending (Blumstein et al., 1986; 

Barnett et al., 1987, 1989; Bushway et al., 2001). 
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One manner in which desistance has been evaluated is to examine whether or not 

the behaviors of the individual show a meaningful change (Laub and Sampson, 1993).  

This change may come in the form of a modification, a drop in frequency of offending, or 

as an exchange, moving from heroin use to alcohol use only (Laub and Sampson, 1993).  

These changes can be viewed as “deep” or “meaningful” when accompanied by the 

development of roles that lead to increasing investment into the social structures and 

thereby the accumulation of social capital (Coleman, 1988, 1990; Laub and Sampson, 

1993; Nagin and Paternoster, 1992). 

Given the broad discussion of this topic, it is important to note the manner in which 

desistance will be conceptualized in this research.  Overall, desistance will 

conceptualized as some form of non-participation.  As a result of disparate measures 

throughout the various waves, non-participation will be conceptualized for each wave in 

accordance with the measures available.  All of these measures will be described in 

chapter 4. 

Past and future criminal behavior 

Deviant behavior among children strongly predicts adult criminal behavior 

(Sampson and Laub, 1990).  Research on criminal careers has found a consistent 

relationship between past and future criminality (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 

2003).  There have been two main explanations for this relationship (Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1991, 2000).  State dependence asserts that engaging in criminal activity 

alters ones life circumstances in ways that will increases the probability of future criminal 

behavior (Nagin and Paternoster, 1991).  For example, deviant behavior may weaken the 

strength of ones conventional bonds to family and friends, or incarceration may 

negatively impact ones’ relationship with their employer thereby negatively impacting 
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the individual’s ties to employment social structures.  The other explanation for the 

relationship between past and future offending, persistent heterogeneity, states that 

individuals that hold the highest propensity to commit crime will continue to do so 

throughout the life course (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).  However, some scholars 

believe that both persistent heterogeniety and state dependence influence the positive 

relationship between past and future deviant behavior (Nagin and Paternoster, 1991, 

2000; Sampson and Laub, 1993; 1997).   

Theories that address both of these hypotheses are needed as the relationship 

between offending in youth and adult years has not proven to be completely stable.  For 

example, while anti-social behavior among children is one of the best predictors of anti-

social behavior in adults, most delinquent children do not offend as adults (Gove, 1985).  

Additionally, a majority of adult offenders had no history with delinquency as juveniles 

(McCord, 1979).  Research has found that there are a variety of offender trajectories that 

diverge from the standard expected age-crime curve (Cline, 1980; Laub, Nagin, and 

Sampson, 1998; Sampson and Laub, 1990).  One research problem has been that a large 

number of false negative and positive predictions have occurred when examining the 

relationship between childhood and adulthood criminality (Loeber and Stouthamer-

Loeber, 1987; Farrington and Tarling, 1985).  False positives occur when scales 

substantially over-predict future criminal behavior, while false positives fail to accurately 

predict who will engage in future criminal actions (Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1987; 

Farrington and Tarling, 1985; Sampson and Laub, 1992).  Nonetheless, research has 

continued to examine this relationship, and a review of this research has concluded that 
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both persistent heterogeniety and state dependence are important factors to examine and 

address (Nagin and Paternoster, 2000). 

Different DLC Theories 

Many perspectives have emerged under the umbrella of developmental life-course 

criminology.  While all of these theories provide a distinct vision of criminal behavior, 

each of them contains distinct notions of the mechanisms which influence anti-social 

behaviors.  These theories can be regarded in two distinct categories (Paternoster et al., 

1997; Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  First, these theories may be regarded 

as either static or dynamic.  The distinction between a static and dynamic theory can be 

summed up in a list of the questions that dynamic theories address and that static theories 

fail to consider (Thornberry, 1997).  Dynamic theories examine the different dimensions 

of criminal careers, identify different types of offenders, note the risk factors and results 

of criminal behaviors, and address developmental issues outside of criminal behaviors 

(Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003; Thornberry, 1997).   

Second, they may be either general or developmental (Paternoster et al., 1997; 

Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  This addresses whether or not criminal 

behavior has a “general” cause among all subjects.  General theories assume there is a 

common cause for anti-social behaviors, while developmental theories assert that there 

are distinct causal pathways among different groups (Paternoster et al., 1997; Piquero, 

Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  Nonetheless, the focus of this section will be to offer a 

brief description of the various DLC theories, followed by a more detailed discussion of 

Sampson and Laub’s Age-Graded Informal Social Control Theory which guides this 

research. 
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Moffitt’s Developmental Typology divides offenders into two distinct classes: 

adolescent limited and life-course persistent (Moffitt, 1993).  In this theory 

neuropsychological dysfunctions or cognitive deficits disrupt normal development 

(Farrington, 2003; Moffit, 1993).  Adolescent limited delinquency accounts for a large 

percentage of youthful anti-social behavior.  This form of delinquency occurs as a result 

of their lack of maturity and the encouragement of peers.  Primarily this behavior is a 

form of rebellion in which the adolescent asserts their own independence through the 

commission of acts normally thought to be the province of adults (drinking, smoking, 

sexual behavior).  The second category of offender, life-course persistent, engage in a 

variety of anti-social behavior that includes violence early in life as a result of cognitive 

deficiencies that make them highly vulnerable to crimonogenic effects.  While adolescent 

limited offenders move through the maturity gap and adapt new perspectives on the risks 

and rewards of anti-social behaviors, life-course persistent delinquents fail to evolve into 

conventional adult roles. 

Catalano and Hawkins (1996) Social Developmental Model focuses on the balance 

between anti-social and pro-social bonds that people hold.  The strengths of each bond, 

along with the perceived costs and benefits are the causal pathways that direct people 

towards or away from anti-social behavior (Catalano and Hawkins, 1996;  Farrington, 

2003).  This theory predicts both drug use and delinquency.  It examines four distinct 

phases of social development as people move through pre-school, elementary school, 

middle school, and high school.   

LeBlanc’s (1997) Interactive Multilayered Control Theory explains the 

development of offending, crime rates, and criminal events.  Offending develops in 
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relation to an individual’s social bonds, personality development, modeling, and social 

constraints (Farrington, 2003; LeBlanc, 1997).  

The Interactional Theory states that offending depends on the development of other 

life-course trajectories (Thornberry, 1987; Thornberry and Krohn, 2001).  This theory 

also focuses on “reciprocal causation,” noting that social bonding influences offending, 

and that offending also affects the development of social bonds (Thornberry and Krohn, 

2001).  According to interactional theory, desistance is caused by protective factors 

(success in employment or education), social influences, and intervention programs. 

Recently, Farrington (2003) proposed an amalgamated theory that takes into 

account the various issues and problems that have been revealed by previous works.  The 

key construct, anti-social potential, addresses how likely an individual is to commit an 

anti-social act.  The Integrated Cognitive Anti-social Potential Theory (ICAP) looks at 

how anti-social potential becomes an anti-social act as a result of the cognitive processes 

that analyze both opportunities and potential victims.  Strain, DLC, labeling, learning, 

rational choice, and social control theories influenced the development of this paradigm.   

Sampson and Laub’s Age Graded Informal Social Control Theory examines the 

various roles and interpersonal relationships that people develop throughout the life-

course and the ways in which these connections influence the choices that individuals 

make, especially in regards to criminal behaviors (Laub and Sampson, 1993).    This 

theory is characterized by three main tenets (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  

First, delinquency during adolescence and childhood can be understood in a structural 

context that is influenced by informal forms of social control.  Second, there is a high 

level of continuity when examining deviance from childhood to adulthood.  Third, the 
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quality of social bonds that people accumulate as they enter adulthood influence changes 

in criminal behavior.  Overall, this theory acknowledges early childhood behaviors and 

differences, while also advancing the notion that social bonds in adulthood also hold 

relevance in examining criminal behavior (Sampson and Laub, 1993). 

Social bonds exist in both formal and informal manners (Kornhauser, 1978; 

Sampson and Laub, 1993).  However, this theory focuses on the forms of informal social 

control that influence the lives of individuals (Laub and Sampson, 1993; Sampson and 

Laub, 1993).  As people form relationships they develop role reciprocities that shape 

informal social controls (Kornhauser, 1978; Laub and Sampson, 1993).  Sampson and 

Laub (1993: 18) assert that they are utilizing, “a more general conceptualization of social 

control as the capacity of a social group to regulate itself according to desired principles 

and values, and hence to make norms and rules effective.”  Here norms and rules are 

created and understood by members of various social groups.  DLC research projects 

(including this project), have sought to examine the manner in which membership into 

such groups as a family, a workplace, or an institution of learning result in the creation of 

norms and rules that would lead an individual away from anti-social behaviors.  These 

notions of norms and rules can be further understood in correlation with the earlier 

discussion of social bonds and social capital.  Additionally, as noted above, this theory 

asserts that the strength of social bonds are an influential factor in the cessation of deviant 

behaviors (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993; Sampson and 

Laub, 1993).  This is a logical derivation of the larger theory in that individuals are more 

likely to commit to the rules and norms of a relationship, status, or bond to which they 

feel a higher level of connection. 
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The etiology of their perspective can be found in the investigation of a “forgotten” 

longitudinal data source, data collected by the Gluecks.  The Gluecks sought to examine 

the development of offenders.  Their data are unique in that they collected a matched 

sample consisting of 500 delinquents and 500 non-delinquents.  Participants were 

matched by age, race, intelligence, and residence (Laub and Sampson, 1988).  This data 

was ideal for testing Sampson and Laub’s informal social control theory as it examined 

informal social bonds, family and school especially, and followed the subjects over time 

so that the influences of changing social bonds could be examined. 

Cummulative Disadvantage 

Sampson and Laub’s age-graded informal social control theory extended their 

developmental conceptualization to include an element of labeling theory with their 

discussion of cumulative disadvantage (Laub and Sampson, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 

1997).  Cumulative disadvantage refers to the manner in which anti-social behavior has a 

“systematic attenuating effect on the social and institutional bonds linking adults to 

society.” (Sampson and Laub, 1997: 144).  The effects of labeling create a cycle wherein 

the individual’s connections with family, peers, school, and the criminal justice system 

are increasingly negatively influenced (Sampson and Laub, 1997).  In this downward 

spiral, criminal acts directly and indirectly modify the likelihood of future criminal 

behavior (Nagin and Paternoster, 1991).  Directly, official reactions (arrests, 

incarceration) to primary deviance can create problems (unemployment, 

underemployment) that increase the likelihood of secondary deviance (Becker, 1963; 

Laub and Sampson, 1993; Lemert, 1951; Tittle, 1988). 

Two of the underlying elements of cumulative disadvantage are institutionalization 

and stigmatization (Caspi et al., 1987).  Institutionalization has been found to weaken 
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social bonds with friends and family (Wheeler, 1961; King, 1993).  During 

institutionalization the process of “prisonization” may occur wherein inmates are 

inculcated into the subculture of prison that is both hypermasculine and violent 

(Carrabine and Longhurst, 1998; Clemmer, 1940; Messerschmidt, 1993; Newton, 1994; 

Sabo et al., 2001). Prisonization is often tied to a weakening of family ties and an 

increase in isolationist behavior with regards to relationships outside of the prison walls 

(Clemmer, 1940; King, 1993).  This can be seen in that fathers frequently report 

deterioration in closeness with their children while incarcerated (Lanier, 1993). 

Research has also found confirmation of the stigmatization mechanism of 

cumulative disadvantage.  Those who serve longer sentences have a more difficult time 

obtaining and maintaining employment (Sampson and Laub, 1997).  Similarly, future 

opportunities are curtailed for males with serious records of youthful deviance (Caspi and 

Moffitt, 1993; Moffitt, 1993).  The effects of labeling are harsher for lower class boys 

than among middle class boys (Hagan, 1991).  Certainly, the cyclical nature of 

cumulative disadvantage can result in a downward spiral for young men who have been 

officially sanctioned for anti-social behavior.  As the negative effects of such labels 

continue to shape their socialization patterns and opportunities, the likelihood of 

accumulating informal social bonds that will steer these young men away from anti-social 

acts continually diminishes. This aspect of Sampson and Laub’s age-graded informal 

social control theory will not be incorporated into the models here.  However, the 

influence of labeling (via arrests and incarceration) on the youth in this sample is a major 

future interest that will be pursued.  
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Major DLC Findings 

DLC research has examined the manner in which informal social bond have 

influenced deviant behavior.  While some of these relationships were discussed at length 

in Chapter 1, a brief recounting of some of this information is relevant. 

Family 

Many scholars have examined the role that family plays in explaining criminal 

behavior (Farrington, 1987; Hirschi, 1969, 1983; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; 

Loury, 1987; Wilson, 1983).  Specifically, the role that marriage plays in desistance has 

been paramount (Farrington and West, 1995; Gibbens, 1984; Knight, Osborn, and West, 

1977; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Piquero, MacDonald, 

and Parker, 2002; Sampson and Laub, 1990; Warr, 1998; West, 1982).  Marriage has 

been found to lead to an increase in “social stability” among males (Gibbens, 1984: 64).  

While some research has found a decrease in criminal offenses after marriage (Osborn 

and West, 1979; West, 1982), others have only found a decrease in anti-social behavior 

(Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977).  One study examining the relationship between 

marriage and criminal activities found getting married to be non-significant, while 

staying married was the most significant factor predicting convictions (Farrington and 

West, 1995).  This study also found that separation held a strong correlation with 

convictions when using self-report data (Farrington and West, 1995).  Further 

examination has revealed that the stability, the level of attachment, and the satisfaction 

level of marital relationships strongly influences desistance rather than simply the marital 

status itself (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Sampson and Laub, 1990).   

One of the pathways through which marriage influences criminal behavior is 

through the management of the husband’s social interaction with others.  Following 
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marriage the amount of time available to spend with friends is substantially reduced 

(Warr, 1998).  Marriage also alters the types of people that one interacts with, seeing 

decreasing interactions with deviant peers (Warr, 1998).  While all persons decreasingly 

associate with delinquent peers through the life-course, there is a more significant decline 

for married people (Warr, 1998). 

Farrington and West’s (1995) retrospective interviews with older men revealed that 

their desistance from criminal behavior was shaped by the desire to settle down and the 

ability to obtain and maintain an intimate relationship with women.  However, this goal 

may be difficult to achieve for older offenders as arrests and incarceration reduce an 

individual’s marriagability (Cohen, 1999).  This could be viewed as another example of 

the cumulative negative effects that deviant behavior may hold for lower class men (see 

cumulative disadvantage as discussed above).  Nonetheless, it would appear that in some 

cases even the desire for normal social bonds may lead individuals down a path to 

desistance that occurs prior to the accumulation of such bonds. 

While marriage has been seen to influence desistance, some scholars hold that the 

presence of children in the home holds greater weight (Popenoe, 1996).  Some research 

has upheld this notion finding that having a child has had a greater effect on reducing the 

social habits associated with offending (drinking, using drugs) than marriage does 

(Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977).  In accordance with the life-course concept of social 

timing, men who father children at least 9 months into a marriage, rather than earlier, are 

more likely to be non-offenders than men who have fathered a child either outside of 

marriage or before 9 months have passed within a marriage (Farrington and West, 1995).  

Additionally, fathering a child outside of marriage is significantly related to a higher 
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likelihood of being an offender (Farrington and West, 1995).  Similar to marriage, the 

strength of the relationship that a father holds with their child may also be influential, as 

separation from one’s child is significantly related to offending as well (Farrington and 

West, 1995). 

Earlier in the life-course, the parenting that these same subjects receive as children 

influences the likelihood of criminal behavior (Laub and Sampson, 1988).  

Socioeconomic disadvantage has an adverse effect on parenting (Rutter and Giller, 1983).  

Lack of supervision, parent-child involvement, along with parental rejection are among 

the most powerful predictors of juvenile delinquency (Loeber and Southamer –Loeber, 

1986).  Laub and Sampson’s (1988) review of the Gluecks’ data revealed that family 

process variables are directly and significantly related to serious and persistent 

delinquency.  Residential mobility during childhood was also found to have a significant 

positive relationship with delinquency (Laub and Sampson, 1988). 

Social Participation 

As was noted earlier, participation in and ties with social institutions predict lower 

levels of anti-social behavior.  Research notes that “subjects with high aspirations and 

efforts to advance educationally and occupationally were much less likely to engage in 

deviant behavior, use alcohol excessively, or be arrested” (Sampson and Laub, 1990: 

618).  Outside of the family trajectories, whose influence has been discussed, one sees 

that educational and occupational trajectories can also modify the criminal trajectories in 

the lives of offenders.  The effects of employment have been found to be strong in 

disparate directions, as both unemployment and job stability have been found to 

significantly influence anti-social behavior (all be it in different directions) (Farrington et 

al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; Sampson and Laub, 1993).   
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The previous research and the theories discussed above shaped the 

conceptualization and application of variables.  Overall, this research advanced prior 

knowledge in two key areas.  First, this project provids a deeper level of knowledge about 

the ways in which fatherhood influences participation in deviant behavior.  While there 

are a few examples of studies that examine the influence of fatherhood on deviant 

behavior through the life-course (Edin et al., 2004; Farrington and West, 1995; Knight, 

Osborn, and West, 1977), the impact of fatherhood upon these behaviors seems to have 

been severely overlooked (Edin et al., 2004).  Therefore, this project adds to prior 

literature via an expansion of the understanding of the ways in which fatherhood may 

influence deviant behavior. 

The second manner in which this project adds to prior research is that the sample 

varies distinctly from those used in prior longitudinal works within developmental life-

course criminology.  Research framed within Sampson and Laub’s Aged Graded Theory 

of Informal Social Control has examined samples that are composed completely, or 

primarily of whites (Horney et al., 1995; Nagin, Farrington, and Moffit, 1995; Nielsen, 

1999; Sampson and Laub, 1990, 1993).  This is key, as persons of various racial, ethnic, 

and social groups may experience the accumulation and loss of social bonds in disparate 

ways that may hold various influences on participation or cessation of deviant behaviors 

(Laub and Sampson, 1993; Nielsen, 1999).  As this research holds a sample comprised 

entirely of African Americans, it will provide answers to the previously mentioned 

question.  This research provides an in-depth examination of the influence of social bonds 

on the criminal behaviors of African American men over the course of 26 years. 

 



49 

CHAPTER 4 
METHODS 

This chapter discusses the methodological issues and directives of this research.  

The issues that are inherent in the use of longitudinal self-report data are discussed.  First, 

a review of longitudinal and self-report data is conducted separately.  Second, the 

challenges and problems within both of these forms of data are examined together as the 

data utilized in this project are both longitudinal and self-report.  Following this 

discussion of issues, the data itself is reviewed.  This will entail a review of the data, the 

manner in which they were collected, and a look at the initial sample.  Next, the main 

research questions that this project seeks to address are reviewed.  Then, the various 

analytical strategies that were utilized are discussed.  In this section an overview of the 

various models for this project are illustrated.  After the various models are discussed, an 

in-depth review of the myriad variables that composed these models is presented.  After 

the variables of interest are reviewed, the hypotheses that this project sought to 

investigate are noted.  The end of this chapter also addresses subject attrition, and how 

this was investigated.   

Methodological Issues 

Longitudinal Data 

There are two forms of longitudinal data: cohort and panel.  A cohort study 

examines the changes in specific samples (i.e. a birth cohort).  A panel study examines 

the same set of people as they are measured two or more times (Piquero, Farrington, and 

Blumstein, 2003).  Longitudinal research designs can be either prospective or 



50 

 

retrospective.  A prospective longitudinal research design follows a cohort over an 

extended period of time.  A retrospective design asks participants to provide information 

about previous periods in time.  Interestingly, the data used for this project are a 

prospective design that contains some retrospective data as some questions ask 

participants to recall events that have occurred more than 10 years previously.  While the 

use of a prospective design may seem superior there are drawbacks to this design.  

Specifically, these studies are more expensive, and are more likely to be complicated by 

history, testing, period, and panel effects, as well as sample attrition (Piquero, Farrington, 

and Blumstein, 2003). 

Longitudinal designs hold a variety of benefits that cannot be found in cross-

sectional research.  First, longitudinal data allows researchers to obtain precise time 

ordering of events in the participants’ lives (Blumstien et. al., 1988a).  When researchers 

attempt to support hypotheses about causal relationships, one of the key criteria is that the 

causal variable occurs before the effect that is measured.  In longitudinal studies, each 

phase of data collection sets in stone a marker of when each variable of interest has 

occurred.  This facet of longitudinal data collection is needed by criminology researchers 

“for estimating participation rates and the onset, termination, and duration of careers; for 

distinguishing frequency from participation; and examining continuities (or 

discontinuities) in offending over time” (Blumstein et. al., 1988a: 30). 

Another core benefit of this type of research, which cannot be found in cross-

sectional studies, is the ability to examine changes within subjects.  Analysis of the 

influence of age reveals different stories in cross-sectional and longitudinal research.  

Longitudinal data reveals differences within cohorts, while cross-sectional data reveals 
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differences between cohorts (Menard, 2002).  Cross-sectional studies can only examine 

the differences between subjects.  Longitudinal studies are capable of both.  The final 

benefit that is found solely in longitudinal data is that “there is better control of 

extraneous variables, because each person acts as his own control” (Blumstein et. al., 

1988a: 28). 

Self Report Data 

Self-report data are one of the three major forms of crime data, and has been one of 

the most important innovations in research on crime in the twentieth century (Thornberry 

and Krohn, 2000).  These reports or surveys are composed of a series of questions asked 

of respondents who may or may not have had previous contact with authorities (Jackson, 

1990).  Self report surveys have been used extensively within the United States and 

internationally (Klein, 1989; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  Self-report data have been 

especially important in research on criminal careers (Junger-Tas and Marshall, 1999; 

Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). 

This form of data collection arose in response to the alleged “dark figure” of crime 

(Hindelang et. al., 1981; Mosher et. al., 2002).  Scholars noted that their main source of 

data, official records, was inept at capturing a vast array of deviant and criminal 

behaviors (Merton, 1938; Sellin, 1931; Sutherland, 1939).  A major problem of official 

data was that it only presented the activity of law enforcement personnel (Sellin, 1931).  

Specifically, the reliance on official data allow for an unacceptable amount of distance 

between the criminal acts and their recognition, which provide an opportunity for a 

variety of biases that may distort the validity of the data being measured (Sellin, 1931; 

Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  Sutherland’s (1949) work on white-collar crime has been 

cited as one of the core influences on the recognition of the need for alternative forms of 
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crime data as it revealed that the accepted relationship between social class and crime 

was not as secure as it was once thought (Gibbens, 1979; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). 

The first published results from self-report data about criminal behavior appeared 

in the 1940’s (Porterfield, 1943, 1946).  However it was the late 1950’s and early 1960’s 

that saw a rise in the popularity and use of self-report studies of deviance (Cernkovich, 

Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  This occurred because 

scholars thought that self-report surveys of a general youth population would be more 

representative and hence more appropriate in the study of juvenile delinquency 

(Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985).  Short and Nye’s (1957, 1958) examination of 

self-reports of delinquency among high school students revealed that there was little to no 

difference in the anti-social behavior of their sample by social class.  The work of Short 

and Nye (1957) helped not only to put self-reports on the methodological map of 

deviance research, but also helped to reveal some of the biases that are inherent in official 

data.  This new methodology answered the critiques of scholars such as Sutherland 

(1947) and Sellin (1931), who noted that official reports were unable to capture the dark 

figure of crime. 

There have been many nationwide collections of self-report data, such as the 

National Youth Survey and Monitoring the Future, among others (Elliott, Huzinga, and 

Ageton, 1985; Johnston, O’Malley, and Bachman, 1996; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000; 

William and Gold, 1972).  In addition to these studies, other collections of large self-

reports of deviant behavior have been conducted in the United States.  Large-scale studies 

such as the RAND Inmate Surveys and the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) 

program have produced interesting data that helps to paint the tapestry of modern 
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criminology (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982).  The RAND surveys have revealed that most 

inmates commit only a few crimes per year, and that there is a small population (around 

ten percent) that commits a multitude of criminal acts in a given year (Chaiken and 

Chaiken, 1982; Mosher et al., 2002; Visher, 1986).  The data from the ADAM program 

informs us that over 50% of the arrestees interviewed for violent offenses had recently 

used a controlled substance.  Additionally, the prevalence of drug use, along with the 

prevalence of specific drugs, varied from location to location. 

Longitudinal and Self-Report Data: Methodological Issues 

As noted, the data used in this research were both longitudinal and self-report.  

Some of the general issues that have been noted in relation with each form of data are 

reviewed.  Next, some larger issues that have been noted in longitudinal self-report data 

are addressed.  The issues of sampling, attrition, validity, reliability, testing and panel 

effects, as well as construct continuity are discussed at length.  After these issues are 

illustrated, the data is reviewed. 

Longitudinal designs are faced with a number of methodological issues.  

Longitudinal studies need to address the problems of internal validity that occur as a 

result of sample attrition, mortality, and maturation (Blumstein et. al., 1988b; Cook and 

Campbell, 1979).  Longitudinal studies are more expensive and take longer to gather 

when compared to cross-sectional studies (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1988; Menard, 

2002). Testing and period effects, which will be discussed at length later, may be 

misrepresented as changes in the behavior of participants (Brame and Piquero, 2003; 

Jang, 1999; Lauritsen, 1998, 1999; Thornberry, 1989; Woltman and Bushery, 1984).  

Specifically, repeated measures and panel conditioning may corrupt participant responses 

and damage internal validity (Menard, 2002).  Left-hand censoring is another issue faced 
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in longitudinal research as changes that have occurred prior to the first wave of data 

collection may hold influence that has not been noted as a factor (Menard, 2002). 

Over the past 30 years self-report surveys of delinquency have shown substantial 

methodological improvement (Thornberry, 1998).  Nonetheless, this data, like all data, 

must confront a myriad of methodological issues.  As self-reports are a form of survey 

data, they contain all of the problems that are inherent in any survey research.  Therefore, 

self-report data are in danger of suffering from four types of error that may occur in 

surveys: coverage error, sampling error, non-response error, and operationalization 

(Mosher et. al., 2002).  Scholars have addressed some of the problems with self-report 

data, noting that serious offenses are either left out or underrepresented within many self-

report  scales (Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Elliott and Ageton, 1980; 

Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis, 1979; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  Overlapping items 

which result in inaccurate frequency counts have also been a problem as events may be 

counted more than once (Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Thornberry and Krohn, 

2000).  Finally, another concern with self-report delinquency studies has been the use of 

categorical frequency counts that limit the amount of interpretation available, especially 

when dealing with chronic offenders (Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Elliott and 

Ageton, 1980; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). 

Sampling 

Sampling has been both a problem and success for self-report surveys.  These 

positive and negative attributes of self-report surveys are entrenched within the issues of 

sampling and selection bias.  Self-report surveys have been purported to provide a wider 

sample of the youthful population that is not captured by official statistics (Cernkovich, 

Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Elliott and Ageton, 1980).  These general youth samples have 



55 

 

been credited with advancing our knowledge about the participation and frequency of 

delinquency among the youth, as well as the changing rates of such behavior 

(Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985).  In this manner, these surveys have dealt with 

selection bias in which the processes of the criminal justice system have created a sample 

of offenders who are not representative of offenders at large (Blumstein et al., 1986; 

Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  Through the processes of arrest, conviction, 

and incarceration, these offender samples distance themselves from the acts they attempt 

to measure (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003; Sellin, 1931).  The use of general 

youth samples has reduced selection bias by minimizing the distance between crime and 

its measurement. 

However, surveys using general youth samples also have been critiqued because 

they either under-sample, or entirely miss sampling, chronic, or more serious, offenders 

(Brame and Piquero, 2003; Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; Piquero, Farrington, 

and Blumstein, 2003).  Even methodologically sophisticated general youth samples have 

failed to adequately attain sufficient numbers of these serious juvenile offenders 

(Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985).  Beyond initial sampling, these chronic 

youthful offenders have also been found to be difficult to retain in longitudinal studies 

(Brame and Piquero, 2003; Krohn and Thornberry, 1999).  One methodological 

adjustment that has been suggested to address sampling bias is to over-sample low 

income populations as they are more likely to contain serious offenders (Piquero, 

Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  Additionally, these general population samples have 

been sited as being more appropriate for measuring participation rates rather than 

frequencies (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  The previous two statements 
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have influenced the development of this research as they are fulfilled by the sample and 

methodology of this project.  First, the entire sample is composed of a low income 

neighborhood (Central Harlem, New York).  Additionally, the dependent variable in the 

research examines participation in anti-social behaviors rather than frequency. 

Sampling Attrition 

Another issue with the use of longitudinal self-report data is that of subject 

attrition.  This refers to the loss of research participants as time passes (Brame and 

Piquero, 2003; Little, 1995; Manski, 1995).  The methodological issues of longitudinal 

data are further complicated if the attrition of subjects occurs in a non-random fashion 

(Brame and Piquero, 2003, Menard, 2002; Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein).  This 

form of sample attrition can result in seriously mistaken estimations of the various 

dimensions of criminal careers (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003). 

Multiple studies have sought to examine the level and manner in which subject 

attrition may assert inappropriate influence over research findings.  Cordray and Polk’s 

(1993) analysis of seven panels revealed that subject attrition held no impact over the 

bivariate and multivariate relationships in question.  Krohn and Thornberry (1999) also 

failed to find significant influence from attrition.  However, Thornberry and colleagues 

(1993) did find attrition that led to bias in their examination of the Rochester Youth 

Development Study (RYDS).   

There are a couple of ways to deal with missing data as due to attrition (Brame and 

Piquero, 2003; Menard, 2002).  First, if there are missing items one may substitute a scale 

mean for the missing item (Brame and Piquero, 2003; Menard, 2002).  Second, the data 

may be analyzed without making any adjustments (Brame and Piquero, 2003).  Finally, 

the remaining cases may be weighted through either interpolation or extrapolation 
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(Brame and Piquero, 2003; Menard, 2002).  Briefly, the manner in which subjects 

retained varied from subjects lost was examined at the end of this chapter. 

Reliability and Validity 

A central concern in all research is the reliability and validity of the measurements 

utilized.  Thornberry and Krohn (2000: 44) addressed the notion of reliability stating, 

“No measure is absolutely, perfectly reliable…the central question in assessing the 

reliability of self-reported delinquency measures is not whether the measure is reliable 

but how reliable it is; reliability is always a matter of degree”  (emphasis in original).  

The two main methods by which reliability has been assessed are through the test-retest 

method, and through an examination of the internal consistency of measures (Thornberry 

and Krohn, 2000).  Internal consistency is established if multiple yet disparate measures 

of the same concept hold a high level of correlation.  Analysis of self-report measures 

using the test-retest method have revealed a high level of reliability (Hindeland, Hirschi, 

and Weis, 1981; Huzinga and Elliott, 1986; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).   

Validity examines the extent to which a variable measures what is under 

examination (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  The validity of items can be corrupted in 

three ways.  The content validity of a measurement addresses the core concern of validity 

in that the item measures what it is intended to gauge.  The key concern is that the 

measure fully and clearly covers the domain of interest (Thorberry and Krohn, 2000).  

Construct validity considers the degree to which a variable is liked to other measures as 

theoretically expected (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  Criterion validity looks at the 

degree to which a measurement reflects results similar to the findings of a similarly 

measured quantity that has been previously accepted as an adequate measurement 

(Huzinga and Elliott, 1986; Thronberry and Krohn, 2000).  Comparisons of self-reports 
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of deviance to official records have found that there is a substantial amount of under 

reporting of past criminal behavior (Thornberry and Kronh, 2000). 

Studies questioning the criterion validity of self-report surveys have revealed that 

there are lower levels of validity when it comes to reporting serious offenses (Elliott and 

Voss, 1974; Huzinga and Elliott, 1986; Mosher et. al., 2002).  Research has also found 

that lower class youths (Braithwaite, 1981), African American males (Hindeland, Hirschi, 

and Weis, 1981; Huzinga and Elliott), and sometimes males in general (Kim et. al., 2000) 

tend to underreport their involvement in delinquent behavior, when compared to official 

records.  However, other examinations of self-report data have failed to find 

discrepancies in the validity of self-reported delinquency among African American males 

(Farrington et al., 1996).  Overall, self-report surveys have been accepted as valid (Akers 

et. al., 1979; Hindelang et. al., 1979; Huizinga and Elliot, 1984; Johnson, 1979; 

Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  Recent self-report items have been noted as achieving an 

acceptable level of content validity, a high level of construct validity, and a moderate to 

strong level of criterion validity (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). 

Testing, Panel, and Period Effects 

Another set of challenges that have accompanied the use of longitudinal, self-report 

data are concerns that the observed variations in behavior are not examples of real change 

but really the results of testing, period, and panel effects (Brame and Piquero, 2003; Jang, 

1999;Lauritsen, 1998; Thornberry, 1989; Woltman and Bushery, 1984).  Testing effects 

are changes in participants’ responses caused by prior exposure to the same item 

(Thornberry, 1989).  In delinquency studies, panel effects are found when declines in 

offending are a result of the decrease in offending that occurs with age (Lauritsen, 1998; 

Osgood et al., 1989; Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstien, 2003; Thornberry, 1989).  
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Period effects occur when there is a downward trend in crime that may not indicate a real 

decline (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstien, 2003; Thornberry, 1989). 

Research using this form of data must address the challenge of utilizing an outcome 

variable that maintains theoretical significance, while at the same time avoiding the 

influences of testing effects and changing content validity as the respondent ages 

(Lauritsen, 1998: 149).  The content validity of items may vary as respondents age, and 

among respondents of different ages (Lauritsen, 1998; Piquero, Farrington, and 

Blumstein, 2003; Piquero, MacIntosh, and Hickman, 2002). 

Construct Continuity 

Finally, self-report surveys examining criminal behavior over the life-course must 

contain items that take into account various contexts within which individuals engage in 

criminal behaviors (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  The goal is to create items that hold 

construct continuity, or the ability to measure different factors that contain the same 

underlying feature (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000).  For example, work in adulthood may 

measure the same social influence as school during adolescence.  The key is to include 

different, yet theoretically linked, items that address the same issue across various points 

in the life-course (LeBlanc, 1989). 

Methods of Research 

Data Source 

Data used in this study came from the Harlem Longitudinal Study of Urban Black 

Youth, 1968-1994, which intended to focus on health issues within the New York 

community of Harlem.  Dr. Ann Brunswick sought to examine changes in health, drug 

use, and mediating factors such as family background.  Research using this data set has 

examined changes in health and health problems, use patterns of and abstinence from 
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illicit drugs, causal factors in cigarette smoking, as well associations between substance 

use and health (Brunswick, 1976, 1980, 1984; Brunswick and Boyle, 1979; Brunswick 

and Messeri, 1985, 1986; Brunswick, Merzel, and Messeri, 1985). 

In order to delve into the lived experiences and changing lives of adolescent 

African Americans in Harlem, Brunswick organized and conducted her study as a 

longitudinal project.  The collection of data lasted for 26 years and consisted of five 

waves of data collection.  The initial data was collected from 1968 to 1970.  The 

subsequent four stages of data collection occurred during 1975-1976, 1983-1984, 1989-

1990, and 1993-1994.  The Henry A. Murray Research Center, at Radcliffe University, 

made this data available. 

Data Collection 

Data were collected in five separate waves that spanned 26 years.  The sample 

consisted of youths that had been interviewed in the Community Health Survey 

conducted by the Harlem Hospital and Columbia University School of Public Health.  

The sample consisted of an area probability sampling of the designated area.  These 

young people represented a cross section of households in Central Harlem.  

During Wave 1 (1968-1970) 752 black adolescents were interviewed.  However, 

youths with a Latino background were dropped from the final sample, as the number of 

Black Hispanics was too small to be used in a separate analysis.  The final sample size at 

the end of Wave 1 was 668 youths (See Table 4-1). 

In Wave 1, as well as during all subsequent waves of the study, gender-matched 

African American interviewers conducted data collection.  Researchers worked from 

structured interview schedules, and interviewed participants within their own homes.  

Typically, these interviews lasted between 1.5 to 2.5 hours.  Wave 1 also consisted of a 
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free medical exam.  The first interview consisted of 126 close-ended questions focusing 

on physical health, smoking, drinking, emotional health, social health, aspirations and 

expectations about marriage and parenting, peer and family relationships, as well as a 

number of demographic characteristics. 

Table 4-1 Harlem Longitudinal Study of Urban Black Youth Sample 
WAVE YEARS AGE SAMPLE SIZE MALE SAMPLE 

1 1968-1970 12-17 668 351 
2 1975-1976 18-23 536 277 
3 1983-1984 26-31 426 210 
4 1989-1990 31-38 364 177 
5 1993-1994 35-41 347 168 

 

Wave 2 used the same interview schedule as Wave 1, but did not include a free 

medical exam.  However, interviewers provided participants with a “Request for Medical 

Assistance” form that could assist them in receiving needed medical care.  Additionally, 

all participants were paid $10.00 for their interview.  Data collection expanded in Wave 3 

in order to collect a wider range of data on issues such as drugs use, pregnancy history, 

use of obstetrics and abortion services, institutional experiences, residential mobility and 

composition, marital status, and sources of income.  Wave 4 utilized many of the same 

questions from Wave 3, but also expanded the use of questions examining HIV/AIDS 

awareness and experiences.  Finally, Wave 5 reproduced many Wave 4 questions and 

asked for summaries of each subject’s participation in the entire study. 

Throughout the course of the research, sample attrition was caused mainly by an 

inability to relocate participants or as a result of their death.  As each new wave 

approached, participants were located though a specific 13-step sequence.  Subjects were 

recontacted using the following procedure: “(1) Two first-class letter mailings were sent, 

roughly a month apart, enclosing an answer form and a stamped, addressed return 
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envelope. Forwarding and address correction were requested from the post office. 

Nonreturn after two mailings was considered tentative evidence that respondent probably 

lived at that location. (2) An attempt at telephone contact was made when a phone 

number was available from the earlier interview. When there was no usable number, 

reverse telephone directories-one current and one from the period of the initial study-

were matched to identify someone still living in the respondent's old building who may 

know where the respondent or the family moved. (Reverse directories, sometimes called 

street directories, list addresses and then identify occupants with telephones.) (3) A check 

was conducted with the Harlem Hospital record Room and other usual provider of 

medical care, as specified in the initial interview. (4) A borough-by-borough post office 

address-correction search was undertaken. (5) A certified letter (with receipt) was sent to 

the new address provided by the post office search and also to those respondents whose 

two regular mailings had not been returned and who had not yet completed answer forms. 

(6) Names of all respondents who were not located through the prior five steps were 

forwarded for the search to the Social Service Exchange, a voluntary association of over 

300 public and private social and health agencies in New York City. In the second and 

larger phase of the follow-up, this step preceded steps 4 and 5 in order to obtain the 

relevant information prior to the shut down of the Social Service Exchange. (7) Marriage 

and birth certificates were checked at the New York City Department of Vital Statistics. 

(8) The death register was searched. (9) Police records were searched. (10) Welfare scans 

and individual welfare centers searches were conducted, especially for young mothers. 

(11) Department of Probation records were searched. (12) A special search was 
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undertaken when review of the initial interview schedule suggested another alternative 

for hard-to-find case.” (Brunswick, 1984). 

Sample 

The initial sample consisted of 668 African American youths between the ages of 

12 to 18 years of age.  There were slightly more males (351) than females (317) in the 

initial sample.  During the initial wave of data collection these young people resided in 

Central Harlem, within New York City.  The sample consisted of 351 males and 317 

females.  During Wave 1 interviews the age of participants varied as follows: 22.8% of 

the sample were 12 years old, 21.6% were age 13, 18.4% were age 14, 18.1% were age 

15, 8.4% were age 16, 9.9% were age 17, and 0.9% were age 18.  Most of the sample 

(79.4%) was born in New York City. 

Over one-third (36.8%) of the sample were a part of families that received welfare, 

and an additional nine percent received benefits other than welfare.  However, over half 

of the participants (53.6%) were in families that did not receive any welfare benefits.  

Adolescents who completed the first interview process were more likely to have mothers 

who did not complete high school, as only 27.5% of the initial sample had mothers who 

attained a high school degree or more.  Similar statistics were found when examining the 

education of participants’ fathers as only 31% held a high school degree or greater.  

Ninety-five percent of the sample was enrolled in school at the beginning of the surveys.  

Almost two-thirds of the sample was in elementary school during Wave 1.  

Approximately one-quarter of the sample held a “special disability” according to school 

records.  These disabilities ranged from a reading problem to a behavioral-emotional 

problem.  At the first interview the mean GPA of the participants was just below a 2.0, or 
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“C”, average.  However, the grades of female participants were higher than the marks of 

their male counterparts. 

Research Questions: Drug Use 

The next section of this chapter provided a list of research questions.  They were 

divided into three sections, one for each dependent variable.  Within each of these 

sections conceptually linked groups of independent variables were discussed.  Some of 

the research questions below were applied to a limited number of models.  Not all of the 

variables were used in either lagged or desistance models for various reasons.  The logic 

behind these decisions were discussed later when the variables themselves are discussed 

at length. 

Age

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

using drugs in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

using drugs in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does age influence desistance from using drugs? 

 
Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of using 

drugs in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of using 

drugs in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does being married influence desistance from using drugs? 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 

relationships influence the likelihood of using drugs in the same wave? 
b. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 

relationships influence the likelihood of using drugs in the subsequent 
wave? 

 
Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
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a. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of using drugs in the same 
wave? 

b. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of using drugs in the 
subsequent wave? 

c. Does fatherhood influence desistance from using drugs? 
2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 

a. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 
likelihood of using drugs in the same wave? 

b. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 
likelihood of using drugs in the subsequent wave? 

c. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence 
desistance from using drugs? 

3. Residential Father: 
a. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence the likelihood of using drugs in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence the likelihood of using drugs in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence desistance from using drugs? 
4. Rate Self as Father: 

a. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 
of using drugs in the same wave? 

b. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 
of using drugs in the subsequent wave? 

5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 
a. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 

likelihood of using drugs in the same wave? 
b. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 

likelihood of using drugs in the subsequent wave? 
 
Residential Status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of using drugs in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of using drugs in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

desistance from using drugs? 
 
Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of using drugs in 

the same wave? 
b. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of using drugs in 

the subsequent wave? 
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c. Does employment status influence desistance from using drugs? 
2. Job Satisfaction 

a. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 
of using drugs during the same wave? 

b. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 
of using drugs during the subsequent wave? 

c. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence desistance from 
using drugs? 

 
Finances 

1. Income 
a. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 

using drugs within the same wave? 
b. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 

using drugs within the subsequent wave? 
c. Does the annual level of men’s income influence desistance from 

using drugs? 
2. Welfare Use 

a. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of using drugs 
during the same wave? 

b. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of using drugs 
during the subsequent wave? 

c. Does welfare use among men influence desistance from using drugs? 
 
Education 

1. GPA 
a. Does the Grade Point Average of young men predict using drugs in the 

subsequent wave? 
2. High School Diploma 

a. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of using drugs within the same wave? 

b. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of using drugs within the subsequent wave? 

c. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence desistance 
from using drugs? 

 
Prior Behavior 

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence the likelihood of using drugs 

in the subsequent wave? 
b. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence desistance from using drugs? 

2. Drug Use 
a. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of using drugs in the same 

wave? 



67 

 

b. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of using drugs in the 
subsequent wave? 

3. Arrests 
a. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of using drugs in the same 

wave? 
b. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of using drugs in the 

subsequent wave? 
 
Research Questions: Arrests 

Age 

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

being arrested in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

being arrested in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does the age of the participant influence the likelihood of 

desistance from being arrested? 
 
Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of being 

arrested in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of being 

arrested in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does being married influence desistance from being arrested? 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 

relationships influence the likelihood of being arrested in the same 
wave? 

b. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 
relationships influence the likelihood of being arrested in the 
subsequent wave? 

 
Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
a. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of being arrested in the same 

wave? 
b. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of being arrested in the 

subsequent wave? 
c. Does fatherhood influence desistance from being arrested? 

2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 

likelihood of being arrested in the same wave? 
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b. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 
likelihood of being arrested in the subsequent wave? 

c. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence 
desistance from being arrested? 

3. Residential Father: 
a. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence the likelihood of being arrested in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence the likelihood of being arrested in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 

influence desistance from being arrested? 
4. Rate Self as Father: 

a. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 
of being arrested in the same wave? 

b. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 
of being arrested in the subsequent wave? 

5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 
a. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 

likelihood of being arrested in the same wave? 
b. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 

likelihood of being arrested in the subsequent wave? 
 
Residential Status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of being arrested in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of being arrested in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

desistance from being arrested? 
 
Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of being arrested 

in the same wave? 
b. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of being arrested 

in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does employment status influence desistance from being arrested? 

2. Job Satisfaction 
a. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 

of being arrested during the same wave? 
b. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 

of being arrested during the subsequent wave? 
c. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence desistance from 

being arrested? 
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Finances 

1. Income 
a. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 

being arrested within the same wave? 
b. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 

being arrested within the subsequent wave? 
c. Does the annual level of men’s income influence desistance from 

being arrested? 
2. Welfare Use 

a. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of being 
arrested during the same wave? 

b. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of being 
arrested during the subsequent wave? 

c. Does welfare use among men influence desistance from being 
arrested? 

 
Education 

1. GPA 
a. Does the Grade Point Average of young men predict being arrested in 

the subsequent wave? 
2. High School Diploma 

a. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of being arrested within the same wave? 

b. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of being arrested within the subsequent wave? 

c. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence desistance 
from being arrested? 

 
Prior Behavior 

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence the likelihood of being 

arrested in the subsequent wave? 
b. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence desistance from being 

arrested? 
2. Arrests 

a. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of being arrested in the same 
wave? 

b. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of being arrested in the 
subsequent wave? 

3. Drug Use 
a. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of being arrested in the 

same wave? 
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b. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of being arrested in the 
subsequent wave? 

 

Research Questions: Incarceration 

Age  

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

being incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the age of a participant influence the likelihood of 

being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does age influence desistance from being incarcerated? 

 
Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of being 

incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does being married influence the likelihood of being 

incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does being married influence desistance from being incarcerated? 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 

relationships influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the same 
wave? 

b. Among married men, does the level of satisfaction in marital 
relationships influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the 
subsequent wave? 

 
Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
a. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the 

same wave? 
b. Does fatherhood influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the 

subsequent wave? 
c. Does fatherhood influence desistance from being incarcerated? 

2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 

likelihood of being incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence the 

likelihood of being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does fathering a child prior to the age of 18 influence 

desistance from being incarcerated? 
3. Residential Father: 
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a. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 
influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the same wave? 

b. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 
influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 

c. Among men, does residence with some or all of their children 
influence desistance from being incarcerated? 

4. Rate Self as Father: 
a. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 

of being incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Does the way men rate themselves as fathers influence the likelihood 

of being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 

a. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 
likelihood of being incarcerated in the same wave? 

b. Do the way men rate their relationship with their children influence the 
likelihood of being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 

 
Residential Status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of being incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

the likelihood of being incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
c. Among men, does the length of residence in the same place influence 

desistance from being incarcerated? 
 
Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of being 

incarcerated in the same wave? 
b. Does employment status influence men’s likelihood of being 

incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
c. Does employment status influence desistance from being incarcerated? 

2. Job Satisfaction 
a. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 

of being incarcerated during the same wave? 
b. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence men’s likelihood 

of being incarcerated during the same wave? 
c. Does the level of satisfaction in one’s job influence desistance from 

being incarcerated? 
 
Finances 

1. Income 
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a. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 
being incarcerated within the same wave? 

b. Does the annual level of men’s income influence the likelihood of 
being incarcerated within the subsequent wave? 

c. Does the annual level of men’s income influence desistance from 
being incarcerated? 

2. Welfare Use 
a. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of being 

incarcerated during the same wave? 
b. Does welfare use among men influence the likelihood of being 

incarcerated during the subsequent wave? 
c. Does welfare use among men influence desistance from being 

incarcerated? 
 
Education 

1. GPA 
a. Does the Grade Point Average of young men predict being 

incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
2. Highest Degree Earned 

a. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of being incarcerated within the same wave? 

b. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence the likelihood 
of being incarcerated within the subsequent wave? 

c. Does the attainment of a high school diploma influence desistance 
from being incarcerated? 

 
Prior Behavior 

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence the likelihood of being 

incarcerated in the subsequent wave? 
b. Does bad behavior in Wave 1 influence desistance from being 

incarcerated? 
2. Arrests 

a. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the 
same wave? 

b. Do prior arrests influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in the 
subsequent wave? 

3. Drug Use 
a. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in 

the same wave? 
b. Does prior drug use influence the likelihood of being incarcerated in 

the subsequent wave? 
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Analysis 

Overall, most of the research questions listed above are unified by one common 

theme: How do social bonds influence criminal behavior?  The core goal of this project is 

to examine the ways that disparate social bonds influence criminal/anti-social behavior 

throughout the life course.  Or more specifically: Do adult social bonds influence 

participation in a range of behaviors that are considered deviant or criminal?  This was 

the key question that this research sought to address.  Participation was operationalized as 

a dichotomous choice, wherein either the members of the sample either did or did not 

engage in behaviors that either are criminal (drug use) or indicate criminal behavior 

(arrests or incarceration).  Therefore, logistic regression was the analytical tool best 

suited to investigate criminal participation within this research. 

The methodological plan was to conduct a series of logistic regression analyses on 

a number of variables.  There were three types of models.  First, a series cross-sectional 

and lagged models were utilized to examine if the variables of interest predicted non-

participation in criminal activities within the same wave and across subsequent waves.  

The cross-sectional models looked at criminal behavior within the same wave.  As too 

few participants engaged in any of the conceptualizations of criminal behavior in Wave 1, 

there were not any cross-sectional models predicting criminal behavior in Wave 1.  

Second, the lagged models displayed the manner in which the independent variables from 

the prior wave predicted criminal acts in the following wave (See Table 4-2).  Since there 

were no measures of arrests during Wave 4, two sets of models (Wave 3 Independent 

Variables predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables and Wave 4 Independent Variables 

predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables) only examined drug use, and incarceration. 
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All of the dependent variables measuring arrests and incarceration corresponded to 

specific years (in the cross-sectional and lagged models drug use is simply a measure of 

use within 30 day prior to the interview).  As a result, a specific set of years were used for 

each model that predicts arrests and incarceration.  For example, when utilizing the Wave 

1 independent variables to predict Wave 2 dependent variables the years of Wave 1 and 

up to the beginning of Wave 2 were used to set the range for measures of these dependent 

variables.  Later when Wave 2 independent variables were utilized to predict Wave 2 

dependent variables, the years within which the Wave 2 interviews were conducted were 

used to set the boundaries for the years that encompassed the dependent variables.  Table 

4-2 displays the various years that each model’s dependent variables represent.  The use 

of specific years also framed the desistance models.  These parameters are described 

below. 

The final set of models examined if the independent variables within various waves 

predicted desistance from criminal behaviors.  There were separate models for each 

conceptualization of criminal behavior (drug use, arrests, and incarceration).  Desistance 

following criminal behavior in Waves 2 and 3 was examined in two distinct sets of 

models.  These sets of models were referred to as “Desist 2” and “Desist 3.”  Desist 2 

models predicted desistance from each of the three dependent variables beginning in 

1983 (the first year of data collection for Wave 3).  All of the participants included in 

each of the models engaged in one of the three criminal acts (drug use, arrests, and 

incarceration) prior to Wave 3 (1968-1982).   

There were three sets of Desist 2 models for each of the dependent variables.  

Desistance for different amounts of time was predicted.  The independent variables from 
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Table 4-2 Arrest and Incarceration Years for Cross-sectional and Lagged Models 
MODELS YEARS DEPENDENT 

VARIABLES 
Wave 1 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 2 
Dependent Variables 

1968-74 Arrests and Incarceration 

Wave 2 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 2 
Dependent Variables 

1975-76 Arrests and Incarceration 

Wave 2 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 3 
Dependent Variables 

1977-82 Arrests and Incarceration 

Wave 3 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 3 
Dependent Variables 

1983-84 Arrests and Incarceration 

Wave 3 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 4 
Dependent Variables 

1985-88 Incarceration 

Wave 4 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 4 
Dependent Variables 

1989-90 Incarceration 

Wave 4 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 5 
Dependent Variables 

1991-92 Arrests and Incarceration 

Wave 5 Independent 
Variables predicting Wave 5 
Dependent Variables 

1993-94 Arrests and Incarceration 

 
Waves 2 and 3 were used to predict desistance in all three models.  First, desistance 

through Wave 3 was predicted (1983 through 1988).  Second, desistance through Wave 4 

was predicted (1983 through 1992).  The final set of Desist 2 models predicted desistance 

through Wave 5 (1983 through 1994).  These sets of years were used for both the models 

predicting desistance from drug use and incarceration.  Since there were no measures of 

arrests during Wave 4, the second set of models (Desistance through Wave 4) were not 

run for arrests.  Additionally, the years available to predict desistance through Wave 5 

were limited.  Table 4-3 displays the years that are of interest in each model, as well as 

the sets of independent variables that were used to predict desistance. 
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Table 4-3 Years for Desist 2 Models 
MODELS CRIME 

YEARS 
DESIST 
DRUG 
USE 
YEARS 

DESIST 
ARREST 
YEARS 

DESIST 
INCARCERATION 
YEARS 

INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

Criminal 
Wave 2/ 
Desist 
Wave 3 

1968-82 1983-88 1983-84 1983-88 WAVES 2 and 3 

Criminal 
Wave 2/ 
Desist 
Waves 3-4 

1968-82 1983-92 N/A 1983-92 WAVES 2 and 3 

Criminal 
Wave 2/ 
Desist 
Waves 3-5 

1968-82 1983-94 1983-84/ 
1991-94 

1983-94 WAVES 2 and 3 

 
The final set of desistance models, Desist 3, examined desistance beginning in 

Wave 4 (1989).  There were two groups of Desist 3 models.  The first group examined 

desistance through Wave 4 (1989 through 1992).  Independent variables collected in 

Waves 3, and 4 were used to predict desistance in all Desist 3 models.  However, as these 

was no measure of arrests at Wave 4 there were only models predicting desistance from 

drug use and from incarceration.  The next group predicted desistance through Wave 5 

(1989 through 1994).  Table 4-4 displays the years that are of interest in each model, as 

well as the sets of independent variables that were used to predict desistance. 

Table 4-4 Years for Desist 3 Models 
MODELS CRIME 

YEARS 
DESIST 
DRUG 
USE 
YEARS 

DESIST 
ARREST 
YEARS 

DESIST 
INCARCERATION 
YEARS 

INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

Criminal 
Wave 3/ 
Desist Wave 
4 

1968-88 1989-92 N/A 1989-92 Waves 3 and 4 

Criminal 
Wave 3/ 
Desist Waves 
4-5 

1968-88 1989-94 91-94 1989-94 Waves 3 and 4 
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The results are presented in three chapters which discuss each of the dependent 

variable separately.  These models are presented in the following order within each 

chapter: 

Cross Sectional and Lagged Models 

1. Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

2. Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

3. Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

4. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

5. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

6. Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

7. Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

8. Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

Desistance Models 

1. Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Wave 3 

2. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Wave 3 

3. Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-4 

4. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-4 

5. Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

6. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

7. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Wave 4 

8. Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Wave 4 

9. Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 

10. Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 
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Model and Variable Descriptions 

All of the types of models listed above involved a direct logistic regression, where 

theoretically significant variables were used to predict either criminal behavior or 

desistance from criminal behavior.  Criminal behavior was the outcome variable within 

the cross sectional and lagged models.  All other models sought to predict desistance.  

When possible, the same predictors were used at each wave across both types of models.   

Multicolinnearity was examined across all of the variables utilized.  

Multicollinearity was assessed by examination of the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF).  

VIF values approaching 10 are cause for concern and require further examination 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001).  Within the variables utilized, the highest VIF was less 

than 3, suggesting the absence of mulitcollinearity within the regressions included.   

However, mulitcollinearity did influence the variables utilized within a number of 

models.  A series of variables were examined for inclusion within the models in this 

research.  Of particular interest were the variables noting prior deviance or criminal 

behavior.  With measures of juvenile delinquency, drug use, arrests, and incarceration 

available, all four served as theoretically significant predictors of future criminal 

behavior.  When drug use, arrests, and incarceration were included together as predictors 

within the cross sectional and lagged models, prior arrests and/or prior incarceration 

obtained VIF scores above 10 across a number of models.  Therefore, all of the cross 

sectional and lagged models were run including either arrests or incarceration (drug use 

was included in all of these models).  The Prior Arrests predictor was significant across 

more models, and resulted in a higher number of models emerging as significant (Within 

the Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients).  As a result, all of the cross sectional and 

lagged models (where measures were available) included prior arrests and prior drug use 
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as predictors.  However, the three models where prior incarceration emerged as 

significant were included in Appendix A and were included in the discussion of findings 

within Chapter 8. 

Wave 1 independent variables predicting wave 2 dependent variables 

The first independent variable that was included was age.  This is a continuous 

variable that gave the age of the participant during the interview.  As the sample was 

comprised of minors, the next independent variable, education, was highly relevant.  

There were two measures of education.  First, whether or not each participant was 

currently enrolled in an educational institution was conceptualized as a dichotomous 

variable (1 = yes, 0 = no).  The original variable asked participants to describe their 

“current status.”  The categories for this variable were: 1 = school; 2 = work; 3 = school 

and work; 4 = school and looking for work; 5 = home.  Those who were in categories 1, 

3, and 4 were coded as “1,” all others will be coded as “0.”  Second, the quality or 

strength of this bond was conceptualized as the participant’s grade point average.  This 

measure of achievement demonstrated the level of success that each participant displayed 

in holding the social bond of educational achievement.  

The next set of variables examined the economic circumstances of the participants.  

First, the annual income of the participants’ families was noted categorically: 1 = Less 

than $600; 2 = $600-999; 3 = $1,000-$1,999; 4 = $2,000-$2,999; 5 = $3,000-$3,999; 6 = 

$4,000-$4,999; 7 = $5,000-$5,999; 8 = $6,000-$6,999; 9 = $7,000-$7,999; 10 = $8,000-

$8,999; 11 = $9,000-$9,999; 12 = $10,000 or Greater.  The other financial concern that 

was noted was whether or not the participant’s family received some form of welfare.  

This variable is dichotomous, where those that got welfare were coded as “1,” and all 

others were coded as “0.”  The original variable allowed the subjects to note that they 
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either did not receive any welfare (0), that they received ADC (1), or that they got other 

forms of welfare (2).  Responses of zero remained the same, while responses of 1 and 2 

were noted as “1.”   

Residential and familial circumstances were the next set of variables.  First, a 

measure of each participant’s residential stability was utilized.  The following values 

were assigned to the noted amount of time each participant had spent in their residence at 

Wave 1: 1 = Less than 1 year; 2 = 1 to less than 2 years; 3 = 3 to less than 3 years; 4 = 3 

to less than 5 years; 5 = more than 5 years; and 6 = all my life.  The other variable within 

this group noted whether or not there was a father in the home.  The original variable 

offers the following choices: 0 = no older male; 1= father-stepfather; 2= other male 

guardian; 3= other older male; 4= older brother (+15); 5 =NA.  This variable was recoded 

into a dummy variable where participants who lived with their fathers, stepfathers, or a 

male guardian was coded as “1.”  The remaining participants were coded as “0.” 

Finally, Wave 1 measured “bad behavior.”  This acted as a control for prior 

behavior, or low self control (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).  The variable bad behavior 

was recoded from a variable that measured bad health.  Participants were asked if they 

had engaged in any of the following behaviors which were damaging to one’s health: 1= 

don't exercise; 2= don't get enough rest; 3= don't exert myself; 4= don't dress properly; 5= 

eat too much candy; 6 = eat wrong food; 7 = don't eat right; 8= eat too much; 9 = skip 

meals; 10 = smoke too much; 11= drink too much; 12= use drugs; 13 = do dangerous 

things; 14= do things bad for eyes; 15= no check ups; 18= bad personal health habits.  

Participants that were recorded as 10, 11, 12, or 13, were noted as engaging in bad 
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behavior.  This is a dichotomous variable where bad behavior will be coded as “1,” and 

all others will be coded as “0.”   

There were three dependent variables that measured criminal behavior in Wave 2: 

Drug use, arrests, and incarceration.  The measurement of drug use in Wave 2 asked 

participants about the number of days ago they last used a variety of different drugs.  The 

drugs under consideration were: Marijuana, acid, cocaine, heroin, methamphetamines, 

uppers, downers, glue, and “other drugs.”  This was a continuous variable.  This was 

recoded into a dummy variable where participants, who used any of these drugs in the 

last month, or 30 days, were recoded as “1,” while all others were coded as “0.”   

Table 4-5 Descriptive Statistics for Wave 1 Variables 
Variable N Mean Std. Dev.

Age 351 13.88 1.57 

In School 351 0.96 0.20 

Income 351 6.79 2.29 

Welfare Use 351 0.47 0.50 

GPA 351 1.84 0.65 

Time at Residence 351 4.15 1.72 

Father in the home 351 0.44 0.49 

Prior bad behavior 351 0.19 0.39 

 
As noted above, the measures of arrests and incarceration were an amalgamation of 

measures of these events for a series of years.  In order to maintain temporal causality, 

these dependent variables looked at arrests and incarceration during the years 1968 to 

1974.  This will predict the influence of Wave 1 variables upon these men’s lives prior to 

Wave 2.  This variable is dichotomous, in that any participants that were arrested or 

incarcerated at any time between these years was coded as “1,” while the remaining 

participants were coded as “0.”  While the original variable asked for the significance of 
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the events, and distinguished between a singular or a multiple event, this research 

condensed these categories into a dichotomous “Yes/No” response. 

Wave 2 independent variables predicting wave 2 dependent variables 

Many of the variables from Wave 1 were measured again in Wave 2.  However, 

some of the measurements were changed, and new variables were added.  The new 

variables were added reflect the new social space within the life-course where these men 

resided.  For example, Wave 2 looked at the attainment of educational degrees, 

employment, job satisfaction, fatherhood, and marriage.  As these young men were now 

between the ages of 18 and 23, these forms of social bonds were both more influential 

and more likely to be attained.   

Age remained a continuous variable.  As this is the time in the life-course where 

desistance by age is predicted, this variable may be more influential than in Wave 1.  

Normally this is also a time when young men are obtaining some form of academic 

achievement via the attainment of a degree.  Therefore, both enrollment and the 

attainment of degrees were used as measures.  First, the variable “current status” was  

used to examine whether or not the participant was a student during this wave.  A look at 

the categories within the data revealed that a few of these choices displayed that the 

participant is a student: 0= jail; 1= working only; 2= going to school; 3= looking for 

work; 4= working and going to school; 5= looking for work and going to school; 6= 

army; 7= housewife; 8= stay at home; 9= nothing.  Categories 2 and 4 were recoded as 

“1,” while the other categories were recoded as “0.”  The next variable noted the most 

advanced degree that each participant had gained.  This variable was noted as: 0= no 

degree; 1= high school; 2= AA, AS, AAS; 3= BA, BS; 4= other.  This was recoded to 
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note if the participant had earned a high school degree or greater.  Those who were coded 

as “0” remained coded as “0,” while all others were coded as “1.” 

The original variable measuring “current status” was used to create a measure of 

current employment.  The choices available in the data set were: 0= jail; 1= working 

only; 2= going to school; 3= looking for work; 4= working and going to school; 5= 

looking for work and going to school; 6= army; 7= housewife; 8= stay at home; 9= 

nothing.  Those that were coded as 1, 4, and 6 were recoded as “1” for the new dummy 

measure of employment.  All others were coded as “0.”  Another new measure included 

to attend to the significance of employment during this stage of the life-course was that of 

job satisfaction.  The original four point scale was: 1= very satisfied; 2= fairly satisfied; 

3= not very satisfied; 4= not satisfied at all.  This variable was reverse coded so that: 1= 

not satisfied at all; 2= not very satisfied; 3= fairly satisfied; 4= very satisfied.   

Income in Wave 2 was coded as follows: 0= no income; 1= Under 2000; 2= 2000 - 

2999; 3= 3000 - 4999; 4= 5000 - 6999; 5= 7000 - 9999; 6= 10000 - 14999; 7= 15000-

19999; 8= 20000 or more.  Welfare use was examined.  The data set’s measure of welfare 

allowed for the following responses: 1 = All the time; 2 = On and off; 6 = Not on 

Welfare; 8 = DK; 9 = NA; 666 = Welfare not a source.  This variable was recoded 

dichotomously where categories 1 and 2 were recoded as “1,” while all remaining 

participants were coded as “0.” 

Residential stability continued as an important variable, and was measured: 1= less 

than 1 yr; 2= 1 to less than 2 yrs; 3= 2 to less than 3 yrs; 4= 3 to less than 4 yrs; 5= 4 to 

less than 5 yrs; 6= more than 5 yrs.  During Wave 2 some of the measures of familial 

bonds appeared for the first time.  One of the main variables of interest, fatherhood, was 
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examined.  The measure of fatherhood was made into a dummy variable where fathers 

are coded as “1,” and all others will be coded as “0.”  This came from a dummy variable 

in the data that asked if these men had any children.  Given the influence of life-course 

theory on this project, it was appropriate to examine the social timing of the appropriation 

of social bonds such as fatherhood.  Therefore, the age at which these men first fathered a 

child was included as a variable.  The “age at first child” variable was a continuous 

measure, but was recoded to note fatherhood prior to the age of 18.  Men who were 

fathers at 17 or younger were coded as “1,” while all others were coded as “0.”  Finally, 

marriage was also measured as a form of social bonding.  This variable was included in 

the data as a dummy variable where those that were married are coded as “1,” and those 

that were not married are coded as “0.” 

Finally, controls for prior behavior were included.  The dependent variables for 

Wave 1 predicting Wave 2 arrests and drug use were used as predictor for all three forms 

of criminal behavior.  All of the remaining cross-sectional and lagged models used the 

prior measure of drug use and arrests and independent variables. 

These dependent variables were coded just as the dependent variables that were 

used to test the relationship between Wave 1 independent variables and Wave 2 

dependent variables.  However, the years in which arrests and incarceration were 

examined differed in order to satisfy the time order criteria of causality.  Here 

incarceration and arrests during the years of 1975-1976 were of interest.  Drug use was 

coded in the same manner as before.  Men who used drugs within the 30 days prior to the 

interview were coded as “1” (drug users), all others were coded as “0.”  Table 4-6 

displayed the descriptive statistics for Wave 2 Variables. 
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Table 4-6 Descriptive Statistics for Wave 2 Variables 
Variable N Mean Std. Dev.

Age 277 20.46 1.44 

In School 277 0.32 0.47 

Employed 277 0.45 0.49 

Income 277 4.26 2.06 

HS Degree 277 0.55 0.49 

Job Satisfaction 277 2.84 1.02 

Welfare Use 277 0.10 0.31 

Time at Residence 277 4.26 2.06 

Fatherhood 277 0.27 0.45 

Father Before Age 18 277 0.09 0.29 

Married 277 0.04 0.19 

Drug Use Wave 2 277 0.60 0.49 

Incarcerated (2 pred. 2) 277 0.03 0.17 

Arrested (2 pred. 2) 277 0.06 0.23 

 
Wave 2 independent variables predicting wave 3 dependent variables 

The independent variables discussed above remained unchanged, with the 

exception of the controls for prior behavior.  For these models the dependent variables of 

drug use and arrests from Wave 2 predicting Wave 2 were used as controls for prior 

behavior.  The dependent variables from Wave 3 were created from three distinct sets of 

variables.  The disparate measurements of deviant behavior included drug use, arrests, 

and incarceration.  The following drugs were in question: Marijauna, PCP, acid, cocaine, 

crack, heroin, methadone, uppers, qualuudes, tranquilizers, sedatives, inhalants, nitrates, 

talwins, codine, and morphine.  Participants were asked how many days have passed 

since they last used each of the substances listed.  Continued usage of these substances 
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was defined as consumption in the past month, or 30 days.  Those who used any of these 

drugs in the past 30 days were coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”   

Data about arrests and incarceration were gathered through questions concerning 

experiences for each year from 1960 to 1984.  Participants were asked if they were 

arrested during each of these years, and whether or not these events had a great amount of 

influence on their lives.  The same question was asked about incarceration.  Participants 

were placed in one of these ten categories: 0 = No event that year; 1 = One event, little 

impact; 2 = One event, some impact; 3 = One event, great impact; 4 = Two or more 

events, little impact; 5 = Two or more events, some impact; 6 = Two or more events, 

great impact; 8 = One event, no impact noted; 9 = Two or more events, no impact noted.  

Participants coded as “0” remained the same, while all others were coded as “1.”  After a 

dichotomous variable for each year had been created, a new dummy variable was created 

to examine experiences between the years of 1977 to 1982. 

Wave 3 independent variables predicting wave 3 dependent variables  

Unfortunately the variable “age” was not collected in Wave 3.  However, a variable 

noting the date of the interview was used to calculate their change in age since it was 

obtained in Wave 2.  Attainment of education, measured via the last degree earned 

continued to be a variable of interest.  However, the operationalization changed from 

Wave 2 to Wave 3.  The new educational attainment variable included more categories, 

and offered higher levels of education as potential choices.  The categories available 

were: 0= No diploma; 1= HS diploma; 2= HS equivalency; 3= Associates degree; 4= 

Trade/Vocational/Tech Certificate; 5= BA/BS; 6= MA/MS; 7= Doctorate; 8=  

Trade/Vocational/Tech Certificate.  Men who were coded as “0” will remained coded as 

“0,” all others were coded as “1.” 
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Employment and earnings were the core concerns of the subsequent sets of 

variables.  First, the employment status of the participant was noted as a dichotomous 

variable where employed men were coded as “1,” and all others were coded as “0.”  As in 

previous waves, the variable utilized to test employment measured the current “status” of 

the participant.  The initial set of responses available were listed as: 1= Working; 2= 

Going to school; 3= Looking for work; 4= In armed forces; 5= In jail; 6= 

Housewife/mother; 7= At home/poor health; 8= Just hanging out; 9= Other; 12= 

Categories 1 and 2; 23= Categories 2 and 3.  Participants that were either working (1), in 

the armed force (4), or working and going to school (12), were coded as “1,” with the 

remaining participants coded as “0.”  The other variable that examined employment 

sought to measure the importance of the strength of the social bond via job satisfaction, 

assuming that satisfying employment would provide a stronger social bond.  This 

variable was not changed from its original coding: 1= Very Dissatisfied; 2= Little 

Dissatisfies; 3= Fairly satisfied; 4= Very satisfied. 

Earnings were examined through a measurement of the annual income of each 

participant, as well as a dichotomous measure of welfare participation.  Annual income 

was measured categorically: 0= No income; 1= Under $5000; 2= $5000-$7499; 3= 

$7500-$9999; 4= $9999-14999; 5= $15000-19999; 6= $20000 or more; 7= Refused to 

answer.  The measure of welfare use utilized for this research asked participants about 

their frequency of welfare use.  Participants could answer: 1 = All the time; 2 = On and 

off; 6 = Not on Welfare; 8 = DK; 9 = NA; 666 = Welfare not a source.  This variable was  

recoded into a dummy variable, where those who either used welfare all the time, or who 

have used it on and off were coded as “1,” while all others will be coded as “0.” 
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Residential stability was measured in the same manner as it was in Wave 2.  

Participants were asked how long they have lived in their current address.  Responses 

were coded as follows: 1= less than 1 yr; 2= 1 to less than 2 yrs; 3= 2 to less than 3 yrs; 

4= 3 to less than 4 yrs; 5= 4 to less than5 yrs; 6= 5 or more years.  The measurement of 

paternal status in Wave 3 asked participants how many children they had.  This variable 

was recoded so that all men with one or more children were coded as “1.”  Men who had 

not fathered any children were coded as “0.”  The age at first child was tested as an 

influence in Wave 3, and was recoded as a dichotomous variable as in Wave 2.  Men who 

were fathers at 17 or younger were coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  

Residential fatherhood will be a dummy variable.  Participants were asked about the 

people that they lived with over a series of years (1976-1983).  Here the years of Wave 3 

data collection (1983-1984) were used to mark co-residence with one’s child.  Men were 

asked how many of their own children lived with them.  The range varied from zero to 

five children in residence.  Response category “8” meant that they lived with their 

children but did not provide a number.  This was recoded into a dummy variable where 

men who lived with any of their children during these years were coded as “1,” all others 

were coded as “0.”   

A variety of measures were collected that helped to measure the strength of the 

fatherhood bond.  The first measure regarding the fatherhood bond asked these men if 

they believed that they were good parents.  Responses were coded as: 0= Parent missing; 

1= not so good; 2= average; 3= very good.  Here “Parent Missing” refers to a lack of any 

relationship with one’s child.  The next measure asked if these men were happy with their 

relationship with their child.  They could choose from a four point scale: 1 = very 
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dissatisfied; 2= dissatisfied; 3= satisfied; 4= very satisfied.  These variables were used in 

models that only examine criminal behavior among men who are fathers.  Additionally, 

these variables were be included in the desistance models as there are not enough 

participants for split desistance models. 

Marital status allowed the following responses within the data set: 0= Never 

married; 1= Married in past; 2= Separated; 3= Single/NA past; 4= Married; 5= Live with 

partner; 6= Live with partner, was married.  This was recoded for this research as a 

dummy variable where only category 4 was recoded as 1.  All other categories were 

recoded as 0.  The quality of this bond was examined through the utilization of a measure 

of marital satisfaction.  Satisfaction and dissatisfaction within the marriage were coded 

as: 1= very dissatisfied; 2= dissatisfied; 3= satisfied; 4= very satisfied.  This same 

measure was used in this research.  This measure of marital satisfaction was used only in 

split models that examined criminal behavior among married men.  Just as with the 

fatherhood quality measures, this variable was be included in the desistance models as 

there were not enough participants to run these models. 

Once again, the dependent variables from the prior set of models were used as 

predictors of criminal behavior in the current set of models.  The dependent variables of 

arrests and drug use from Wave 3 predicting Wave 3 were used as predictors of all three 

new dependent variables. 

Measures of drug use, arrests, and incarceration served as the dependent variables 

in Wave 3.  The same measurement of drug use from the lagged model of Wave 2 

independent variables predicting Wave 3 dependent variables was used here.  Participants 

who used any of the controlled substances in question within the past 30 days were coded 
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as “1,” while all other participants were coded as “0.”  The measurements of arrests and 

incarceration also maintained the same coding.  However, the years in which these events 

occurred differed from the prior lagged model.  Here behaviors in the years 1983 to 1984 

were measured.  Table 4-7 displayed the descriptive statistics for Wave 3 Variables. 

Wave 3 independent variables predicting wave 4 dependent variables 

The independent variables from Wave 3 which were used to test Wave 3 dependent 

variables remained the same, with the exception of the controls for prior criminal 

behavior.  The Wave 3 predicting Wave 3 dependent variables of drug use and arrests 

were used as independent variables.  Additionally this section of the project also 

contained split models predicting criminal behavior among married men and fathers as in 

the previous set of models. 

Table 4-7 Descriptive Statistics for Wave 3 Variables 
Variable N Mean Std. Dev.

Age 210 28.29 1.53 

Employed 210 0.60 0.49 

Income 210 4.34 1.54 

HS Degree 210 1.30 1.48 

Job Satisfaction 210 2.94 0.98 

Welfare Use 210 0.15 0.36 

Time at Residence 210 4.30 1.91 

Fatherhood 210 0.52 0.50 

Father Before Age 18 210 0.09 0.29 

Residential Father 210 0.27 0.44 

Married 210 0.22 0.42 

Drug Use Wave 3 210 0.54 0.50 

Incarcerated (3 pred. 3) 210 0.06 0.24 

Arrested (3 pred. 3) 210 0.08 0.27 
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The Wave 4 dependent variables were not as plentiful as the other waves as there 

was not a measurement of arrests.  Additionally the measurements of drug use and 

incarceration were different from the previous measurements.  The drug use variable for 

Wave 4 asked participants the time in months since they last used or injected a variety of 

different drugs.  The drugs in question were: Marijuana, cocaine, crack, heroin, acid, 

angel dust, methadone, speedballs, uppers, sedatives, glue, quaaludes, talwins, codine, 

morphine, or “other drugs.”  Participants that used any of these drugs in the past month 

were coded as “1,” while all remaining subjects were coded as “0.”  Incarceration during 

Wave 4 was measured by a variable that asked participants how many months they spent 

in jail or prison during the years 1985 to 1989.  Participants that were incarcerated for 

any time during these years were coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”    

Wave 4 independent variables predicting wave 4 dependent variables 

The variable measuring age remained continuous.  Educational attainment was still 

measured via the last degree earned by the participants.  The new educational attainment 

variable offered the following categories: 0= No diploma; 1= HS diploma; 2= HS 

equivalency; 3= Associates degree; 4= Trade/Vocational/Tech Certificate; 5= BA/BS; 6= 

MA/MS; 7= Doctorate; 8 = Other.  Men who attained a high school equivalency or a high 

school diploma or greater were recoded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  

Employment was measured using the “current status variable.”  The choices available 

were: 1= Working; 2= Going to school; 3= Looking for work; 4= In armed forces; 5= In 

jail; 6= Housewife/mother; 7= At home/poor health; 8= Just hanging out; 9= Other; 12= 

Work and school; 13 = School and looking for work; 19 = Work and other.  Categories 1, 

4, 12, and 19 were recoded as “1,” while the remaining categories were recoded as “0.”  

The strength of this bond continued to be measured via job satisfaction.  The scale for 



92 

 

this variable was as follows: 1= Very Dissatisfied; 2= Little Dissatisfies; 3= Fairly 

satisfied; 4= Very satisfied.  Welfare usage was examined in Wave 4 in the same manner 

as it was in Wave 3.  Frequency of welfare use was divided into the following categories: 

1 = All the time; 2 = On and off; 6 = Not on Welfare; 8 = DK; 9 = NA; 666 = Welfare not 

a source.  Men who were coded as “1” or “2” were coded as “1,” and the remaining 

participants were coded as “0.” 

Residential stability was utilized as in previous waves.  The coding remained the 

same as in Waves 2 and 3.  Participants were asked in this wave if they had any children.  

This variable remained dichotomous as in the original coding, with fathers being coded as 

“1,” and non-fathers being coded as “0.”  Fatherhood prior to the age of 18 continued to 

be included as a dichotomous variable.  Residential fatherhood was noted.  This question 

asked the men how many of their own children they lived with over a sequence of years 

(1984-1990).  This variable was recoded into a dummy variable so that men that lived 

with any of their children during the years of Wave 4 data collection (1989-1990) were  

coded as “1,” while the other men were coded as “0.”  Marital status was measured as a 

dummy variable and was used in the same manner (1= married; 0 = Not Married).  

Marital satisfaction, and hence a measure of the strength of this bond, was not available 

in Wave 4. 

Prior measures of arrests and drug use were used as controls for previous behavior.  

The Wave 3 predicting Wave 4 measure of drug use was utilized.  However, as there was 

no Wave 4 measure of arrests, the Wave 3 predicting 3 measure of arrest was used as a 

control for prior arrests. 
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The dependent variables in were Wave 4 measures drug use and incarceration.  

Participants that had used any of the drugs in question in the past month were coded as 

“1,” while all others were coded as “0.”  Incarceration during Wave 4 was measured by a 

variable that asked participants how many months they spent in jail or prison during the 

years 1985 to 1989.  Participants that were incarcerated for any time during these years 

were coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”   Here incarceration from 1989-1990 

was utilized as a dependent variable. 

Table 4-8 displayed the descriptive statistics for Wave 4 Variables: 

Table 4-8 Descriptive Statistics for Wave 4 Variables 
Variable N Mean Std. Dev.

Age  177 34.33 1.56 

Employed 177 0.69 0.46 

Income 177 4.94 1.56 

HS Degree 177 0.79 0.41 

Job Satisfaction 177 3.15 0.85 

Welfare Use 177 0.11 0.31 

Time at Residence 177 4.49 1.94 

Fatherhood 177 0.68 0.47 

Father Before Age 18 177 0.10 0.30 

Residential Father 177 0.33 0.47 

Married 177 0.42 0.49 

Drug Use Wave 4 177 0.19 0.40 

Incarcerated (4 pred. 4) 177 0.11 0.31 

 
Wave 4 independent variables predicting wave 5 dependent variables 

The independent variables used in the cross sectional analysis of Wave 4 were used 

along with measures of prior behavior to predict behavior in Wave 5.  Here the measure 
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of arrests from Wave 3 predicting 3 was used once again.  The Wave 4 predicting Wave 4 

measure of drug use was used as a control for prior drug use. 

The dependent variables for Wave 5 consisted of measures of drug use, arrests in 

the past 2 years, and incarceration during the past 2 years.  Participants were asked about 

a variety of drugs.  The variable that was used here asked about the last time they had 

consumed a specific drug.  They were asked about marijuana, acid, coke, crack, heroin, 

speedball, methadone, uppers, tranquilizers, inhalants, quaaludes, talwins, morphine, and 

“anything else.”  All of the questions, except for marijuana, had the same response 

options.  Most of these drug questions offered the following choices in regards to the last 

time the drug was used: 1 = Today; 2 = Days ago; 3 = Weeks ago; 4 = Months ago; 5 = 

Years ago; 7 = Other; 8 = DK; 9 = NA.  The choices available regarding the last use of 

marijuana were: 0 = Today; 1 = Yesterday; 2 = 2 days to one week; 3 = 2 weeks to one 

month; 4 = 1 month to 3 months; 5 = 4 months to 1 year; 6 = 1 to 2 years; 7 = 3 to 4 

years; 8 = 5 to 10 years; 9 = 11 to 15 years; 10 = 16 to 20 years; 11 = More than 20 years; 

995 = Don’t smoke marijuana.  For this research “non-participation” was conceptualized 

as refraining from using any drug for over one month.  Therefore, those who were coded 

as “0,” “1,” “2,” and “3” for any of the drugs in question were recoded as “1” for recent 

drug users.  All others were coded as “0.”   

In Wave 5, participants were asked if they had been arrested of incarcerated in the 

past 2 years.  Those who were not arrested were coded as “0,” and men who were 

arrested in the previous 2 years were coded as “1.”  The same coding was utilized when 

these men were questioned about being incarcerated.  This same coding was utilized in 

this research. 
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Wave 5 independent variables predicting wave 5 dependent variables 

Age was once again a continuous variable.  Educational attainment was measured 

with the last degree the participant had earned.  The responses were coded as follows: 0= 

No diploma; 1= HS diploma; 2= HS equivalency; 3= Associates degree; 4= 

Trade/Vocational/Tech Certificate; 5= BA/BS; 6= MA/MS; 7= Doctorate; 8=  Other; 9= 

NA.  Men who attained a high school equivalency or a high school diploma or greater 

were recoded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  The next variable revealed if the 

participant was employed in Wave 5.  When asked about their current status, the 

responses of participants were placed into the following categories: 1= Working; 2= 

Going to school; 3= Looking for work; 4= In armed forces; 5= In jail; 6= 

Housewife/mother; 7= At home/poor health; 8= Just hanging out; 9 = NA.  As the 

employment variable for this research is dichotomous, responses of “1” and “4” were 

recoded as “1,” while all others were recoded as “0.”  Job satisfaction was also measured.  

However, this variable was reverse coded.  The initial coding was listed as: 1 = Very 

Satisfied; 2 = Fairly Satisfied; 3 = A Little Dissatisfied; 4 = Very Dissatisfied.  This was  

recoded so that: 1 = Not satisfied at all; 2 = Not very satisfied; 3 = Fairly satisfied; 4 = 

Very Satisfied. 

The annual income of each participant was placed into the following categories: 0 = 

No income; 1 = Under $5000; 2 = $5000-$7449; 3 = $7500-$9999; 4 = $10000-$14999; 

5 = 15000-19999; 6 = $20000 or more; 7 = Refused; 8 = DK; 9 = NA.  The other 

economic variable asked participants about the frequency of welfare usage.  Participants 

were coded as: 1 = Get it all the time; 2 = Get it on and off; 7 = Refused; 8 = DK; 9 = 

NA.  This variable was recoded into a dichotomous variable that displayed if participants 

reported using welfare at all.  Participants who were previously coded as “1” or “2” were 
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recoded as “1.”  All others were recoded as “0.”  The sample was once again asked about 

the length of time in their current residence.  Time in their current address was coded as: 

1= less than 1 yr; 2= 1 to less than 2 yrs; 3= 2 to less than 3 yrs; 4= 3 to less than 4 yrs; 

5= 4 to less than5 yrs; 6= 5 or more years.  This variable retained the same coding.   

The next set of variables displayed the various manners in which these men held 

family bonds.  First, these men were asked if they were fathers.  Here “1” noted 

fatherhood and “2” noted that they were not fathers.  This variable underwent a minor 

amount of recoding in that responses of “2” were changed to “0” in order to create a 

dummy variable.  Residential fatherhood was catalogued through a variable which asked 

the men how many of their children they lived with over a series of years.  For the 

purposes of this research, residence with any of their children during the years of Wave 5 

data collection (1993-1994) was used to provide evidence of “current” co-residence with 

one’s child.  This was recoded from a continuous variable into a dummy variable where 

“1” represented co-residence, and “0” revealed that they did not live with any of their 

children.  Marital status was represented as a dichotomous variable where married men 

were coded as “1” and non-married men were coded as “0.”  The measure of marital 

satisfaction was reverse coded from its original values of: 1 = Very Good; 2 = Pretty 

Good; 3 = So/So; 4 = Pretty Bad; 5 = Very Bad.  The new coding was: 1 = Very Bad; 2 = 

Pretty Bad; 3 = So/So; 4 = Pretty Good; 5 = Very Good.  This measure of marital 

satisfaction was once again used in separate models that predicted drug use, arrests, and 

incarceration among married men. 

Finally, the dependent variables used here were the same variables used in the prior 

lagged model.  Drug use, arrests, and incarceration remained as dichotomous variables 
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where participation was coded as “1,” while those who did not participate in or 

experience any of these events was coded as “0.”  Drug use in the past month was 

conceptualized as participation.  Likewise, being arrested or incarcerated in the past 2 

years was conceptualized as participation.  Table 4-9 displayed the descriptive statistics 

for Wave 5 Variables. 

Table 4-9 Descriptive Statistics for Wave 5 Variables 
Variable N Mean Std. Dev.

Age  168 37.65 1.50 

Employed 168 0.63 0.49 

Income 168 5.00 1.85 

HS Degree 168 0.83 0.38 

Job Satisfaction 168 3.14 0.87 

Welfare Use 168 0.27 0.44 

Time at Residence 168 4.58 1.88 

Fatherhood 168 0.72 0.45 

Residential Father  168 0.32 0.47 

Married 168 0.41 0.49 

Drug Use Wave 5 168 0.29 0.46 

Arrested Wave 5 168 0.18 0.38 

Incarcerated (5 pred. 5) 168 0.17 0.38 

 
Desistance 

The social bonds held by participants in each wave were utilized to predict 

desistance from criminal behavior.  This was accomplished through the creation of a 

series of dummy variables.  As mentioned above, a series of models (Desist-2 and Desist-

3) predicted desistance from all three criminal behaviors over a myriad of different years 

(See Tables 4-3 and 4-4).  These models were limited to participants who engaged in 

criminal behavior earlier in the study.  Desist- 2 included men who were criminal 
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between 1968 and 1982.  The Desist-3 models included men who were criminal between 

1968 and 1988.  For each of the models desistance was defined as a cessation of the 

criminal activity of interest through the years of interest in that model.  Men who desisted 

were coded as “1,” while men who engaged in deviant behavior were coded as “0.”   

Deviance was conceptualized as any type of participation in the aforementioned 

categories.  Therefore, any use of drugs during that time period was considered as non-

desistance.  This differed from the cross-sectional and lagged models where recent drug 

use (any drug use within the past 30 days) was examined.  The same held true for arrests 

and incarceration, where experiencing either of these events during the waves under 

consideration was conceptualized as non-desistance.  However, the models that predicted 

desistance via arrests had to deal with missing data in Wave 4.  As there was no measure 

of arrests for Wave 4, these models could only examine arrests in Waves 3 and/or 5 (See 

Tables 4-3 and 4-4).  Measures of arrests used the years in which arrests were recorded 

1968-1984) as well as a measure from Wave 5 which asked participants about arrests in 

the past 2 years.  As Wave 5 interviews were conducted in 1993 and 1994, the measure of 

arrests spanned from 1991 though 1994.  The independent variables used in the cross-

sectional and lagged models retained the same coding.  As the sample was limited to men 

who had engaged in prior criminal behavior, the measures of previous drug use, arrests, 

and incarceration were not included.  These controls would have been redundant as the 

sample was composed entirely of offenders.  Therefore, the measure of Wave 1 bad 

behavior was included in all models in order to provide a control for prior anti-social 

behavior.  The variables used to predict desistance were as follows: 
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• Wave 2: Age, enrolled in school, highest degree earned, employed, job satisfaction, 
annual income, welfare use, Wave 1 bad behavior, residential stability, fatherhood 
status, age at birth of first child, and marital status 

• Wave 3: Age, highest degree earned, employed, job satisfaction, annual income, 
welfare use, Wave 1 bad behavior, residential stability, fatherhood status, age at 
birth of first child, residential fatherhood, and marital status 

• Wave 4: Age, highest degree earned, employed, job satisfaction, annual income, 
welfare use, Wave 1 bad behavior, residential stability, fatherhood status, age at 
birth of first child, residential fatherhood, , and marital status 

• Wave 5: Age, highest degree earned, employed, job satisfaction, annual income, 
welfare use, Wave 1 bad behavior, residential stability, fatherhood status, 
residential fatherhood, and marital status 

 
Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses discuss the cross-sectional and lagged models of deviant 

behaviors, as well as the models of desistance.  These hypotheses are organized and 

discussed by each dependent variable.  Each hypothesis is listed along with literature that 

supports the hypothesis.  The hypotheses referred to all of the waves in the study. 

Hypotheses: Drug Use 

Age 

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Younger participants are expected to be more likely to use drugs in the 

same wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 
1992; White and Bates, 1995) 

b. Younger men are expected to be more likely to use drugs in the 
subsequent wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 
1992; White and Bates, 1995) 

c. Younger men are less likely to desist from using drugs. ( Hirschi and 
Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 1992; White and Bates, 1995) 

 

Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the 

same wave. (Farrington and West, 1995; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998) 

b. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the 
subsequent wave. (Chen and Kandel, 1998; Ebbsen and Elliott, 1994; 
Farrington and West, 1995; Labouvie, 1996; Laub, Nagin, and 
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Sampson, 1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982; White and 
Bates, 1995; Yamaguchi and Kandel, 1985) 

c. Married men are hypothesized to be more likely desist from drug use. 
(Chen and Kandel, 1998; Ebbsen and Elliott, 1994; Farrington and 
West, 1995; Labouvie, 1996; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; 
Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 1993; 
Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982; White and Bates, 1995; 
Yamaguchi and Kandel, 1985) 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 

favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the same 
wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993) 

b. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the 
subsequent wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993) 

 

Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
a. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to use drugs in the same wave. 

(Ebbsen and Elliott, 1994; Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington 
and West, 1995; Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; 
Labouvie, 1996; Sampson and Laub, 1990; Trassler, 1979; White and 
Bates, 1995; Yamaguchi and Kandel, 1985) 

b. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to use drugs in the subsequent 
wave. (Ebbsen and Elliott, 1994; Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; 
Farrington and West, 1995; Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 
1977; Labouvie, 1996; Sampson and Laub, 1990; Trassler, 1979; 
White and Bates, 1995; Yamaguchi and Kandel, 1985) 

c. Fathers are predicted to be more likely to desist from using drugs. 
(Ebbsen and Elliott, 1994; Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington 
and West, 1995; Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; 
Labouvie, 1996; Sampson and Laub, 1990; Trassler, 1979; White and 
Bates, 1995; Yamaguchi and Kandel, 1985) 

2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 

more likely to use drugs in the same wave. (Christmon and Luckey, 
1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et al., 1992; 
Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998) 

b. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
more likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. (Christmon and 
Luckey, 1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et 
al., 1992; Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 
1998) 
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c. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
less likely to desist from using drugs. (Christmon and Luckey, 1994; 
Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et al., 1992; 
Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998) 

3. Residential Father: 
a. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 

predict a lower likelihood of drug use in the same wave. (Farrington 
and West, 1995) 

b. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a lower likelihood of drug use in the subsequent wave. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 

c. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a higher likelihood of desistance from drug use. (Farrington 
and West, 1995) 

4. Rate Self as Father: 
a. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 

less likely to use drugs in the same wave. (Farrington and Hawkins, 
1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

b. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 
less likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. (Farrington and 
Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 
a. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 

predicted to be less likely to use drugs in the same wave. (Farrington 
and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

b. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 
predicted to be less likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. 
(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 
2001) 

 

Residential status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 

hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the same wave. (Laub 
and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

b. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. 
(Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

c. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be more likely to desist from using drugs. (Laub and 
Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

 



102 

 

Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to use drugs in 

the same wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993; Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

b. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to use drugs in 
the subsequent wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; 1993; Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

c. Men who are employed are predicted to be more likely to desist from 
using drugs. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 1993; 
Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

2. Job Satisfaction 
a. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 

likely to use drugs during the same wave. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

b. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 
likely to use drugs during the subsequent wave. (Irwin, 1970; Laub 
and Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

c. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be more 
likely to desist from using drugs. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and Sampson, 
1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

 

Finances 

1. Income 
a. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to use 

drugs during the same wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; Waldorf, 
Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

b. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to use 
drugs during the subsequent wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; 
Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

c. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be more likely to desist 
from using drugs. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; Waldorf, Reinarman, 
and Murphy, 1991) 

2. Welfare Use 
a. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to use drugs in 

the same wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
b. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to use drugs in 

the subsequent wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
c. Men who use welfare are predicted to be less likely to desist from 

using drugs. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
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Education 

1. GPA 
a. Men who held a higher Grade Point Average in Wave 1 are predicted 

to be less likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. (Glueck and 
Glueck, 1968) 

2. High School Degree 
a. Men with a high school degree are hypothesized to be less likely to use 

drugs within the same wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, 
Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

b. Men with a high school degree are hypothesized to be less likely to use 
drugs within the subsequent wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, 
Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

c. Men with a high school degree are hypothesized to be more likely to 
desist from using drugs. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, Osgood, 
and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 1993) 

 

Prior Behavior: 

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be more 

likely to use drugs in the subsequent wave. (Blumstein et al., 1985; 
Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be less 
likely to desist from using drugs. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

2. Drug Use 
a. Men who previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to use 

drugs in the same wave. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and Paternoster, 
1991; 2000) 

b. Men who previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to use 
drugs in subsequent waves. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

3. Arrests 
a. Men who were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to 

use drugs in the same waves. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men who were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to 
use drugs in subsequent waves. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 
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Hypotheses: Arrests 

Age 

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Younger participants are expected to be more likely to be arrested in 

the same wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 
1992) 

b. Younger men are expected to be more likely to be arrested in the 
subsequent wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 
1992) 

c. Younger men are predicted to be less likely to desist from being 
arrested. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 1992) 

 

Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the 

same wave. (Farrington and West, 1995; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998) 

b. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the 
subsequent wave. (Farrington and West, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and 
Sampson, 1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982) 

c. Married men are hypothesized to be more likely desist from being 
arrested. (Farrington and West, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 
1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982) 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 

favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the same 
wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993) 

b. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the 
subsequent wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993) 

 

Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
a. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to be arrested in the same wave. 

(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Hughes, 
1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
Trassler, 1979) 



105 

 

b. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to be arrested in the subsequent 
wave. (Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; 
Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; Trassler, 1979) 

c. Fathers are predicted to be more likely to desist from being arrested. 
(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Hughes, 
1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
Trassler, 1979) 

2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 

more likely to be arrested in the same wave. (Christmon and Luckey, 
1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et al., 1992; 
Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998) 

b. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
more likely to be arrested in the subsequent wave. (Christmon and 
Luckey, 1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et 
al., 1992; Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 
1998) 

c. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
less likely to desist from being arrested. (Christmon and Luckey, 1994; 
Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et al., 1992; 
Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998) 

3. Residential Father: 
a. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 

predict a lower likelihood of being arrested in the same wave. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 

b. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a lower likelihood of being arrested in the subsequent wave. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 

c. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a higher likelihood of desistance from being arrested. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 

4. Rate Self as Father: 
a. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 

less likely to be arrested in the same wave. (Farrington and Hawkins, 
1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

b. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 
less likely to use be arrested in the subsequent wave. (Farrington and 
Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 
a. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 

predicted to be less likely to be arrested in the same wave. (Farrington 
and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

b. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 
predicted to be less likely to be arrested in the subsequent wave. 
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(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 
2001) 

 

Residential Status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 

hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the same wave. (Laub 
and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

b. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be less likely to be arrested in the subsequent wave. 
(Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

c. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be more likely to desist from being arrested. (Laub 
and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

 

Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to be arrested in 

the same wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

b. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to be arrested in 
the subsequent wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; 1993) 

c. Men who are employed are predicted to be more likely to desist from 
being arrested. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

2. Job Satisfaction 
a. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 

likely to be arrested during the same wave. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

b. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 
likely to be arrested during the subsequent wave. (Irwin, 1970; Laub 
and Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

c. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be more 
likely to desist from being arrested. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and Sampson, 
1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

 

Finances 

1. Income 
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a. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to be 
arrested during the same wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; 
Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

b. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to be 
arrested during the subsequent wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; 
Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

c. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be more likely to desist 
from being arrested. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; Waldorf, 
Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

2. Welfare Use 
a. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to be arrested in 

the same wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
b. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to be arrested in 

the subsequent wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
c. Men who use welfare are predicted to be less likely to desist from 

being arrested. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
 

Education 

1. GPA 
a. Men who held a higher Grade Point Average in Wave 1 are predicted 

to be less likely to be arrested in the subsequent wave. (Glueck and 
Glueck, 1968) 

2. High School Diploma 
a. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be less likely to 

be arrested within the same wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, 
Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

b. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be less likely to 
be arrested within the subsequent wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; 
Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; 1993) 

c. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be more likely to 
desist from being arrested. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, 
Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

 

Prior deviance  

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be more 

likely to be arrested subsequent waves. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin 
and Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 
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b. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be less 
likely to desist from being arrested. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

2. Drug Use 
a. Men were previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to be 

arrested in the same wave. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men were previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to be 
arrested in subsequent waves. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

3. Arrests 
a. Men were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to be 

arrested in the same wave. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to be 
arrested in subsequent waves. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

 

Hypotheses: Incarceration 

Age 

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Younger participants are expected to be more likely to be incarcerated 

in the same wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and 
Laub, 1992) 

b. Younger men are expected to be more likely to be incarcerated in the 
subsequent wave. ( Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 
1992) 

c. Younger men are less likely to desist from being incarcerated. ( 
Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; Sampson and Laub, 1992) 

 

Family: Marriage 

1. Marital Status: 
a. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in 

the same wave. (Farrington and West, 1995; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998) 

b. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in 
the subsequent wave. (Farrington and West, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and 
Sampson, 1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982) 

c. Married men are hypothesized to be more likely desist from being 
incarcerated. (Farrington and West, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 
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1998; Osborn and West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; West, 1982) 

2. Marital Satisfaction:  
a. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 

favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in the 
same wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 
1993) 

b. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in the 
subsequent wave. (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993) 

 

Family: Fatherhood 

1. Fatherhood Status: 
a. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to be incarcerated in the same 

wave. (Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; 
Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; Trassler, 1979) 

b. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to be incarcerated in the 
subsequent wave. (Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and 
West, 1995; Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson 
and Laub, 1990; Trassler, 1979) 

c. Fathers are predicted to be more likely to desist from being 
incarcerated. (Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 
1995; Hughes, 1998; Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; Trassler, 1979) 

2. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 

more likely to be incarcerated in the same wave. (Christmon and 
Luckey, 1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et 
al., 1992; Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 
1998) 

b. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
more likely to be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. (Christmon and 
Luckey, 1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et 
al., 1992; Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 
1998) 

c. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be 
less likely to desist from being incarcerated. (Christmon and Luckey, 
1994; Dearden et al., 1995; Elster et al., 1987; Ketterlinius et al., 1992; 
Springarn and DuRant, 1996; Stoutheimer-Loeber and Wei, 1998) 

3. Residential Father: 
a. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 

predict a lower likelihood of being incarcerated in the same wave. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 
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b. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a lower likelihood of being incarcerated in the subsequent 
wave. (Farrington and West, 1995) 

c. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a higher likelihood of desistance from being incarcerated. 
(Farrington and West, 1995) 

4. Rate Self as Parent: 
a. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 

less likely to be incarcerated in the same wave. (Farrington and 
Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

b. Men who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are predicted to be 
less likely to use be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. (Farrington 
and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 2001) 

5. Feelings about their Relationship with their Child: 
a. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 

predicted to be less likely to be incarcerated in the same wave. 
(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 
2001) 

b. Men who rate their relationships with their children more favorably are 
predicted to be less likely to be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
(Farrington and Hawkins, 1991; Farrington and West, 1995; Maruna, 
2001) 

 

Residential Status 

1. Residential Stability 
a. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 

hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in the same wave. 
(Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

b. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be less likely to be incarcerated in the subsequent 
wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

c. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be more likely to desist from being incarcerated. 
(Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and Laub, 1990) 

 

Employment 

1. Employment Status 
a. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to be 

incarcerated in the same wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993) 

b. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to be 
incarcerated in the subsequent wave. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson 
and Laub, 1990; 1993) 
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c. Men who are employed are predicted to be more likely to desist from 
being incarcerated. (Farrington et al., 1986; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

2. Job Satisfaction 
a. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 

likely to be incarcerated during the same wave. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

b. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less 
likely to be incarcerated during the subsequent wave. (Irwin, 1970; 
Laub and Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

c. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be more 
likely to desist from being incarcerated. (Irwin, 1970; Laub and 
Sampson, 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996) 

 

Finances 

1. Income 
a. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to be 

incarcerated during the same wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; 
Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

b. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to be 
incarcerated during the subsequent wave. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 
1979; Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

c. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be more likely to desist 
from being incarcerated. (Pezzin, 1995; Trassler, 1979; Waldorf, 
Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991) 

2. Welfare Use 
a. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to be incarcerated 

in the same wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
b. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to be incarcerated 

in the subsequent wave. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
c. Men who use welfare are predicted to be less likely to desist from 

being incarcerated. (Laub and Sampson, 1988) 
 

Education 

1. GPA 
a. Men who held a higher Grade Point Average in Wave 1 are predicted 

to be less likely to be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. (Glueck 
and Glueck, 1968) 

2. High School Diploma 
a. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be less likely to 

be incarcerated within the same wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; 
Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 
1990; 1993) 
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b. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be less likely to 
be incarcerated within the subsequent wave. (Glueck and Glueck, 
1968; Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and 
Laub, 1990; 1993) 

c. Men with a high school diploma are hypothesized to be more likely to 
desist from being incarcerated. (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Horney, 
Osgood, and Marshall, 1993; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 
1993) 

 

Prior behavior 

1. Bad Behavior 
a. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be more 

likely to be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. (Blumstein et al., 
1985; Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are predicted to be less 
likely to desist from being incarcerated. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin 
and Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

2. Drug Use 
a. Men were previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to be 

incarcerated in the same wave. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men were previously used drugs are predicted to be more likely to be 
incarcerated in subsequent waves. (Horney et al., 1993; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

3. Arrests 
a. Men were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to be 

incarcerated in the same wave. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

b. Men were previously arrested are predicted to be more likely to be 
incarcerated in subsequent waves. (Blumstein et al., 1985; Nagin and 
Paternoster, 1991; 2000) 

 
Attrition 

Analyses were conducted on the independent and dependent variables (cross 

sectional) to assess if differences existed between participants that did and did not drop 

out.  Depending on the type of variable under consideration (dichotomous, categorical, 

etc.) either T-tests, Chi-squared, or Mann Whitney-U tests were run.   

Wave 1 to Wave 2:Chi-square analyses were conducted to assess if differences 

existed on the Wave 1 variables In School, Welfare Use, Father in the Home, and Bad 
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Behavior by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out; LOOK UP VALUES) from Wave 

1 to Wave 2 (N = 351).  Results indicated that there were no significant differences on In 

School, where one cell had an expected count of less than five, hence Yate’s Continuity 

Correction was used (Chi-square = .001, df = 1, p = 1.00) by Survey Attrition.  Likewise 

there were no significant differences on Welfare Use (Chi-square = 1.10, df = 1, p = 

0.30), Father in the House (Chi-square = .02, df = 1, p = 0.90), and Bad Behavior (Chi-

square = 1.29, df = 1, p = 0.26) by Survey Attrition.  Results suggested that there were no 

significant differences between participants that continued in the survey and those who 

dropped out from Wave 1 to Wave 2. 

A Mann Whitney-U test was conducted on Time at Current Residence by Survey 

Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 1 to Wave 2.  Results suggested that no 

significant differences existed, U(351) = 9699.50, p = .67, on Time at Current Address by 

Survey Attrition.  Three t-tests were conducted to assess if mean differences existed on 

Age, Family Income, and GPA by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 

1 to Wave 2.  Results suggested that no significant differences existed on Age, t(351) = -

1.68, p = .09, Income, t(351) = -1.06, p = 0.29, and GPA, t(351) = -.034, p = .074 by 

Survey Attrition. 

Wave 2 to Wave 3: Chi-square analyses were conducted to assess if differences 

existed on Employment, In School, High School Degree, Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to 

Age 18, Marital Status, Welfare Use, Wave 2 Drug Use, Wave 2 Arrests, and Wave 2 

Incarceration by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 2 to Wave 3 (N = 

277).  Results indicated that there were no significant differences on Employment (Chi-

square = 0.22, df = 1, p = 0.64), In School (Chi-square = 0.22, df = 1, p = 0.64), High 
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School Degree (Chi-square = 0.00, df = 1, p = 1.00), Fatherhood (Chi-square = 2.82, df = 

1, p = 0.09), Fatherhood prior to Age 18 (Chi-square = 3.23, df = 1, p = 0.07), Welfare 

Use (Chi-square = 0.30, df = 1, p = 0.58), and Wave 2 Drug Use (Chi-square = 1.41, df = 

1, p = 0.23).  Marital Status, Wave 2 Incarceration, and Wave 2 Arrests all had one cell 

that had an expected count of less than five, therefore Yates Continuity Correction was 

used.  There were no significant differences on Marital Status (Chi-square = 1.38, df = 1, 

p = 0.24), Wave 2 Incarceration (Chi-square = 2.00, df = 1, p = 0.16), and Wave 2 Arrests 

(Chi-square = 2.00, df = 1, p = 0.18) by Survey Attrition. 

A Mann Whitney-U test was conducted on Time at Current Residence by Survey 

Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 2 to Wave 3.  Results suggested that no 

significant difference existed, U(277) = 7455.00, p = .56, on Time at Current Address by 

Survey Attrition.  Three t-tests were conducted to assess if a mean difference existed on 

Age, Income, and Job Satisfaction by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from 

Wave 2 to Wave 3.  Results suggested that no significant difference existed on Age, 

t(277) = 0.14, p = 0.89, Income, t(277) = 1.30, p = 0.20, or Job Satisfaction, t(277) = 

0.70, p = 0.48, by Survey Attrition.  Results suggested that there were no significant 

differences between participants that continued in the survey and those who dropped out 

from Wave 2 to Wave 3. 

Wave 3 to Wave 4: Chi-square analyses were conducted to assess if differences 

existed on Fatherhood, Marital Status, High School Degree, Wave 3 Drug Use, Wave 3 

Arrests, Wave 3 Incarceration, Welfare Use, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to 

Age 18, and Employment by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-Out) from Wave 3 to 

Wave 4 (N=210).  Results indicated that there were no significant differences on 
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Fatherhood (Chi-square = 0.40, df = 1, p = 0.53), Marital Status (Chi-square = 2.56, df = 

1, p = 0.10), High School Degree (Chi-square = 0.32, df = 1, p = 0.57), Wave 3 Drug Use 

(Chi-square = 0.09, df = 1, p = 0.77), Wave 3 Incarceration (Chi-square = 0.37, df = 1, p 

= 0.54), Welfare Use (Chi-square = 0.03, df = 1, p = 0.86), and Residential Fatherhood 

(Chi-square = 0.73, df = 1, p = 0.39) by Survey Attrition.  Fatherhood prior to Age 18 had 

one cell that had an expected count of less than five, therefore Yates Continuity 

Correction was used.  There were no significant differences on Fatherhood prior to Age 

18 (Chi-square = 0.70, df = 1, p = 0.42) by Survey Attrition. 

A significant difference existed on Wave 3 Arrests (Chi-square = 4.20, df = 1, p < 

0.05) by Survey Attrition.  As one cell had an expected count of less than five, Yate’s 

Continuity Correction was used.  Individuals who dropped out had a more frequent 

occurrence of Wave 3 Arrests than those who continued in the survey.  A significant 

difference also existed on Employment (Chi-square = 11.51, df = 1, p < .01).  Participants 

who remained in the study were more frequently employed than those who dropped out 

from Wave 3 to Wave 4. 

A Mann Whitney-U test was conducted on Time at Current Residence by Survey 

Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 3 to Wave 4.  Results suggested that no 

significant difference existed, U(210) = 3789.50, p = .76, on Time at Current Address by 

Survey Attrition.  Three t-tests were conducted to assess if a mean difference existed on 

Age, Income, and Job Satisfaction by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from 

Wave 3 to Wave 4.  Results suggested that no significant difference existed on Age, 

t(210) = 0.02, p = 0.99, Income, t(210) = 0.46, p = 0.65, or Job Satisfaction, t(210) = 

0.65, p = 0.52, by Survey Attrition. 
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Wave 4 to Wave 5: Chi-square analyses were conducted to assess if differences 

existed on Marital Status, Fatherhood, Residential Father, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, 

High School Degree, Employment, Welfare Use, Wave 4 Drug Use, Wave 3 Arrests, and 

Wave 4 Incarceration by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 4 to 

Wave 5.  Results indicated that there were no significant differences on Marital Status 

(Chi-square = 0.28, df = 1, p = 0.59), Fatherhood (Chi-square = 0.49, df = 1, p = 0.49), 

Residential Father (Chi-square = 0.48, df = 1, p = 0.49), Fatherhood prior to Age 18 (Chi-

square = 3.27, df = 1, p = 0.70), High School Degree (Chi-square = 0.48, df = 1, p = .49), 

Employment (Chi-square = 3.65, df = 1, p = 0.06), Welfare Use (Chi-square = 0.05, df = 

1, p = 0.83), Wave 4 Drug Use (Chi-square = 0.01, df = 1, p = 0.97), and Wave 4 

Incarceration (Chi-square = 0.72, df = 1, p = 0.79) by Survey Attrition.  Wave 3 Arrests 

(No Wave 4 measure of Arrests was available) had one cell with an expected count less 

than five, hence Yate’s Continuity Correction was used.  There was no significant 

difference on Wave 3 Arrests (Chi-square = 0.45, df = 1, p = 0.51) by Survey Attrition. 

A Mann Whitney-U test was conducted on Time at Current Residence by Survey 

Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from Wave 4 to Wave 5.  Results suggested that no 

significant difference existed, U(177) = 3413.50, p = .27, on Time at Current Address by 

Survey Attrition.  Three t-tests were conducted to assess if a mean difference existed on 

Age, Income, and Job Satisfaction by Survey Attrition (Continued vs. Drop-out) from 

Wave 4 to Wave 5.  Results suggested that no significant difference existed on Job 

Satisfaction, t(177) = -0.44, p = 0.66, by Survey Attrition.  Results suggested that 

differences existed on Age, t(177) = -2.42, p < 0.05, as participants that dropped out of 

the study has a higher mean age (Mean = 34.61, SD = 1.64), compared to those who 
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stayed in the study (Mean = 34.05, SD = 1.43).  Results also indicated that a significant 

difference existed on Income, t(177) = 2.71, p < 0.01, as participants who stayed in the 

study had a higher mean income (Mean = 5.29, SD = 1.40) compared to those who 

dropped out of the study (Mean = 4.55, SD = 1.90) from Wave 4 to Wave 5. 

Three variables (Wave 3 Arrests, Wave 4 Age, and Wave 4 Income) suffered from 

non-random attrition were adjusted.  However, prior research suggested that if 

participants that stayed in the survey and those that dropped out of the program were 

“indistinguishable at the start of the study, then overall conclusions at the end of the study 

are strengthened even with loss of attrition (Goodwin, 2001).”  In this study there were 

no significant differences from Wave 1 to Wave 2 between those that stayed in the study 

and those that dropped out.   Future research on this data set will substitute a scale mean 

for the missing items (Brame and Piquero, 2003; Menard, 2002).  

 

 



118 

CHAPTER 5 
RESULTS: DRUG USE  

This chapter examines drug use and the variables that were utilized to predict 

recent substance use.  Each model utilized a variety of theoretically supported variables 

to attempt to predict drug use in each wave.  While most of the same drugs were 

considered for each wave, there were minor variations.  Therefore, the brief description 

of each model is accompanied by a list of the drugs whose use was measured. 

The first section of this chapter examines the various cross-sectional and lagged 

models that were run.  The following section displays the models that sought to predict 

desistance from drug use.  Prior to each section an in depth discussion of what follows is 

provided. 

Cross-Sectional and Lagged Models  

Drug use was conceptualized as using any of the drugs in question within 30 days 

of the interview. A list of the drugs for each wave preceded each model.  Measurements 

of drug use in waves 2 through 5 allowed the dependent variables to specify whether or 

not each participant had used any of the drugs in question in the last 30 days.  In addition 

to the standard models, models were also provided that examined the strength of social 

bonds among specific populations.  Waves that contained variables which were 

conceptualized as measures of the strength of social bonds among husbands and fathers 

contained addition models that used these additional variables to predict drug use.  Two 

measures of the strength of the fatherhood bond were available and utilized for Wave 3 

independent variables predicting both Wave 3 and Wave 4 dependent variables.  One 
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measure of marital success was utilized in the following models: Wave 3 independent 

variables predicting Wave 3 dependent variables, and Wave 5 independent variables 

predicting Wave 5 dependent variables.  Within all of these models, only the men who 

held these bonds (fathers or husbands) were selected as cases for analysis. 

Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 1 (1968-1970) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 2 (1975-1976).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Drugs Use in Wave 2 and the following Wave 1 predictors:  Age, being in 

school, family income, welfare use, GPA, time at current residence, presence of a father 

in the home, and a measure of juvenile delinquency.  The drugs under consideration 

were: marijuana, acid, cocaine, heroin, methadone, uppers, downers, glue, and opiates.  

Participants who used any drugs within the past 30 days were considered to be users and 

coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  

Table 5-1 Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.085 .089 .917 .338 .918 

In School .082 .664 .015 .902 1.086 

Income .134 .068 3.934 .047 1.144 

Welfare Use .352 .289 1.490 .222 1.422 

GPA .189 .190 .997 .318 1.208 

Time at Res. -.081 .074 1.170 .279 .923 

Father in 

home 

-.166 .294 .321 .571 .847 

Bad Behav. .408 .351 1.353 .245 1.504 

CONSTANT .441 1.682 .069 .793 1.554 
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The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 9.66, df = 8, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 1 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not use drugs. 

Table 5-1 presents regression coefficients where Income reliably predicted Wave 2 Drug 

Use (N = 277).  For every one unit increase in income, the likelihood of Wave 2 Drug 

Use increased 1.14 times. 

Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 2 (1975-1976) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 2 (1975-1976).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the out come 

variable of Wave 2 Drug Use and the following Wave 2 predictors:  Age, being in school, 

employment, attainment of a high school degree, job satisfaction, welfare use, income, 

time at current residence, fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, marriage, a 

measurement of juvenile delinquency, and prior arrests (No measure of prior drug use 

was available).  Participants who used any drugs within the past 30 days were considered 

to be users and coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  The drugs under 

consideration were: marijuana, acid, cocaine, heroin, methadone, uppers, downers, glue, 

and opiates. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 12.82, df = 13, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not use drugs 

during Wave 2.  Table 5-2 presents regression coefficients where none of the thirteen 

Wave 2 variables were significant predictors of Wave 2 Drug Use (N = 277). 
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Table 5-2 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.114 .099 1.315 .251 .892 

In School -.192 .297 .420 .517 .825 

Employed .264 .275 .925 .336 1.302 

HS Degree -.147 .289 .259 .611 .863 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.084 .127 .434 .510 .920 

Welfare Use .107 .423 .064 .801 1.113 

Income -.048 .099 .241 .624 .953 

Time at Res. .004 .065 .004 .950 1.004 

Father .569 .376 2.290 .130 1.766 

Fath. b/f 18 .251 .592 .179 .672 1.285 

Married .156 .776 .041 .840 1.169 

Bad Behav. .277 .357 .604 .437 1.319 

Prior Arrests -.929 .545 2.908 .088 .395 

CONSTANT 3.057 2.152 2.018 .155 21.267 

 
Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 2 (1975-1976) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 3 (1983-1984).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on Wave 3 Drug 

Use as the outcome variable and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, being in school, 

employment, attainment of a high school degree, job satisfaction, welfare use, income, 

time at current residence, fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, marriage, prior drug 

use, and prior arrests.  Participants who used any drugs within the past 30 days were 

considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  The drugs under 

consideration were: marijuana, acid, pcp, cocaine, heroin, methadone, uppers, quaaludes, 

tranquilizers, sedatives, inhalants, nitrates, talwins, codeine, and morphine.   
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A direct logistic regression was conducted on Wave 3 Drug Use as the outcome 

variable and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, being in school, employment, 

attainment of a high school degree, job satisfaction, welfare use, income, time at current 

residence, fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, marriage, prior drug use, and prior 

arrests.  The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 48.59, df = 13, p < .001) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not use drugs during Wave 3. 

Table 5-3 presents regression coefficients where Prior Drug Use reliably predicted 

Wave 3 Drug Use (N = 210).  Participants who used drugs during the prior period of  

Table 5-3 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .003 .128 .000 .984 1.003 

In School -.176 .372 .225 .635 .838 

Employed .192 .353 .296 .587 1.212 

HS Degree -.483 .373 1.672 .196 .617 

Job Sat. -.076 .160 .225 .635 .927 

Welfare Use -.700 .529  1.753 .186 .496 

Income .138 .126 1.191 .275 1.148 

Time at Res. .044 .079 .318 .573 1.045 

Father .925 .498 3.458 .063 2.523 

Father b/f 18 -.510 .804 .402 .526 .601 

Married -7.781 15.537 .251 .617 .000 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.606 .322 24.802 .000 4.982 

Prior Arrests -.743 .701 1.126 .289 .476 

CONSTANT -1.165 2.877 .164 .685 .312 
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measurement had odds of Wave 3 drug use that were 4.98 greater than men who did not 

engage in previous drug use. 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 3 (1983-1984) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 3 (1983-1984). A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 3 Drug Use and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school degree, time at 

current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to 

age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests.  Participants who used any drugs within the past 

30 days were considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  The 

drugs under consideration were: marijuana, acid, pcp, cocaine, heroin, methadone, 

uppers, quaaludes, tranquilizers, sedatives, inhalants, nitrates, talwins, codeine, and 

morphine.   

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 46.45, df = 13, p < .001) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not use drugs in Wave 3.   

Table 5-4 presents the regression coefficients where Time at Current Residence and Drug 

Use Wave 2 reliably predicted Wave 3 Drug Use (N = 210).  As participants tended to 

use drugs in Wave 2, the odds that the participants will use drugs in Wave 3 increased by 

4.67.  For every one unit increase in Time at Residence, the odds decreased by 17.6% that 

the participant would use drugs in Wave 3. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Fatherhood 

The following model examined the strength of fathers’ social bonds with their 

children.  The measurements of strength were conceptualized in two distinct manners.   
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Table 5-4 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.030 .120 .062 .803 .970 

Employed .299 .400 .560 .454 1.349 

Income .054 .126 .187 .666 1.056 

Welfare Use .684 .507 1.821 .177 1.981 

Job Sat. -.108 .164 .435 .510 .897 

HS Degree -.247 .378 .428 .513 .781 

Time at Res. -.193 .087 4.980 .026 .824 

Father .492 .406 1.456 .226 1.635 

Married -.441 .491 .806 .369 .643 

Res. Father .441 .518 .723 .395 1.554 

Father b/f 18 -.198 .623 .101 .751 .821 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.541 .324 22.565 .000 4.667 

Prior Arrests .651 .387 2.831 .092 1.917 

CONSTANT .341 2.496 .019 .891 1.406 

 

First, men were asked to rate themselves as fathers.  Second, men were asked how they 

feel about their relationship with their children.  For both of these variables, higher 

numbers indicated better situations (An in-depth description of the coding of these 

variables can be found in Chapter 4: Methods).  A model was run incorporating both of 

these variables.  In this model the cases under consideration were limited to fathers who 

participated in the wave in which the dependent variable was collected. 

This model used Wave 3 independent variables to predict drug use in Wave 3.  A 

direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 Drug Use 

and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment status, income, welfare use, job 

satisfaction, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current residence, marital status, 
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residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, prior arrests, prior drug use, a rating of 

one’s success as a parent, and a rating of one’s relationship with their child(ren). 

Table 5-5 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use among Fathers 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.084 .184 .207 .649 .920 

Employed .975 .662 2.168 .141 2.652 

Income -.088 .210 .177 .674 .915 

Welfare Use 1.009 .821 1.509 .219 2.742 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.371 .284 1.700 .192 .690 

HS Degree -.165 .548 .091 .763 .848 

Time at Res. -.393 .156 6.319 .012 .675 

Married -1.127 .694 2.640 .104 .324 

Res. Father .967 .682 2.012 .156 2.630 

Father b/f 18 -.467 .721 .419 .517 .627 

Prior Arrests .564 .572 .974 .324 1.758 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.522 .564 7.274 .007 4.579 

Rate Self as 

parent 

-.620 .427 2.110 .146 .538 

Relationship 

w/ Child 

-.254 .329 .595 .440 .776 

CONSTANT 6.162 4.288 2.065 .151 474.296 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 30.94, df = 14, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between fathers who did and did not use drugs during Wave 3. 

Table 5-5 presents regression coefficients where Time at Current Residence and Prior 

Drug Use reliably predicted Wave 3 Drug Use among fathers (N = 106).  For every one 
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unit increase in Time at Residence, the odds decrease by 32.5% that the participant will 

use drugs in Wave 3.  Fathers who used drugs in Wave 2 held odds of Wave 3 drug Use 

that were 4.58 higher than fathers who refrained from drug use in Wave 2.   

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

The next model examined the strength of marital bonds.  Men were asked how 

satisfied they were with their relationship with their spouse.  As with the prior measures 

of the strength of social bonds, higher numbers were measures of higher strength or in 

this case satisfaction (An in-depth description of the coding of this variable can be found 

in Chapter 4: Methods).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 3 Drug Use and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current 

residence, fatherhood, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, prior arrests, 

prior drug use, and a rating of one’s marital satisfaction.  The full model could not be run 

as the variable noting welfare use was problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one 

of the cells contained zero participants (All of the participants who used welfare used 

drugs during Wave 3). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.04, df = 13, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between married men who did and did not use drugs during Wave 

3.  Table 5-6 presents regression coefficients where none of the twelve Wave 3 predictors 

reliably predicted Wave 3 Drug Use (N = 46). 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 3 (1983-1984) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 4 (1989-1990).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 
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variable of Wave 4 Drug Use and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school degree, time at 

current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to 

age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests.  Participants who used or injected any drugs 

within the past 30 days were considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were 

coded as “0.”  The drugs under consideration were: marijuana, acid, dust, crack, 

powdered cocaine, heroin, speedball, methadone, uppers, quaaludes, sedatives, 

tranquilizers, inhalants, glue, talwins, codeine, morphine, ecstasy, and “any other drug.”   

Table 5-6 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Drug Use among Married 
Men 

VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.021 .320 .004 .949 .980 

Employed 1.428 1.691 .714 .398 4.171 

Income -.761 .461 2.724 .099 .467 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.689 .600 1.319 .251 .502 

HS Degree .321 1.115 .083 .773 1.379 

Time at Res. -.228 .259 .770 .380 .796 

Fatherhood -1.441 1.616 .795 .373 .237 

Res. Father 2.050 1.526 1.806 .179 7.771 

Father b/f 18 .093 1.813 .003 .959 1.097 

Prior Arrests -1.155 1.166 .982 .322 .315 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.095 .862 1.615 .204 2.991 

Marital 

Satisfaction 

-1.239 .661 3.515 .061 .290 

CONSTANT 9.300 6.620 1.973 .160 10932.831 
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The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 29.68, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not engage in Wave 4 drug 

use.  Table 5-7 presents the regression coefficients where Income and Prior Drug Use 

reliably predicted Wave 4 Drug Use (N = 177).  For every one unit increase in Income, 

the odds decreased by 38% that the participant would engage in Wave 4 drug use.  As 

participants tended to use drugs in the prior period of measurement, the odds of Wave 4 

drug use increased by 4.58. 

Table 5-7 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.135 .165 .672 .412 .874 

Employed .030 .522 .003 .955 1.030 

Income -.478 .173 7.621 .006 .620 

Welfare .334 .616 .294 .588 1.397 

Job Sat. -.090 .230 .155 .694 .914 

HS Degree .800 .532 2.260 .133 2.225 

Time at Res. .150 .124 1.484 .223 1.162 

Father .271 .521 .270 .603 1.311 

Married -.700 .753 .865 .352 .496 

Res. Father -.420 .670 .393 .531 .657 

Father b/f 18 .550 .744 .547 .460 1.733 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.521 .490 9.611 .002 4.575 

Prior Arrests .819 .867 .892 .345 2.267 

CONSTANT 1.313 3.367 .152 .697 3.716 

 



129 

 

Strength of Social Bonds: Fatherhood 

The following model examined the strength of fathers’ social bonds with their 

children.  The measurements of strength were conceptualized in two distinct manners.  

First, men were asked to rate themselves as fathers.  Second, men were asked how they 

felt about their relationship with their children.  For both of these variables, higher 

numbers indicated better situations (An in-depth description of the coding of these 

variables can be found in Chapter 4: Methods).  A model was run incorporating both of 

these variables.   

A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 4 Drug 

Use and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment status, income, welfare use, 

job satisfaction, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current residence, marital 

status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, prior arrests, prior drug use, a 

rating of one’s success as a parent, and a rating of one’s relationship with their child(ren). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 26.24, df = 14, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between fathers did and did not use drugs during Wave 4.  Table 5-

8 presents regression coefficients where Income and High School Degrees reliably 

predicted Wave 4 Drug Use (N = 83).  Men who held High School Diplomas by Wave 3 

had 13.42 greater odds of using drugs than men who did not graduate.  Additionally, for 

every one unit increase in Income, the odds of drug use in Wave 4 decreased by 44.1%. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

There were not enough participants available to successfully run this model. 
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Table 5-8 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Drug Use among Fathers 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.318 .303 1.105 .293 .727 

Employed -.750 .821 .836 .361 .472 

Income -.582 .268 4.724 .030 .559 

Welfare Use 1.528 .984 2.411 .121 4.607 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.056 .375 .023 .880 .945 

HS Degree 2.596 .995 6.807 .009 13.415 

Time at Res. .174 .198 .774 .379 1.191 

Married -1.179 1.030 1.309 .253 .308 

Res. Father .169 .809 .044 .835 1.184 

Father b/f 18 .504 .905 .311 .577 1.656 

Prior Arrests .788 1.048 .566 .452 2.199 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.516 .925 2.685 .101 4.554 

Rate Self as 

parent 

-.519 .468 1.229 .268 .595 

Relationship 

w/ Child 

.391 .512 .582 .445 1.478 

CONSTANT 5.765 6.197 .865 .352 318.938 

 
Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 4 (1989-1990) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 4 (1989-1990).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 4 Drug Use and the following predictor variables:  Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school degree, time at 

current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to 

age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests.  Participants who used or injected any drugs 
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within the past 30 days were considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were 

coded as “0.”  The drugs under consideration were: marijuana, acid, dust, crack, 

powdered cocaine, heroin, speedball, methadone, uppers, quaaludes, sedatives, 

tranquilizers, inhalants, glue, talwins, codeine, morphine, ecstasy, and “any other drug.”   

Table 5-9 Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.213 .142 2.241 .134 .808 

Employed .032 .528 .004 .952 1.032 

Income .065 .163 .160 .690 1.067 

Welfare 1.058 .687 2.372 .124 2.882 

Job Sat. -.046 .258 .032 .858 .955 

HS Degree .527 .546 .930 .335 1.693 

Time at Res. -.058 .110 .280 .597 .943 

Father .961 .550 3.054 .081 2.615 

Married -.714 .504 2.006 .157 .490 

Res. Father -1.016 .554 3.368 .066 .362 

Father b/f 18 -.371 .721 .265 .607 .690 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.445 .471 9.414 .002 4.241 

Prior Arrests .423 .822 .264 .607 1.526 

CONSTANT 4.368 4.888 .799 .371 78.905 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 24.69, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not use drugs in Wave 4. 

Table 5-9 presents the regression coefficients where Prior Drug Use reliably predicted 

Wave 4 Drug Use (N = 177).  As participants tended to engage in prior drug use, the odds 

of Wave 4 drug use increased by 4.24. 
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Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 4 (1989-1990) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 5 (1993-1994).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 5 Drug Use and the following Wave 4 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school degree, time at 

current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to 

age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests.  Participants who used or injected any drugs 

within the past 30 days were considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were 

coded as “0.”  The drugs under consideration were: marijuana, acid, dust, pcp, crack, 

powdered cocaine, heroin, speedball, methadone, uppers, quaaludes, sedatives, 

tranquilizers, inhalants, glue, aerosols, talwins, codeine, morphine, and “any other drug.” 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 22.60, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not engage in Wave 5 drug 

use.  Table 5-10 presents the regression coefficients where Age and Fatherhood before 

Age 18 reliably predicted Wave 5 Drug Use (N = 168).  For every one unit increase in 

age, the odds decreased by 34% that the participant would engage in wave 5 drug use.  

As men tended to be fathers before the age of 18, the odds of Wave 5 drug use increased 

by 5.96 

Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use 

In this model the variables from Wave 5 (1993-1994) were used to predict drug use 

during Wave 5 (1993-1994).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 5 Drug Use and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school degree, time at 
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current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, prior drug use, and 

prior arrests.  Participants who used or injected any drugs within the past 30 days were 

considered to be users and coded as “1,” all others were coded as “0.”  The drugs under 

consideration were: marijuana, acid, dust, pcp, crack, powdered cocaine, heroin, 

speedball, methadone, uppers, quaaludes, sedatives, tranquilizers, inhalants, glue, 

aerosols, talwins, codeine, morphine, and “any other drug.”  

Table 5-10 Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.416 .188 4.891 .027 .660 

Employed -.247 .666 .138 .710 .781 

Income -.473 .256 3.412 .065 .623 

Welfare -.039 1.089 .001 .971 .961 

Job Sat. .178 .345 .266 .606 1.195 

HS Degree .326 .546 .358 .550 1.386 

Time at Res. -.162 .154 1.103 .294 .851 

Father .669 .679 .970 .325 1.953 

Married -.760 .749 1.029 .310 .468 

Res. Father .640 .810 .624 .429 1.897 

Father b/f 18 1.785 .790 5.112 .024 5.961 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-.620 .716 .751 .386 .538 

Prior Arrests -.825 1.191 .480 .489 .438 

CONSTANT 15.451 6.684 5.343 .021 5131530.2 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 19.25, df = 12, p >.05) indicating that the set of Wave 5 

predictors did not reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not use 

drugs in Wave 5.  Table 5-11 presents regression coefficients where Job Satisfaction 
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reliably predicted Wave 5 Drug Use (N = 168).  For every one unit increase in job 

satisfaction, the odds of Wave 5 drug use decreased by 33.9%.   

Table 5-11 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.105 .125 .712 .399 .900 

Employed -.546 .462 1.399 .237 .579 

Income .125 .115 1.179 .278 1.133 

Welfare Use .330 .445 .550 .458 1.391 

HS Degree -.808 .503 2.582 .108 .446 

Job Sat. -.414 .205 4.083 .043 .661 

Time at Res. .042 .099 .180 .671 1.043 

Father .376 .432 .756 .385 1.456 

Res. Father -.637 .486 1.717 .190 .529 

Married -.146 .432 .114 .735 .864 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.517 .586 .778 .378 1.677 

Prior Arrests -.840  1.186 .502 .478 .432 

CONSTANT 4.128 4.677 .779 .377 62.077 

 
Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

The next model examined the strength of marital bonds.  Men were asked how 

satisfied they were with their relationship with their spouse.  As with the prior measures 

of the strength of social bonds, higher numbers were measures of higher strength or in 

this case satisfaction (An in-depth description of the coding of this variable can be found 

in Chapter 4: Methods).  Only men who were married in Wave 5 were included in this 

model.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 

Drug Use and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, employment status, income, job 

satisfaction, welfare use, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current residence, 
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residential fatherhood, prior arrests, prior drug use, and a rating of one’s marital 

satisfaction.  The full model could not be run as the variable noting fatherhood was 

problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero 

participants (All of the men who were not fathers did not use drugs during Wave 5). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 11.95, df = 11, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between married men who did and did not use drugs during Wave 

5.  Table 5-12 presents regression coefficients where attainment of a High School Degree 

reliably predicted Wave 5 Drug Use (N = 69).  Married men who had attained a high 

school degree by Wave 5 were 92.3% less likely to use drugs than married men who had 

not completed high school. 

Desistance Models  

This section of the chapter displays all of the models that examined desistance from 

drug use.  In the following models the measurement of drug use differed from the prior 

models in that any drug use during each wave was counted, as opposed to the prior cross-

sectional and lagged models which examined recent drug use (drug use within the past 30 

days).  There were two distinct measurements of desistance; Desistance 2 (or Desist 2) 

and Desistance 3 (or Desist 3).  These two measurements differed with regards to the 

waves within which deviant behavior occurred and the waves within which desistance 

from such behaviors occurred.  Desistance 2 consisted of participants who engaged in 

criminal behaviors in wave 2, but did not engage in a specific behavior in the following 

waves.  Desistance 3 referred to men who engaged in criminal behavior in wave 3 but did 

not engage in a specific behavior in the following waves.  This chapter examined men 

who desisted from drug use.  For both sets of models, desistance was examined through 
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each wave up through the end of the study.  Desistance 2 models predicted desistance in 

Wave 3, in Waves 3 and 4, as well as in Waves 3, 4, and 5.  Desistance 3 models predict 

desistance in Wave 4, as well as in Waves 4 and 5. 

Table 5-12 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use among Married 
Men 

VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .078 .235 .110 .740 1.081 

Employed -1.089 1.357 .644 .422 .337 

Income .288 .366 .390 .532 1.256 

Job 

Satisfaction 

.116 .433 .072 .788 1.123 

Welfare Use -3.287 1.784 3.394 .065 .037 

HS Degree -2.563 1.250 4.203 .040 .077 

Time at Res. .352 .259 1.848 .174 .1422 

Res. Father -.567 .737 .591 .442 .567 

Prior Arrests .397 1.410 .079 .779 1.487 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.140 1.068 .017 .895 1.151 

Marital 

Satisfaction 

.454 .342 1.765 .184 1.574 

CONSTANT -4.990 9.737 .263 .608 .007 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

As with all of the Desistance 2 models, this model used theoretically significant 

variables to predict the cessation of criminal behavior after 1982.  This model utilized 

predictors from Wave 2 (1975-1976) to predict desistance from drug use from 1983 to 

1988.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance 

and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, 

Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at 
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Current Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, and Juvenile 

delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 10.78, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the Wave 2 predictors 

did not reliably distinguish between participants who did and did not desist.  Table 5-13 

presents the regression coefficients where Time at current Residence reliably predicted 

desistance (N = 172).  For every one unit increase in time at current residence, the odds 

of desistance from drug use decreased by 22.5%. 

Table 5-13 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .053 .206 .067 .796 1.055 

In School .583 .562 1.074 .300 1.791 

Employed .364 .545 .445 .505 1.439 

HS Degree -.612 .567 1.163 .281 .542 

Job Sat. .073 .256 .081 .776 1.075 

Welfare Use .738 .696 1.124 .289 2.091 

Income .078 .209 .141 .708 1.081 

Time at Res. -.255 .117 4.780 .029 .775 

Father -.963 .857 1.262 .261 .382 

Father b/f 18 .492 1.384 .127 .722 1.636 

Married .130 1.277 .010 .919 1.138 

Bad Behav. -.134 .745 .033 .857 .874 

CONSTANT -2.682 4.552 .347 .556 .068 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

This model also predicted desistance from drug use from 1983 to 1988.  However, 

the predictors utilized here were collected during Wave 3 (1983-1984).  A direct logistic 

regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 
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2 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job 

Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential 

Fatherhood, Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency.  The full model could not be run as 

the variable noting fatherhood prior to the age of 18 was problematic.  When a cross 

tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero participants (None of the participants 

were fathers prior to the age of 18 at wave 3 who also desisted from drug use during 

wave 3). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 20.01, df = 11, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors reliably distinguished between men who did and did not desist.  Table 5-14 

presents regression coefficients where Income, Fatherhood, and attainment of a High 

School Degree reliably predicted desistance.  For every one unit increase in income, a 

participant had 37.8% decreased odds of desistance.  Men who were fathers by Wave 3 

had 80.7% decreased odds of desistance.  Finally, men who had attained a high school 

degree by Wave 3 had 5.77 greater odds of desistance than men who had not attained the 

same educational achievement. 

Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 

The next three models examined desistance from drug use from 1983 to 1992.  The 

first model predicted desistance using variables from Wave 2 (1975-1976).  A direct 

logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the 

following Wave 2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment, attainment of a High 

School Degree, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to age 18, and Juvenile Delinquency. 
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Table 5-14 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .153 .188 .661 .416 1.166 

Employed .199 .646 .095 .758 1.220 

Income -.474 .197 5.817 .016 .622 

Welfare Use .096 .768 .016 .900 1.101 

Job Sat. .595 .334 3.177 .075 1.813 

HS Degree 1.752 .737 5.656 .017 5.766 

Time at Res. -.062 .137 .203 .653 .940 

Father -1.646 .761 4.677 .031 .193 

Res. Father 1.439 .934 2.371 .124 4.216 

Married -.853 .841 1.029 .310 .426 

Bad Behav. -.144 .734 .039 .844 .866 

CONSTANT -5.624 3.879 2.102 .147 .004 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 3.94, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did desist.  Table 5-15 presents 

regression coefficients where none of the twelve Wave 2 variables reliably predicted 

desistance (N = 144). 

Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 

Here predictors from Wave 3 (1983-1984) were used to predict desistance (or 

cessation of any drug use) from 1983 to 1992. A direct logistic regression was conducted 

on Desistance as the outcome variable and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, 

Employment, Income, Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, attainment of a High School 

Degree, Time at current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, 

and Juvenile Delinquency.  The full model could not be run as the variable noting  
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Table 5-15 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .053 .192 .077 .782 1.055 

In School .179 .543 .108 .742 1.196 

Employed .172 .497 .119 .730 1.187 

HS Degree -.137 .532 .066 .797 .872 

Job Sat. .234 .240 .948 .330 1.263 

Welfare Use .002 .751 .000 .998 1.002 

Income -.124 .187 .441 .507 .883 

Time at Res. -.060 .112 .287 .592 .942 

Father -.348 .662 .276 .600 .706 

Father b/f 18 .654 1.045 .392 .531 1.923 

Married 1.001 1.040 .926 .336 2.721 

Bad Behav. -.075 .613 .015 .903 .928 

CONSTANT -2.521 4.158 .367 .544 .080 

 
fatherhood prior to the age of 18 was problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one 

of the cells contained zero participants (None of the participants were fathers prior to the 

age of 18 at wave 3 who also desisted from drug use during Waves 3 and 4). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 22.04, df = 11, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished participants that did and did not desist.  Table 5-16 presents 

regression coefficients where none of the eleven variable reliably predicted desistance (N 

= 144). 

Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 

The final set of Desistance 2 models predicted desistance from drug use from 1982 

through 1994.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of 

Desistance and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, enrollment in School,  
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Table 5-16 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .168 .181 .858 .354 1.183 

Employed 1.237 .633 3.814 .051 3.445 

Income -.395 .204 3.753 .053 .674 

Welfare Use -.356 .839 .180 .671 .701 

Job Sat. .408 .363 1.266 .261 1.504 

HS Degree -.710 .564 1.583 .208 .492 

Time at Res. .207 .157 1.751 .186 1.230 

Father .407 .583 .487 .485 1.502 

Res. Father -1.697 .937 3.275 .070 .183 

Married -.395 .942 .176 .675 .674 

Bad Behav. -.427 .638 .447 .504 .653 

CONSTANT -5.784 3.975 2.117 .146 .003 

 
Employment, attainment of a High School Degree, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, 

Income, Time at current Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, and Marital 

Status.  The full model could not be run as the variable noting juvenile delinquency (Bad 

Behavior Wave 1) was problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells 

contained zero participants (None of the participants were juvenile delinquents who also 

desisted from drug use from Wave 3 through Wave 5). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 9.66, df = 11, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who did and did not desist.  

Table 5-17 presents regression coefficients where none of the eleven Wave 2 variables 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 114). 
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Table 5-17 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig.  Exp(B) 

Age .818 .512 2.546 .111 2.265 

In School -1.132 1.187 .909 .340 .322 

Employed -.002 1.111 .000 .998 .998 

HS Degree .449 1.191 .142 .706 1.567 

Job Sat. -.795 .482 2.724 .099 .452 

Welfare Use 2.487 1.715 2.102 .147 12.025 

Income -.392 .356 1.215 .270 .676 

Time Res. -.048 .241 .040 .842 .953 

Father -1.008 1.556 .420 .517 .365 

Father b/f 18 1.362 1.636 .693 .405 3.904 

Married 1.117 2.030 .303 .582 3.057 

CONSTANT -15.949 10.210 2.440 .118 .000 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 

This model was dropped as all of the predictors, except age, were problematic.  

When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero participants for each of 

the following variables: Employment, attainment of a High School Degree, Job 

Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at current Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood 

before age 18, and Marital Status.  In most cases, there failed to be a participant who both 

desisted and was classified as positively holding the predictor status (EX: Both employed 

and desistant).  However, an interesting category that diverged from the above statement 

was the predictor Fatherhood.  All six men who were fathers within this sample desisted.  

None of these men failed to desist from drug use from Wave 3 through Wave 5. 

Desistance 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 

The remaining models in this chapter display the results of models that examine 

“Desistance 3.”  These models predicted desistance beginning in Wave 4; thereby 
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offenses could be committed from the beginning of the study up through Wave 3.  The 

first model looked at desistance from drug use through Wave 4 (1989-1994).  A direct 

logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the 

following Wave 3 predictors: : Age, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School 

Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, Marital Status, and Juvenile 

delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 20.30, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants who did and did not desist.  Table 5-18 

presents the regression coefficients Income reliably predicted Desistance (N = 140).  For 

every one unit increase in income, the odds of desistance increased by 1.75. 

Table 5-18 Desist 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.075 .164 .210 .647 .927 

Work -.130 .506 .066 .797 .878 

Income .562 .184 9.285 .002 1.754 

Welfare Use -.032 .616 .003 .959 .969 

Job Sat. -.084 .223 .141 .707 .920 

HS Degree -.604 .522 1.341 .247 .547 

Time at Res. -.062 .111 .318 .573 .940 

Father -.425 .509 .700 .403 .653 

Res. Father .479 .646 .550 .458 1.615 

Father b/f 18 -.210 .740 .081 .776 .810 

Married .716 .649 1.216 .270 2.046 

Bad Behav. -.363 .518 .490 .484 .696 

CONSTANT 1.119 3.272 .117 .732 3.061 
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Desistance 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 

This model used variables collected in Wave 4 (1989-1990) to predict desistance 

from drug use from 1989 to 1992.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the 

outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 4 predictors: Age, Employment, 

Income, Welfare Use, attainment of a High School Degree, Job Satisfaction, Time at 

current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to age 18, 

Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 17.20, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist. 

Table 5-19 displays the regression coefficients where Marriage and Residential  

Table 5-19 Desist 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .128 .154 .693 .405 1.136 

Work -.368 .514 .512 .474 .692 

Income -.030 .150 .040 .842 .971 

Welfare Use -1.043 .696 2.245 .134 .352 

HS Degree -.555 .550 1.018 .313 .574 

Job Sat. -.098 .250 .154 .695 .906 

Time at Res. .068 .108 .391 .532 1.070 

Father -.750 .538 1.943 .163 .472 

Res. Father 1.139 .556 4.190 .041 3.124 

Father b/f 18 .321 .746 .185 .667 1.378 

Married 1.006 .494 4.154 .042 2.735 

Bad Behav. -.465 .549 .716 .397 .628 

CONSTANT -2.590 5.285 .240 .624 .075 
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Fatherhood reliably predicted Desistance (N = 140).  Men who were residential fathers 

during Wave 4 had 3.12 greater odds of desistance.  Men who were married in Wave 4 

had 2.74 greater odds of desistance. 

Desistance 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4-5 

Measurements of various social bonds and other theoretically significant variables 

collected during 1983 and 1984 were used to predict desistance from drug use after Wave 

3 and through wave 5 (1989-1994).  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the 

outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 3 predictors:  Age, Employment 

Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, 

Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 

18, Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 11.58, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 5-20 

presents the regression coefficients where none of the twelve Wave 3 variables correctly 

predicted desistance (N = 90). 

Desistance 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4-5 

Measurements of various social bonds and other theoretically significant variables 

collected during 1989 and 1990 were used to predict desistance from drug use after wave 

3 and through wave 5 (1989-1994). A direct logistic regression was conducted on the 

outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 4 predictors:  Age, Attainment of 

a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Income, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, Marital Status, and 

Juvenile delinquency.  The full model could not be run, as the variables of Employment  
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Table 5-20 Desist 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 4-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.172 .261 .436 .509 .842 

Employed -.418 .731 .328 .567 .658 

Income .328 .276 1.419 .234 1.389 

Welfare Use .005 .913 .000 .995 1.005 

Job Sat. -.030 .289 .001 .917 .970 

HS Degree 1.149 .821 1.956 .162 3.154 

Time at Res. -.173 .165 1.103 .294 .841 

Father -.135 .694 .038 .846 .874 

Res. Father -.395 .907 .189 .664 .674 

Father b/f 18 -.449 1.130 .158 .691 .638 

Married -1.138 .946 1.445 .229 .321 

Bad Behav. .762 .870 .768 .381 2.142 

CONSTANT 1.410 4.930 .082 .775 4.097 

 
and Welfare Use were problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run for each variable, 

one of the cells contained zero participants.  None of the participants who used welfare 

during Wave 4 desisted from drug use.  Additionally, none of the men who were 

unemployed during Wave 4 desisted from drug use. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 16.67, df = 10, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between men who did and did not desist.  Table 5-

21 presents the regression coefficients where Income reliably predicted Desistance (N = 

90).  For every one unit increase in income, a participant had 2.52 greater odds of 

desistance. 



147 

 

Table 5-21 Desist 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 4-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .223 .238 .876 .349 1.250 

Income .926 .460 4.049 .044 2.524 

HS Degree .418 .748 .312 .577 1.519 

Job Sat. -.822 .436 3.565 .059 .439 

Time at Res. .373 .230 2.628 .105 1.452 

Father -.698 .889 .616 .433 .498 

Res. Father -.052 .918 .003 .955 .950 

Father b/f 18 .090 1.139 .006 .937 1.094 

Married -.703 .835 .709 .400 .495 

Bad Behav. .012 .967 .000 .990 1.012 

CONSTANT -12.759 8.480 2.264 .132 .000 

 

 

. 
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CHAPTER 6 
RESULTS: ARRESTS  

This chapter provides an examination of participant arrests over the course of the 

study.  A myriad of statistical models were run utilizing a variety of theoretically 

supported variables to predict arrests in each wave.  Each model considered arrests within 

a specific time frame, thereby displaying the varying influences that diverse social bonds 

imparted upon deviant behaviors that may have lead to arrests. 

The first section of this chapter examines the various cross-sectional and lagged 

models that were run.  The following section displays the models that sought to predict 

desistance; conceptualized as a cessation of being arrested.  Prior to each section an in 

depth discussion of what follows is provided. 

Cross-sectional and Lagged Models 

The following models examined arrest as a dichotomous variable wherein within a 

specific set of years participants either were or were not arrested.  Men who were arrested 

were coded as “1” for the dependent variable, while men who were not arrested were 

coded as “0.”  Certain models were accompanied by additional models that sought to 

examine the strength of the social bonds of marriage and fatherhood.  Two measures of 

the strength of the fatherhood bond were available and utilized for Wave 3 independent 

variables predicting Wave 3 dependent variables.  One measure of marital success was 

utilized in the following models: Wave 3 independent variables predicting Wave 3 

dependent variables, and Wave 5 independent variables predicting Wave 5 dependent 
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variables.  Within all of these models, only the men who held these bonds (fathers or 

husbands) were selected as cases for analysis. 

Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

Wave 2 independent variables were used to predict being arrested in Wave 2.  More 

specifically, they predicted being arrested during the years of 1968 to 1974.  During these 

years participants were within the ages of 12 and 22.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on Wave 2 Arrests as the outcome variable and Wave 1 predictors: Age, being 

in school, family income, welfare use, GPA, length of time at current residence, presence 

of a father in the home, and a measurement of juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 9.21, df=8, p>.05) indicating that the set of Wave 1 predictors 

did not reliably distinguish between participants that were arrested and those that were 

not.  Table 6-1 presents the regression coefficients where none of the eight Wave 1 

variables correctly predicted Wave 2 Arrests (N = 277). 

Table 6-1 Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Arrests 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .027 .185 .022 .882 1.028 

In School 5.728 17.957 .102 .750 307.431 

Income -.003 .144 .001 .981 .997 

Welfare Use .881 .654 1.814 .178 2.414 

GPA -.137 .406 .114 .736 .872 

Time at Res. -.049 .157 .098 .754 .952 

Father in home -.907 .726 1.559 .212 .404 

Bad Behav. .289 .656 1.94 .660 1.335 

CONSTANT -8.712 18.234 .228 .633 .000 

 



150 

 

Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

Wave 2 independent variables were used to predict being arrested in Wave 2.  More 

specifically, they predicted arrests during the years of 1975 to 1976.  During these years 

participants were within the ages of 18 and 23.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 2 Arrests and the following Wave 2 

predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School 

Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Juvenile 

delinquency, and Prior Arrests (No measure of previous drug use was available for this 

model.)   

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 13.91, df=13, p>.05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that were arrested and those 

that were not.  Table 6-2 presents regression coefficients where none of the Wave 2 

variables correctly predicted Wave 2 Arrests (N = 277). 

Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

Wave 2 independent variables were used to predict being arrested in Wave 3.  More 

specifically, they predict arrests during the years of 1977 to 1982.  During these years 

participants were within the ages of 19 and 30.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 Arrests and the following Wave 2 

predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School 

Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Juvenile 

delinquency, Prior Drug Use, and Prior Arrests. 
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Table 6-2 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Arrests 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .100 .305 .108 .742 1.105 

In School .439 1.017 .186 .666 1.552 

Employed -.799 .909 .772 .380 .450 

HS Degree -.593 .891 .443 .506 .553 

Job 

Satisfaction 

.910 .548 2.760 .097 2.485 

Welfare Use -6.874 28.774 .057 .811 .001 

Income -.032 .273 .013 .908 .969 

Time at Res. -.003 .204 .000 .989 .997 

Father 1.316 .979 1.807 .179 3.728 

Fath. b/f 18 -.103 1.123 .008 .927 .902 

Married -6.068 48.197 .016 .900 .002 

Bad Behav. .552 .885 .417 .518 1.737 

Prior Arrests .998 1.263 .625 .429 2.714 

CONSTANT -8.519 6.777 1.580 .209 .000 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 13.25, df = 13, p >.05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that were arrested and those 

that were not.  Table 6-3 presents regression coefficients where none of the thirteen Wave 

2 variables correctly predicted Wave 3 Arrests (N = 210). 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict being arrested in Wave 3.  More 

specifically, they predict arrests during the years of 1983 to 1984.  During these years 

participants were within the ages of 26 and 31.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on Wave 3 Arrests as the outcome variable and Wave 3 predictors: Age,  
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Table 6-3 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Arrests 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .007 .137 .003 .957 1.007 

In School .258 .399 .418 .518 1.295 

Employed -.645 .378 2.919 .088 .524 

HS Degree -.352 .392 .805 .370 .703 

Job Sat. -.058 .170 .116 .733 .944 

Welfare Use -1.089 .672 2.625 .105 .337 

Income .005 .129 .001 .970 1.005 

Time at Res. .076 .085 .788 .375 1.079 

Father .103 .496 .043 .836 1.108 

Father b/f 18 .441 .754 .342 .559 1.554 

Married -5.354 16.347 .107 .743 .005 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.178 .340 .275 .600 1.195 

Prior Arrests -.865 .836 1.069 .301 .412 

CONSTANT -1.093 3.055 .128 .721 .335 

 
employment status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school 

degree, time at current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, 

fatherhood prior to age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests . 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 38.82, df = 13, p < .001) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that were and were not arrested in Wave 3. 

Table 6-4 presents the regression coefficients where Employment, Income, Fatherhood, 

and Prior Arrests reliably predicted Wave 3 Arrests.  The odds of arrest in Wave 3 

decreased by 94.7% for men who were employed.  For every one unit increase in income 

the odds of arrest increased by 1.84.  The odds of arrest for men who were fathers in 
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Wave 3 increased by 7.54.  Finally the odds of arrest during 1983 to 1984 for men who 

were previously arrested decreased by 84.2%. 

Table 6-4 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Arrests 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.254 .265 .919 .338 .776 

Employed -2.930 .941 9.701 .002 .053 

Income .608 .292 4.346 .037 1.837 

Welfare Use .167 .801 .044 .835 1.182 

Job Sat. -.192 .306 .392 .531 .826 

HS Degree -1.255 .651 3.721 .054 .285 

Time at Res. -.052 .180 .082 .774 .950 

Father 2.020 .844 5.730 .017 7.537 

Married .361 1.048 .119 .730 1.435 

Res. Father -.556 .902 .380 .537 .573 

Father b/f 18 1.001 .892 1.259 .262 2.722 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.572 .735 .606 .436 1.771 

Prior Arrests -1.843 .880 4.383 .036 .158 

CONSTANT 1.215 5.385 .051 .821 3.372 

 
Strength of Social Bonds: Fatherhood 

The following model examined the strength of fathers’ social bonds with their 

children.  The measurements of strength were conceptualized in two distinct manners.  

First, men were asked to rate themselves as fathers.  Second, men were asked how they 

feel about their relationship with their children.  For both of these variables, higher 

numbers indicated better situations (An in-depth description of the coding of these 

variables can be found in Chapter 4: Methods).  A model was run incorporating both of 

these variables.  The sample of this model was to men who were fathers by Wave 3. 
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A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 

Arrests and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment status, income, welfare 

use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current residence, 

marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, prior arrests, prior drug 

use, a rating of one’s success as a parent, and an evaluation of one’s relationship with 

their child(ren). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 27.00, df = 14, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between fathers who were and were not arrested during Wave 3.  

Table 6-5 presents regression coefficients where Employment, Income, and Prior Arrests 

reliably predicted Wave 3 Arrests among fathers (N = 106).  As fathers tended to be 

employed during Wave 3, the odds that they were arrested during Wave 3 decreased by 

94.3%.  For every one unit increase in income, the odds that a participant was arrested in 

Wave 3 increased by 2.07.  Finally, as participants tended to be arrested in the prior 

Wave 3, the odds that they would be arrested during Wave 3 decreased by 86.1%. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

There were not enough participants to successfully create this model. 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

There are no measurements of arrest for Wave 4. 

Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

There are no measurements of arrest for Wave 4. 

Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

Wave 4 independent variables were used to predict being arrested during Wave 5.  

More specifically, they predicted arrests during the years of 1991 to 1992.  During these  
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Table 6-5 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Arrests among Fathers 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.595 .342 3.031 .082 .551 

Employed -2.868 1.091 6.910 .009 .057 

Income .728 .369 3.894 .048 2.070 

Welfare Use 1.244 1.044 1.422 .233 3.471 

Job 

Satisfaction 

.114 .390 .086 .769 1.121 

HS Degree -1.077 .796 1.831 .176 .340 

Time at Res. -.161 .237 .460 .497 .851 

Married .839 1.165 .519 .471 2.314 

Res. Father -1.007 1.049 .923 .337 .365 

Father b/f 18 1.046 .960 1.186 .276 2.845 

Prior Arrests -1.972 .973 4.108 .043 .139 

Prior Drug 

Use 

1.300 .996 1.703 .192 3.669 

Rate Self as 

parent 

-.140 .579 .059 .808 .869 

Relationship 

w/ Child 

.196 .545 .130 .718 1.217 

CONSTANT .8771 7.384 1.411 .235 6442.089 

 
years participants were within the ages of 33 and 40.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on Wave 5 Arrests as the outcome variable and Wave 4 predictors: Age, 

employment status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school 

degree, time at current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, 

fatherhood prior to age 18, prior drug use, and prior arrests. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 7.42, df = 13, p > .05).  Table 6-6 presents the regression 
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coefficients where none of the Wave 4 variables correctly predicted Wave 5 Arrests (N = 

168). 

Table 6-6 Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Arrests 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.051 .211 .059 .809 .950 

Employed -.393 .725 .294 .588 .675 

Income .474 .394 1.448 .229 1.606 

Welfare -.151 1.300 .013 .908 .860 

Job Sat. -.155 .389 .159 .690 .856 

HS Degree -.509 .667 .565 .452 .601 

Time at Res. -.148 .167 .785 .376 .863 

Father -.351 .759 .214 .544 .704 

Married .123 .821 .022 .881 1.131 

Res. Father -.162 .940 .030 .864 .851 

Father b/f 18 -.637 1.211 .277 .599 .529 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-1.509 1.143 1.741 .187 .221 

Prior Arrests 1.058 .962 1.210 .271 2.880 

CONSTANT -.063 7.463 .000 .993 .939 

 
Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

Wave 5 independent variables were used to predict being arrested during Wave 5.  

More specifically, they predicted arrests during the years of 1993 to 1994.  During these 

years participants were within the ages of 35 and 41. A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on Wave 5 Arrests as the outcome variable and Wave 5 predictors: Age, 

employment status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school 

degree, time at current residence, fatherhood, marital status, residential fatherhood, prior 

drug use, and prior arrests. 
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The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 23.56, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participant that were and were not arrested during Wave 5.  

Table 6-7 presents regression coefficients where Fatherhood and residential Fatherhood 

reliably predicted Wave 5 Arrests (N = 168).  The odds of men who were fathers in Wave 

5 of being arrested were 73.4% lower than men who were not fathers.  Likewise, men 

who were fathers and lived with their children during Wave 5 had odds of arrest that were 

74.7% lower than men who were not classified as residential fathers. 

Table 6-7 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Arrests 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.179 .155 1.339 .247 .836 

Employed -1.030 .553 3.473 .062 .357 

Income .026 .130 .039 .844 1.026 

Welfare Use .238 .538 .196 .658 1.269 

HS Degree 1.346 .721 3.483 .062 3.841 

Job Sat. -.332 .249 1.769 .184 .718 

Time at Res. .089 .122 .528 .468 1.093 

Father -1.326 .580 5.235 .022 .266 

Res. Father -1.375 .605 5.166 .023 .253 

Married .106 .533 .039 .843 1.111 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-1.784 1.114 2.566 .109 .168 

Prior Arrests 1.470 1.051 1.957 .162 4.351 

CONSTANT 7.057 5.804 1.478 .224 1160.822 

 
Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

The next model examined the strength of marital bonds.  Men were asked how 

satisfied they were with their relationship with their spouse.  As with the prior measures 
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of the strength of social bonds, higher numbers were measures of higher strength or in 

this case satisfaction (An in-depth description of the coding of this variable can be found 

in Chapter 4: Methods).  Only married men in Wave 5 were included in this model.  A 

direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 Arrests and 

the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, employment status, income, job satisfaction, 

welfare use, attainment of a high school diploma, time at current residence, fatherhood, 

residential fatherhood, prior arrests, and a rating of one’s marital satisfaction.  The full 

model could not be run as the prior drug use variable was problematic.  When a cross 

tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero participants (None of the men who had 

previously used drugs were arrested during Wave 5). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 11.95, df = 11, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between married men who were and were not arrested during 

Wave 5.  Table 6-8 presents regression coefficients where Residential Fatherhood 

reliably predicted Wave 5 Arrests (N = 69).  Married men who were residential fathers 

during Wave 5 were 84.2% less likely to get arrested during Wave 5 than men who were 

not classified as residential fathers. 

Desistance Models 

The next set of models examined desistance.  Within the following models 

desistance was conceptualized as not being arrested within a specific time frame.  There 

were two distinct time frames around which these models of desistance were constructed.  

The two larger sets of models were referred to as “Desistance 2” and “Desistance 3.”  

The number in these two names referred to the last wave at which the individual was 

found to have engaged in the deviant act under consideration.  For this chapter, the  
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Table 6-8 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Arrests among Married Men 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.103 .296 .122 .727 .902 

Employed -3.158 1.617 3.812 .051 .043 

Income .496 .389 1.454 .228 1.598 

Welfare Use -.620 1.608 .148 .700 .538 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.041 .509 .007 .936 .960 

HS Degree .474 1.498 .100 .752 1.606 

Time at Res. .493 .369 1.791 .181 1.638 

Fatherhood -1.680 1.536 1.196 .274 .186 

Res. Father -1.846 .944 3.826 .050 .158 

Prior Arrests 1.222 1.536 .633 .426 3.393 

Marital 

Satisfaction 

-.025 .432 .003 .955 .976 

CONSTANT 2.023 12.418 .027 .871 7.560 

 
number referred to the last wave within which the participant was arrested.  For 

Desistance 2, men who were arrested anytime prior to wave 3 (1968-1982) yet not 

arrested for a specified set of years was categorized as desistant (Coded as “1”).  

Likewise, Desistance 3 considered men who were arrested anytime up until the end of 

Wave 3 (1968-1984) and who were not arrested through specific sets of years as desistant 

(Coded as “1”). 

Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

This model predicted desistance from arrests from 1983 to 1984.  The independent 

variables used to predict desistance were collected during Wave 2 (1975-1976).  A direct 

logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the 

following Wave 2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, Attainment of 
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a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current 

Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, and Juvenile 

delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 14.19, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  

Table 6-9 presents regression coefficients where none of the twelve Wave 2 variables 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 172). 

Table 6-9 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.002 /141 .000 .987 .998 

In School .202 .402 .254 .615 1.224 

Employed -.569 .365 2.433 .119 .566 

HS Degree -.593 .386 2.359 .125 .552 

Job Sat. .113 .166 .467 .495 1.120 

Welfare Use -.952 .617 2.381 .123 .386 

Income -.038 .137 .077 .781 .963 

Time at Res. .028 .080 .121 .728 1.028 

Father -.194 .467 .154 .695 .832 

Father b/f 18 .250 .753 .110 .741 1.283 

Married -.408 1.194 .117 .732 .665 

Bad Behav. .725 .440 2.720 .099 2.066 

CONSTANT -.149 3.118 .002 .962 .862 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

The following model predicted desistance during the same time period as in the 

previous model (1983-1984).  However, this model used Wave 3 independent variables 

(collected in 1983 and 1984) to predict desistance from arrests.  A direct logistic 
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regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 

2 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job 

Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential 

Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 25.94, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 

6-10 displays the regression coefficients where none of the twelve variables reliably 

predicted Desistance (N = 172). 

Table 6-10 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.013 .132 .010 .919 .987 

Employed .110 .415 .071 .791 1.116 

Income -.233 .129 3.237 .072 .793 

Welfare Use -.238 .517 .211 .646 .789 

Job Sat. -.115 .181 .406 .524 .891 

HS Degree -.678 .399 2.883 .089 .508 

Time at Res. -.134 .093 2.087 .149 .874 

Father .575 .433 1.760 .185 1.777 

Res. Father -.447 .523 .732 .392 .639 

Father b/f 18 1.207 .687 3.088 .079 3.343 

Married -.402 .525 .585 .444 .669 

Bad Behav. .509 .458 1.240 .266 1.664 

CONSTANT 1.839 2.656 .479 .489 6.289 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

The first model in this section used Wave 2 independent variables to predict 

desistance from arrests.  These measures were collected in 1975 and 1976.  Men who 
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desisted were not arrested between the years of 1983 and 1984, as well as 1991 to 1994.  

A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the 

following Wave 2 predictors: Age, enrollment in School, Employment, attainment of a 

High School Degree, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, and Juvenile Delinquency.  The full model could 

not be run as Marital Status was problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of 

the cells contained zero participants.  The cross tabulation revealed that none of the men 

who were married during Wave 2 desisted from being arrested from Wave 3 through 

Wave 5. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 13.24, df = 11, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  

Table 6-11 presents regression coefficients where Employment reliably predicted 

Desistance (N = 114).  Men who were employed during Wave 2 had odds of desistance 

1.09 greater than men who were unemployed during Wave 2. 

Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

This model utilized Wave 3 independent variables to predict desistance from arrests 

in 1983, 1984, and between 1991 and 1994.  The independent variables were collected 

during 1983 and 1984. A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Desistance and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, Employment, Income, 

Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, attainment of a High School degree, Time at current 

Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, and Juvenile 

Delinquency.  The full model could not be run as the variable Father before Age 18 was 

problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero  
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Table 6-11 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .102 .202 .256 .613 1.107 

In School .087 .560 .024 .876 1.091 

Employed -1.034 .522 3.921 .048 .356 

HS Degree -.590 .550 1.151 .283 .554 

Job Sat. .2898 .248 1.364 .243 1.336 

Welfare Use .131 .969 .018 .892 1.140 

Income -.076 .167 .206 .650 .927 

Time at Res. .100 .116 .742 .389 1.105 

Father .622 .696 .799 .371 1.863 

Father b/f 18 -.362 .864 .175 .676 .697 

Bad Behav. -.041 .616 .005 .946 .959 

CONSTANT -3.320 4.173 .633 .426 .036 

 
participants.  The cross tabulation revealed that none of the men who were noted as being 

fathers before age 18 during Wave 3 failed to desist from being arrested from Wave 3 

through Wave 5 (All men who fathered a child before age 18 desisted). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 22.62, df = 11, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors reliably distinguished between participant that did and did not desist.  Table 6-

12 presents the regression coefficients where Employment and Time at current Residence 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 114).  As men were employed during Wave 3, the 

odds of desistance decreased by 70.5%.  For every one unit increase in Time at 

Residence, the odds of desistance decreased by 29.6%. 

Desistance 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 

The first “Desist 3” arrest model used Wave 3 independent variables to predict 

desistance from 1991 to 1994.  The independent variables were collected in 1983 and 
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1984.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance 

and the following Wave 3 predictors:  Age, Employment Status, Attainment of a High 

School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, Marital Status, and 

Juvenile delinquency. 

Table 6-12 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.021 .198 .011 .915 .979 

Employed -1.222 .610 4.013 .045 .295 

Income .054 .266 .058 .810 1.056 

Welfare Use 1.104 .750 2.167 .141 3.015 

Job Sat. .114 .315 .132 .717 1.121 

HS Degree -.630 .599 1.107 .293 .533 

Time at Res. -.350 .151 5.387 .020 .704 

Father -.806 .627 1.654 .198 .447 

Res. Father .977 .723 1.823 .177 2.656 

Married -1.095 .868 1.594 .207 .334 

Bad Behav. .889 .630 2.038 .153 2.458 

CONSTANT 1.732 3.770 .211 .646 5.650 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.82, df = 12, p >.05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 6-13 

presents the regression coefficients where attainment of a High School Degree and 

Fatherhood before age 18 reliably predicted Desistance (N = 90).  Men who had attained 

a high school diploma by Wave 3 held odds of desistance that were 75.1% lower than 

men who had not received a diploma.  However, men who had fathered a child before the 
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age of 18 were more likely to desist, in that their odds of desistance were 22.66 greater 

than men who were not classified as underage fathers by Wave 3. 

Table 6-13 Desist 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .036 .256 .020 .889 1.037 

Employed -1.015 .725 1.958 .162 .362 

Income -.078 .243 .103 .748 .925 

Welfare Use -.295 .816 .131 .718 .744 

Job Sat. .350 .320 1.193 .275 1.419 

HS Degree -1.392 .689 4.082 .043 .249 

Time at Res. -.341 .178 3.679 .055 .711 

Father -.132 .695 .036 .849 .876 

Res. Father -.126 .867 .021 .884 .881 

Father b/f 18 3.121 1.378 5.127 .024 22.662 

Married -1.440 .902 2.548 .110 .237 

Bad Behav. .830 .879 .893 .345 2.294 

CONSTANT 1.326 4924 .073 .788 3.767 

 
Desistance 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 

This model employed Wave 4 independent variables to predict desistance from 

arrests between 1991 and 1994.  The independent variables were collected during 1989 

and 1990.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of 

Desistance and the following Wave 4 predictors:  Age, Employment Status, Attainment 

of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current 

Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, Marital 

Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 
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The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.82, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between men who did and did not desist.   

Table 6-14 presents the regression coefficients where none of the twelve variables 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 90) 

Table 6-14 Desist 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .156 .207 .566 .452 1.169 

Employed .071 .726 .010 .922 1.074 

Income -.432 .280 2.384 .123 .649 

Welfare Use .704 1.055 .445 .505 2.022 

HS Degree -.407 .611 .445 .505 .666 

Job Sat. .387 .406 .906 .341 1.472 

Time at Res. .135 .177 .587 .444 1.145 

Father .303 .775 .153 .696 1.354 

Res. Father .369 .852 .188 .664 1.447 

Father b/f 18 .827 1.032 .642 .423 2.286 

Married -1.050 .775 1.838 .175 .350 

Bad Behav. 1.184 .836 2.005 .157 3.266 

CONSTANT -5.511 7.282 .573 .449 .004 

 

 

.
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CHAPTER 7 
RESULTS: INCARCERATION 

This chapter examines the incarceration of participants over the course of the study.  

Statistical models were run utilizing a variety of theoretically supported variables to 

predict incarceration in each wave.  These models predicted incarceration within various 

years.  This provided evidence of the varying effects of social bonds through the life-

course. 

The first section of this chapter examines the various cross-sectional and lagged 

models that were run.  The following section displays the models that sought to predict 

desistance conceptualized as a cessation of being incarcerated.  Prior to each section an in 

depth discussion of what follows is provided. 

Cross-sectional and Lagged Models 

This section presents a series of models that predicted incarceration in the same 

wave as well as the subsequent wave.  Each model examined incarceration during 

specific years.  The years are in chronological order and do not overlap in order to 

present the ways that social bonds influence deviant behaviors over the life-course.  Men 

who were incarcerated during the years of interest were coded as “1,” while all others 

were coded as “0.”  Some of the waves included specific measures of the strength of 

social bonds, such as marital satisfaction and the perceived strength of the father-child 

relationship.  Two measures of the strength of the fatherhood bond were available and 

utilized for the following models: Wave 3 independent variables predicting Wave 3 
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dependent variables, and Wave 3 independent variables predicting Wave 4 dependent 

variables.   

Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

Wave 1 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 2.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1968 to 1974.  During 

these years participants were within the ages of 12 and 22. A direct logistic regression 

was conducted on Wave 2 Incarceration as the outcome variable and Wave 1 predictors: 

Age, being in school, family income, welfare use, GPA, length of time at current 

residence, presence of a father in the home, and a measurement of juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 10.09, df = 8, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 1 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated during Wave 2.  Table 7-1 presents the regression coefficients where Age 

reliably predicted Wave 2 Incarceration (N = 277).  For every one unit increase in Age, a 

participant had 1.68 greater odds of being incarcerated during Wave 2. 

Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Dependent Variables 

Wave 2 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 2 

(1975 to 1976).  During these years participants were within the ages of 18 and 23. A 

direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 2 Incarceration 

and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, 

Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at 

Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, 

Marital Status, Juvenile delinquency, and Prior Arrests (No measure of previous drug use 

was available for this model.) 
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Table 7-1 Wave 1 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .519 .256 4.111 .043 1.680 

In School 6.998 28.799 .059 .808 1094.241 

Income -.087 .231 .144 .705 .916 

Welfare Use .587 .908 .419 .518 1.799 

GPA -.137 .562 .060 .807 .872 

Time at Res. -.201 .230 .761 .383 .818 

Father in 

home 

-1.389 1.192 1.358 .244 .249 

Bad Behav. -.353 .970 .132 .716 .703 

CONSTANT -16.191 29.125 .309 .578 .000 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 13.94, df = 13, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 1 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-2 presents regression coefficients where none of the thirteen Wave 

2 variables correctly predicted Wave 2 Incarceration (N = 277). 

Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

Wave 2 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 3.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1977 to 1982.  During 

these years participants were within the ages of 19 and 30.  A direct logistic regression 

was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 Incarceration and the following Wave 

2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School 

Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and 

Prior Arrests. 
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Table 7-2 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 2 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.164 .302 .297 .586 .848 

In School .219 1.022 .046 .830 1.245 

Employed -.835 .903 .855 .355 .434 

HS Degree -.445 .856 .270 .604 .641 

Job 

Satisfaction 

1.192 .617 3.737 .053 3.295 

Welfare Use -7.905 46.477 .029 .865 .000 

Income .047 .275 .029 .865 1.048 

Time at Res. -.043 .202 .046 .831 .958 

Father 1.247 .946 1.736 .188 3.479 

Fath. b/f 18 -.800 1.307 .375 .540 .449 

Married -7.230 78.715 .008 .927 .001 

Bad Behav. .257 .908 .080 .777 1.293 

Prior Arrests -7.392 58.695 .016 .900 .001 

CONSTANT -3.917 6.619 .350 .554 .020 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 22.34, df = 13, p = .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-3 presents the regression coefficients where Employment reliably 

predicted Wave 3 Incarceration (N = 210).  As participants were employed during Wave 

2, the odds that they would be incarcerated during Wave 3 decreased by 83.15%. 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Dependent Variables 

Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 3.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1983 to 1984.  During 

these years participants were within the ages of 26 and 31.  A direct logistic regression  
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Table 7-3 Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .036 .172 .045 .832 1.037 

In School .140 .520 .073 .787 1.151 

Employed -1.777 .594 8.942 .003 .169 

HS Degree -.381 .506 .569 .451 .683 

Job Sat. .319 .237 1.813 .178 1.375 

Welfare Use -596 .705 .714 .398 .551 

Income -.046 .158 .086 .769 .955 

Time at Res. .046 .108 .184 .668 1.048 

Father .509 .570 .798 .372 1.664 

Father b/f 18 -.788 .993 .629 .428 .455 

Married -4.358 16.349 .071 .790 .013 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.370 .428 .745 .388 1.447 

Prior Arrests -.490 .871 .317 .574 .612 

CONSTANT -2.919 3.906 .559 .455 .054 

 
was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 Incarceration and the following Wave 

2 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job 

Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential 

Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and Prior 

Arrests. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 26.50, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-4 presents the regression coefficients where attainment of a High 

School Degree reliably predicted Wave 3 Incarceration (N = 210).  The odds of Wave 3 
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Incarceration were 78.4% lower for men who had attained a high school degree by Wave 

3. 

Table 7-4 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.052 .283 .034 .854 .949 

Employed -1.611 .910 3.137 .077 .200 

Income .382 .287 1.766 .184 1.465 

Welfare Use 1.189 .848 1.946 .161 3.283 

Job Sat. -.178 .350 .258 .611 .837 

HS Degree -1.535 .733 4.378 .036 .216 

Time at Res. .160 .211 .577 .447 1.174 

Father 1.574 .953 2.731 .098 4.827 

Married .897 1.095 .670 .413 2.451 

Res. Father -.354 .924 .146 .702 .702 

Father b/f 18 1.000 .939 1.135 .287 2.719 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.459 .788 .340 .560 1.583 

Prior Arrests -.747 .815 .841 .359 .474 

CONSTANT -3.788 5.726 .438 .508 .023 

 
Strength of Social Bonds: Fatherhood 

The following model examined the strength of fathers’ social bonds with their 

children.  The measurements of strength were conceptualized in two distinct manners.  

First, men were asked to rate themselves as fathers.  Second, men were asked how they 

feel about their relationship with their children.  For both of these variables, higher 

numbers indicated better situations (An in-depth description of the coding of these 

variables can be found in Chapter 4: Methods).  A model was run incorporating both of 

these variables. 
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The following model used Wave 3 independent variables to predict Wave 3 

incarceration among men who were fathers at Wave 3.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 3 Incarceration and the following Wave 3 

predictors: Age, employment status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a 

high school diploma, time at current residence, marital status, residential fatherhood, 

fatherhood prior to age 18, prior arrests, prior drug use, a rating of one’s success as a 

parent, and a rating of one’s relationship with their child(ren). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.04, df = 14, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between fathers who were and were not incarcerated during Wave 

3.  Table 7-5 presents regression coefficients where Welfare Use reliably predicted Wave 

3 Incarceration among fathers (N = 107).  As fathers tended to use welfare during Wave 

3, the odds that they were incarcerated during Wave 3 increased by 9.28. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

There were not enough subjects who were both married and incarcerated at Wave 3 

in order to successfully run this model. 

Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 4.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1985 to 1988.  During 

these years participants were within the ages of 28 and 36.  A direct logistic regression 

was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 4 Incarceration and the following Wave 

3 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, 

Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 
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Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and 

Prior Arrests. 

Table7-5 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 3 Incarceration among Fathers 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.392 .344 1.293 .255 .676 

Employed -1.153 .987 1.365 .243 .316 

Income .368 .339 1.179 .278 1.445 

Welfare Use 2.227 1.043 4.563 .033 9.276 

Job 

Satisfaction 

-.066 .420 .025 .875 .936 

HS Degree -.993 .843 1.390 .238 .370 

Time at Res. .300 .267 1.262 .261 1.350 

Married 1.494 1.213 1.518 .218 4.456 

Res. Father -.664 .985 .427 .513 .525 

Father b/f 18 1.016 .949 1.147 .284 2.763 

Prior Arrests -.599 .877 .467 .494 .549 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.478 .947 .255 .614 1.613 

Rate Self as 

parent 

-.067 .638 .011 .916 .935 

Relationship 

w/ Child 

-.703 .479 2.150 .143 .495 

CONSTANT 3.144 7.436 .179 .672 23.189 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 38.02, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-6 presents the regression coefficients where attainment of a High 

School Degree, Fatherhood, and Prior Arrests were reliable predictors of Wave 4  
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Table 7-6 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .313 .241 1.691 .194 1.368 

Employed -.933 .737 1.602 .206 .393 

Income -.337 .253 1.769 .183 .714 

Welfare -.607 .896 .460 .498 .545 

Job Sat. .081 .386 .044 .834 1.085 

HS Degree -1.731 .714 5.876 .015 .177 

Time at Res. .023 .206 .012 .911 1.023 

Father 2.086 .930 5.037 .025 8.054 

Married 1.068 1.073 .989 .320 2.908 

Res. Father -1.331 1.024 1.688 .194 .264 

Father b/f 18 .795 1.002 .628 .428 2.213 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-.148 .676 .048 .827 .863 

Prior Arrests 2.277 1.002 .628 .021 9.750 

CONSTANT -8.031 5.231 2.357 .125 .000 

 
Incarceration (N = 177).  As participants tended to have a high school degree by Wave 3, 

the odds that they would be incarcerated during Wave 4 decreased by 82.3%.  Men who 

were fathers by Wave 3 had odds of Wave 4 Incarceration that were 8.05 greater than 

men who were not fathers.  Finally, men who were arrested in the previous Wave had 

9.75 greater odds of Wave 4 incarceration. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Fatherhood 

The following models examined the strength of fathers’ social bonds with their 

children.  The measurements of strength were conceptualized in two distinct manners.  

First, men were asked to rate themselves as fathers.  Second, men were asked how they 

feel about their relationship with their children.  For both of these variables, higher 
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numbers indicated better situations (An in-depth description of the coding of these 

variables can be found in Chapter 4: Methods).  A model was run incorporating both of 

these variables. 

In the following model Wave 3 variables were used to predict incarceration 

between 1985 and 1988.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Wave 4 Incarceration and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, employment 

status, income, welfare use, job satisfaction, attainment of a high school diploma, time at 

current residence, marital status, residential fatherhood, fatherhood prior to age 18, prior 

arrests, prior drug use, a rating of one’s success as a parent, and a rating of one’s 

relationship with their child(ren). 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 29.32, df = 14, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between fathers who were and were not incarcerated during Wave 

4.  Table 7-7 presents regression coefficients where Prior Arrests reliably predicted Wave 

4 Incarceration (N = 83).  As men were arrested in Wave 3, the odds that they were 

incarcerated during Wave 4 increased by 26.85. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

There were not enough subjects who were both married and incarcerated at Wave 3 

in order to successfully run this model. 

Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Dependent Variables 

Wave 4 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 4.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1989 to 1990.  A direct 

logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 4 Incarceration and 

the following Wave 4 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare Use, Job  
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Table 7-7 Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Incarceration among Fathers 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .662 .379 3.046 .081 1.938 

Employed -1.365 1.103 1.531 .216 .255 

Income -.405 .318 1.615 .204 .667 

Welfare Use -1.381 1.237 1.246 .264 .251 

Job 

Satisfaction 

.182 .513 .125 .723 1.199 

HS Degree -1.361 .939 2.101 .147 .256 

Time at Res. .031 .250 .015 .903 1.031 

Married 1.594 1.400 1.295 .255 4.922 

Res. Father -1.344 1.288 1.088 .297 .261 

Father b/f 18 1.468 1.145 1.643 .200 4.341 

Prior Arrests 3.290 1.267 6.742 .009 26.854 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.489 .914 .286 .593 1.631 

Rate Self as 

parent 

.361 .758 .227 .634 1.435 

Relationship 

w/ Child 

1.410 1.008 1.955 .162 4.096 

CONSTANT -14.949 8.494 3.097 .078 .000 

 
Satisfaction, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Prior 

Drug Use, and Prior Arrests. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 41.19, df = 13, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-8 presents the regression coefficients where Employment and Prior  
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Table 7-8 Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 4 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.078 .191 .168 .682 .925 

Employed -2.607 .739 12.451 .000 .074 

Income -.043 .202 .045 .832 .958 

Welfare -.336 .953 .124 .724 .715 

Job Sat. -.090 .357 .064 .800 .914 

HS Degree .640 .772 .687 .407 1.897 

Time at Res. -.100 .152 .430 .512 .905 

Father .917 .823 1.242 .265 2.503 

Married -.248 .703 .125 .724 .780 

Res. Father -1.289 .905 2.030 .154 .276 

Father b/f 18 1.087 .873 1.549 .213 2.965 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.197 .639 .095 .758 1.218 

Prior Arrests 1.975 .996 3.928 .047 7.204 

CONSTANT 1.417 6.771 .044 .834 4.124 

 
Arrests reliably predicted Wave 4 Incarceration (N = 177).  Men who were employed 

during Wave 4 had 92.6% lower odds of incarceration than men who were unemployed.  

Arrests during the previous wave indicated a 7.20 increase in the odds of Wave 4 

Incarceration. 

Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

Wave 4 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 5.  

More specifically, they predicted incarceration during the years of 1991 to 1992.  During 

these years participants were within the ages of 33 and 40.  A direct logistic regression 

was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 Incarceration and the following Wave 

4 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, 
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Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and 

Prior Arrests. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 14.78, df = 13, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-9 presents the regression coefficients where none of the thirteen 

Wave 4 variables reliably predicted Wave 5 Incarceration (N = 168). 

Table 7-9 Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Incarceration 
VARIABLE B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.173 .266 .425 .514 .841 

Employed -.762 .838 .827 .363 .467 

Income 1.539 1.024 2.257 .133 4.661 

Welfare -8.438 41.545 .041 .839 .000 

Job Sat. .499 .548 .829 .363 1.646 

HS Degree -1.230 1.165 1.114 .291 .292 

Time at Res. -.085 .209 .166 .683 .918 

Father .249 .944 .069 .792 1.282 

Married .273 .968 .079 .778 1.313 

Res. Father -.449 1.082 .173 .678 .638 

Father b/f 18 .150 1.299 .013 .908 1.162 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-8.624 34.745 .062 .804 .000 

Prior Arrests .146 1.257 .013 .908 1.157 

CONSTANT -4.157 10.125 .169 .681 .016 
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Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Dependent Variables 

Wave 5 independent variables were used to predict being incarcerated in Wave 5 

(1993 to 1994).  During these years participants were within the ages of 35 and 41.  A 

direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 Incarceration 

and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare Use, 

Job Satisfaction, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and Prior Arrests. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model not 

significant (Chi-square = 34.39, df = 12, p > .01) indicating that the set of Wave 5 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table 7-10 presents the regression coefficients where Employment, 

Fatherhood, and Residential Fatherhood reliably predicted Wave 5 Incarceration (N = 

168).  Men who were employed during Wave 5 had odds of incarceration that were 

75.5% lower than men who were not employed.  Fathers had odds of incarceration that 

were 76.1% lower than men who were not fathers.  Finally, residential fathers had odds 

of incarceration that were 81.4% lower than men who were not classified as residential 

fathers. 

Strength of Social Bonds: Marriage 

There were not enough participants to successfully run this model. 

Desistance Models 

The final set of models examined desistance measured via incarceration.  Within 

the following models desistance was conceptualized as not being incarcerated during a 

specific set of years.  There were two distinct time frames around which these models of 

desistance were constructed.  The two larger sets of models were referred to as  
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Table 7-10 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Incarceration 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.118 .166 .501 .479 .889 

Employed -1.405 .604 5.402 .020 .245 

Income -.125 .127 .971 .325 .883 

Welfare Use .260 .546 .226 .635 1.296 

HS Degree .683 .664 1.060 .303 1.980 

Job Sat. -.232 .258 .812 .386 .793 

Time at Res. -.154 .121 1.620 .203 .858 

Father -1.433 .643 4.971 .026 .239 

Res. Father -1.680 .667 6.351 .012 .186 

Married .802 .573 1.955 .162 2.230 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-1.972 1,193 2.734 .098 .139 

Prior Arrests 1.464 1.085 1.821 .177 4.323 

CONSTANT 6.756 6.308 1.147 .284 858.992 

 
 “Desistance 2” and “Desistance 3.”  The number in these two names refers to the last 

wave within which the participant engaged in criminal behavior.  For Desistance 2, men 

who were incarcerated anytime prior to wave 3 (1968-1982) and not incarcerated for 

various sets of years were categorized as desistant (Coded as “1”).  Likewise, Desistance 

3 will count men who were incarcerated anytime up until the beginning of wave 4 (1968-

1984) and who were not incarcerated through various sets of years as desistant (Coded as 

“1”).  Unlike the measures of arrests, there were no gaps in the data on incarceration. 

Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

The first two models predicted desistance from incarceration between the years of 

1983 and 1988.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of 

Desistance and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment 
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Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, 

Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital Status, and 

Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.90, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 2 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist. 

Table 7-11 presents regression coefficients where Employment reliably predicted 

desistance (N = 172).  Employed participants had 74.3% lower odds of desistance than 

men who were not employed during Wave 2. 

Table 7-11 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .100 .168 .352 .553 1.105 

In School .366 .490 .560 .454 1.443 

Employed -1.359 .486 7.833 .005 .257 

HS Degree -.150 .473 .101 .751 .860 

Job Sat. .349 .206 2.868 .090 1.418 

Welfare Use -1.257 .814 2.384 .123 .285 

Income -.073 .163 .200 .655 .930 

Time at Res. .027 .098 .074 .786 1.027 

Father .211 .541 .153 .696 1.235 

Father b/f 18 .406 .854 .226 .634 1.501 

Married .626 1.238 .256 .613 1.870 

Bad Behav. -.614 .563 1.193 .275 .541 

CONSTANT -3.452 3.758 .844 .358 .032 

 
Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 

This model examined desistance, or the absence of incarceration between 1983 and 

1988.  This model used variables from Wave 3 (collected 1983-1984) to predict 
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desistance.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of 

Desistance and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Attainment of 

a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at Current 

Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, Marital 

Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 22.21, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguishes between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 7-12 

presents regression coefficients where Fatherhood reliably predicted desistance (N = 

172).  Men who were fathers by Wave 3 held odds of desistance that were 2.97 greater 

than men who were not fathers. 

Table 7-12 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 3 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .079 .156 .257 .612 1.082 

Employed .126 .460 .075 .784 1.135 

Income -.140 .146 .920 .337 .869 

Welfare Use .035 .582 .004 .952 1.036 

Job Sat. -.370 .206 3.217 .073 .691 

HS Degree -.293 .467 .393 .531 .746 

Time at Res. -.138 .105 1.733 .188 .871 

Father 1.090 .493 4.894 .027 2.974 

Res. Father -.701 .602 1.354 .245 .496 

Father b/f 18 .723 .676 1.146 .284 2.061 

Married -1.034 .681 2.307 .129 .355 

Bad Behav. -.801 .588 1.856 .173 .449 

CONSTANT -.767 3.103 .061 .805 .465 
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Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 

The next three models examined desistance through a longer period of time.  Here 

men who desisted had avoided incarceration from 1983 through 1992.  A direct logistic 

regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 

2 predictors: Age, School enrollment, Employment, attainment of a High School Degree, 

Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at current Residence, Fatherhood, 

Fatherhood prior to age 18, and Juvenile Delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 10.99, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 7-13 

presents regression coefficients where Employment reliably predicted desistance (N = 

144).  Men who were employed during Wave 2 held odds of desistance that were 66.7% 

lower than men who were unemployed. 

Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 

In this model Wave 3 variables were used to predict desistance from incarceration 

between 1983 and 1992.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on Desistance as the 

outcome variable and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, Employment, Income, 

Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, attainment of a High School Degree, Time at current 

Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to age 18, Marital 

Status, and Juvenile Delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-Square = 12.63, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who did and did not desist.   
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Table 7-13 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .117 .205 .329 .566 1.125 

In School .135 .601 .050 .822 1.144 

Employed -1.099 .552 3.959 .047 .333 

HS Degree -.098 .566 .030 .863 .907 

Job Sat. .367 .257 2.044 .153 1.444 

Welfare Use -1.408 1.116 1.591 .207 .245 

Income .050 .208 .057 .811 1.051 

Time at Res. .123 .128 .918 .338 1.131 

Father .531 .621 .731 .392 1.701 

Father b/f 18 -.473 1.292 .134 .715 .623 

Married 1.169 1.289 .823 .364 3.220 

Bad Behav. -.174 .618 .080 .778 .840 

CONSTANT -5.417 4.569 1.406 .236 .004 

 
Table 7-14 presents regression coefficients where none of the twelve Wave 3 variables 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 144). 

Desistance 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

The next set of models predicted desistance from incarceration from 1983 to 1994.  

The variables from wave 2 (Collected in 1975 and 1976) were used to predict later 

desistance from incarceration. A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Desistance and the following Wave 2 predictors: Age, enrollment in School, 

Employment, attainment of a High School Degree, Job Satisfaction, Income, Time at 

current Residence, Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, and Juvenile Delinquency.  

The full model could not be run as the variables Welfare Use and Marital Status were 

problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run for each variable, one of the cells 

contained zero participants.  None of the participants who were married during Wave 2 
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desisted.  Additionally, none of the men who used welfare during Wave 2 desisted from 

Wave 3 through Wave 5. 

Table 7-14 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-4 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .175 .189 .860 .354 1.191 

Employed .595 .586 1.030 .310 1.813 

Income -.023 .203 .013 .909 .977 

Welfare Use .112 .775 .021 .885 1.119 

Job Sat. -.353 .261 1.824 .117 .703 

HS Degree -.115 .572 .040 .841 .892 

Time at Res. -.236 .134 3.111 .078 .790 

Father .234 .596 .155 .694 1.264 

Res. Father .098 .717 .019 .891 1.103 

Father b/f 18 .358 .857 .175 .676 1.431 

Married -1.565 .902 3.008 .083 .209 

Bad Behav. -.131 .635 .042 .837 .877 

CONSTANT -3.449 3.794 .826 .363 .032 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 25.10, df = 10, p < .05) indicating that the set of predictors 

reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 7-15 

presents the regression coefficients where Employment and Fatherhood reliably predicted 

Desistance (N = 114).  As participants were employed during Wave 2, the odds of 

desistance decreased by 90.4%.  Men who were fathers by Wave 2 had odds of desistance 

that were 11.46 greater than men who were not fathers. 

Desistance 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 3-5 

This model utilized measurements from wave 3 to predict desistance.  Here 

measurements of various social bonds and other theoretically significant variables  
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Table 7-15 Desist 2: Wave 2 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig.  Exp(B) 

Age .207 .304 .466 .495 1.230 

In School .924 .949 .950 .330 2.521 

Employed -2.340 1.036 5.105 .024 .096 

HS Degree -.791 .962 .676 .411 .453 

Job Sat. .846 .506 2.799 .094 2.331 

Income -.007 .243 .001 .978 .993 

Time Res. .313 .210 2.220 .136 1.367 

Father 2.439 1.122 4.725 .030 11.456 

Father b/f 18 -1.517 1.375 1.217 .270 .219 

Bad Behav. -2.084 1.311 2.527 .112 .124 

CONSTANT -9.812 6.630 2.190 .139 .000 

 
collected during 1983 and 1984 were used to predict desistance from incarceration from 

1983 to 1994.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of 

Desistance and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, Employment, Income, Welfare 

Use, Job Satisfaction, attainment of a High School degree, Time at current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to age 18, and Juvenile 

Delinquency.  The full model could not be run as the variable Marital Status was 

problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero 

participants, as none of the participants who were married during Wave 3 desisted. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 13.40, df = 11, p > .05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 7-16 

presents the regression coefficients where Fatherhood prior to age 18 reliably predicted 

Desistance (N = 114).  Men who were noted to have fathered children before they were 
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age 18 during Wave 3 held odds of desistance that were 18.64 greater than men who did 

not father children while they were under the age of 18. 

Table 7-16 Desist 2: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 3-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig.  Exp(B) 

Age .326 .298 1.196 .274 1.385 

Employed .477 .894 .285 .593 1.612 

Income -.180 .309 .340 .560 .835 

Welfare Use 1.208 .967 1.560 .212 3.347 

Job Sat. -.577 .421 1.880 .170 .562 

HS Degree -.698 .828 .709 .400 .498 

Time Res. .133 .210 .403 .525 1.143 

Father -1.092 .879 1.544 .214 .336 

Res Fath. .195 .907 .046 .829 1.216 

Father b/f 18 2.925 1.210 5.843 .016 18.636 

Bad Behav. -1.981 1.393 2.022 .155 .138 

CONSTANT -6.603 5.414 1.487 .223 .001 

 
Desistance 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4 

The remaining models in this chapter examined desistance following Wave 3.  Men 

who desisted in these models may commit an offense up through 1988.  The first two 

models examined desistance through Wave 4.  These models examined incarceration 

between 1989 and 1992.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome 

variable of Desistance and the following Wave 3 predictors: Age, Employment Status, 

Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, Time at 

Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 18, 

Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 14.32, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 3 
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predictors did not reliably distinguish between participants who did and did not desist.    

Table 7-17 presents regression coefficients where Time at current Residence reliably 

predicted Desistance (N = 140).  For every one unit increase in time at residence, the 

odds of desistance decreased by 21.9%. 

Table 7-17 Desist 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .186 .173 1.149 .284 1.204 

Work .258 .536 .233 .629 1.295 

Income -.101 .184 .299 .584 .904 

Welfare Use .074 .680 .012 .913 1.077 

Job Sat. -.112 .225 .249 .617 .894 

HS Degree -.487 .529 .848 .357 .614 

Time at Res. -.247 .116 4.539 .033 .781 

Father .957 .553 2.996 .083 2.604 

Res. Father -.237 .648 .134 .715 .789 

Father b/f 18 -.584 .796 .538 .463 .558 

Married -1.097 .678 2.620 .106 .334 

Bad Behav. .087 .556 .024 .876 1.091 

CONSTANT -3.399 3.466 .961 .327 .033 

 
Desistance 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4 

The second model examining desistance from 1989 through 1992 used Wave 4 

variables to predict desistance from incarceration.  A direct logistic regression was 

conducted on the outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 4 predictors: 

Age, Employment, Income, Welfare Use, attainment of a High School Degree, Job 

Satisfaction, Time at current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood 

prior to age 18, Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 
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The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 24.39, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 

7-18 displays the regression coefficients where fatherhood and residential fatherhood 

reliably predicted Desistance (N = 140).  Men who were fathers by Wave 4 displayed 

5.58 greater odds of desistance.  Men who were residential fathers by Wave 4 held odds 

of desistance that were 74.5% lower than men who were not classified as residential 

fathers. 

Table 7-18 Desist 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Wave 4 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .245 .173 2.004 .157 1.278 

Work .888 .582 2.326 .127 2.429 

Income -.138 .157 .772 .380 .872 

Welfare Use 1.449 .776 3.486 .062 4.260 

HS Degree -1.030 .539 3.654 .056 .357 

Job Sat. .162 .288 .318 .573 1.176 

Time at Res. -.040 .122 .109 .742 .960 

Father 1.719 .632 .7405 .007 5.579 

Res. Father -1.368 .647 4.473 .034 .255 

Father b/f 18 -1.116 .877 1.621 .203 .328 

Married -.697 .543 1.645 .200 .498 

Bad Behav. -.204 .619 .109 .742 .816 

CONSTANT -9.844 6.049 2.648 .104 .000 

 
Desistance 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 

The final set of “Desist 3” models predicted desistance from incarceration from 

1989 through 1994.  The first model used Wave 3 independent variables to predict 

desistance.  Here measurements of social bonds and other theoretically significant 
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variables that were collected in 1983 and 1984 were used to predict desistance from 

incarceration from 1989 to 1994.  A direct logistic regression was conducted on the 

outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 3 predictors:  Age, Employment 

Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, 

Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 

18, and Juvenile delinquency.  The full model could not be run as the variable of Marital 

Status was problematic.  When a cross tabulation was run, one of the cells contained zero 

participants, as none of the participants who were married during Wave 3 desisted. 

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 12.31, df = 11, p >.05) indicating that the set of predictors did 

not reliably distinguish between participants that did and did not desist.  Table 7-19 

presents regression coefficients where attainment of a High School Degree reliably 

predicted desistance (N = 90).  Participants who had acquired a high school diploma by 

Wave 3 held odds of desistance that were 85.8% lower than those who had not finished 

high school. 

Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance in Waves 4-5 

This model used Wave 4 independent variables to predict desistance.  The 

independent variables were collected in 1989 and 1990.  Men who were desistant were 

not incarcerated from 1989 to 1994. A direct logistic regression was conducted on the 

outcome variable of Desistance and the following Wave 4 predictors:  Age, Employment 

Status, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Job Satisfaction, Welfare Use, Income, 

Time at Current Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Fatherhood before age 

18, Marital Status, and Juvenile delinquency. 
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Table 7-19 Desist 3: Wave 3 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 4-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .447 .352 1.614 .204 1.564 

Employed 1.553 .996 2.429 .119 4.724 

Income .014 .326 .002 .966 1.014 

Welfare Use 1.086 1.002 1.176 .278 2.964 

Job Sat. -.513 .412 1.551 .213 .599 

HS Degree -1.952 .970 4.052 .044 .142 

Time at Res. -.014 .181 .006 .938 .986 

Father .543 .853 .406 .524 1.722 

Res. Father -1.452 .998 2.115 .146 .234 

Father b/f 18 1.344 .998 1.814 .178 3.833 

Bad Behav. -2.244 1.466 2.343 .126 .106 

CONSTANT -9.583 6.513 2.165 .141 .000 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against the constant only model was not 

significant (Chi-square = 18.27, df = 12, p > .05) indicating that the set of Wave 4 

predictors did not reliably distinguish between men who did and did not desist.  Table 7-

20 displays the regression coefficients where Welfare Use reliably predicted desistance 

(N = 90).  Men who used welfare during Wave 4 had 32.85 greater odds of desistance 

than men who did not use welfare 
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Table 7-20 Desist 3: Wave 4 Independent Variables Predicting Desistance Waves 4-5 
VARIABLES B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age .361 .314 1.009 .315 1.371 

Employed -.168 1.094 .024 .878 .846 

Income .569 .382 2.220 .136 1.766 

Welfare Use 3.492 1.571 4.940 .026 32.848 

HS Degree -2.190 1.163 3.544 .060 .112 

Job Sat. -.885 .671 .1739 .187 .413 

Time at Res. .354 .282 1.572 .210 1.424 

Father -1.832 1.203 2.321 .128 .160 

Res. Father -1.213 1.701 .508 .476 .297 

Father b/f 18 3.622 1.874 3.734 .053 37.401 

Married -2.366 1.766 1.794 .180 .094 

Bad Behav. -3.932 2.599 2.290 .130 .020 

CONSTANT 12.350 11.121 1.233 .267 .000 

 

.
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CHAPTER 8 
DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This research provided the first analysis of criminal behavior and desistance among 

African American men who lived in Harlem from 1968 through 1994.  This project 

addressed some of the calls of scholars in that it addressed aspects of criminal careers 

among an all black sample (Laub and Sampson, 2001).  The results of this research 

presented a variety of answers about criminal careers and desistance from criminal 

activity among lower income African Americans.  The findings allowed for the 

beginnings of new sets of questions about the various life-course transitions that 

influence African American men’s desistance from criminal behavior. 

This chapter is organized as follows.  First, a list of the hypotheses is provided 

about the three dependent variables, organized by groups of conceptually linked 

independent variables.  After each set of hypotheses about a group of conceptually linked 

variables are provided, the results from the previous chapters are summarized.  However, 

unlike the previous chapters, all three dependent variables are discussed in concert rather 

than separately.  This provides a format for the discussion of the results, where the 

disparate influences of the independent variables upon all three dependent variables are 

compared.  These sections offer insights and interpretations about the findings and trends 

that the models provide.  Literature and theory that supports and opposes the findings are 

also discussed within these sections.  At the end of these sections of hypotheses, an 

overall impression of the results is provided.  Next a discussion of the limitations and 
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significance of this research is provided.  Finally future research questions and policy 

implications are discussed. 

Answering Research Questions 

Age 

1. Age of Participant: 
a. Younger participants are expected to be more likely to use drugs/ be 

arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Younger men are expected to be more likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be 

incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
c. Younger men are less likely to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ 

being incarcerated. 
 

Age was a significant predictor in lagged models where drug use and incarceration 

were the dependent variables.  Age did not emerge as a significant predictor of arrests.  

With regards to drug use, the following was found in the model where Wave 4 

independent variables were used to predict Wave 5 Drug Use: For every one unit increase 

in age during Wave 4, the odds decreased by 34% that the participant would engage in 

Wave 5 drug use.  In the first lagged model on incarceration, every one unit increase in 

Age during Wave 1 accounted for a 1.68 increase in the odds of being incarcerated during 

Wave 2.   

While these two findings revolved around two different dependent variables, they 

reflected expected changes in criminal behavior in accordance with the age-crime curve, 

as noted within the hypotheses.  By Wave 4, participants were between the ages of 31 and 

38, when increasing age is correlated with a decreased likelihood of criminal behavior.  

Similarly, the findings within the Wave 1 independent variables predicting Wave 2 

Incarceration model were not surprising, as participants were between the ages of 12 and 
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23.  Many of these young men were within the age group that resides near the peak of the 

age crime curve.  Another factor of note about the Wave 1 predicting Wave 2 models is 

that the only other predictor that was significant across all three models was Family 

Income.  At this early age, these participants did not seem to hold a social bond with their 

familial income (this is discussed later).  Perhaps at this young age participants had not 

formed connections to the institutions of social control that are increasingly available 

later in the life course. 

Family: Marriage 

2. Marital Status: 
a. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ 

be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Married men are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ 

be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
c. Married men are hypothesized to be more likely desist from using drugs/ 

being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
3. Marital Satisfaction:  

a. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be 
incarcerated in the same wave. 

b. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be 
incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 

c. Among married men, those who are in marriages that are rated more 
favorably are hypothesized to be more likely to desist from using drugs/ 
being arrested/ being incarcerated. 

 

Marital satisfaction failed to emerge as a significant predictor for any of the 

dependent variables.   Being married was significant within one model that predicted 

desistance from drug use.  Within the Desistance-3 model that examined desistance 

during Wave 4, utilizing Wave 4 predictors, men who were married during Wave 4 had 
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2.74 greater odds of desistance.  When examined in terms of years, men who were 

married by 1989 held greater odds of refraining from drug use between the years of 1989 

and 1992.  Marital Satisfaction’s failure to reliably predict criminal activity was 

surprising.  This finding contrasted with prior research that directed the theoretical 

structure of this project (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993).   

These findings did not buttress the author’s hypotheses.  While marriage was a 

reliable predictor of an increased likelihood of desistance, the failure of either of these 

variables to emerge as significant in more than one model was surprising.  Previous 

research has found marriage to be a significant influence on criminal behavior and 

desistance (Farrington and West, 1995; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Osborn and 

West, 1979; Rand, 1987; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 1993; Trassler, 1979; Warr, 1998; 

West, 1982).  While some research has found no support for the inhibitive effects of 

marriage upon drug use (Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977), other factors may have been 

at work within this sample.  Nielsen (1999) found that marriage held different effects for 

African American males than it did for white males.   

Another possible explanation for these results could be that the type of crime under 

consideration may have influenced the findings, as prior research found an inhibitive 

effect for marriage among nonwhites for nonviolent crimes, but not for violent crimes 

(Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2002).  This brought to light one potential limitation 

that could be reflected in these results, with regards to the dependent variables of arrest 

and incarceration.  The crimes for which the participants were arrested/incarcerated were 

not made available in this data set.  This limited my knowledge of these men’s criminal 

careers in regards to the seriousness of their crimes that composed their criminal careers.  



198 

 

Perhaps the relationships displayed between marriage and crime were a reflection of the 

type of crime committed. 

Family: Fatherhood 

4. Fatherhood Status: 

a. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be 
incarcerated in the same wave. 

b. Fathers are predicted to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be 
incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 

c. Fathers are predicted to be more likely to desist from using drugs/ being 
arrested/ being incarcerated. 

5. Fatherhood Prior to the Age of 18: 
a. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be more 

likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be more 

likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
c. Men that father children before the age of 18 are hypothesized to be less 

likely to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
6. Residential Father: 

a. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a lower likelihood of drug use in the same wave. 

b. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a lower likelihood of drug use in the subsequent wave 

c. Among men, residence with some or all of their children is expected to 
predict a higher likelihood of desistance from using drugs/ being arrested/ 
being incarcerated. 

7. Rate Self as Father: 
a. Fathers who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are hypothesized to 

be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Fathers who rate themselves more favorably as fathers are hypothesized to 

be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent 
wave. 

8. Evaluation of relationship with Child(ren) 
a. Fathers who rate their relationship with their children more favorably are 

hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in 
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the same wave. 
b. Fathers who rate their relationship with their children more favorably are 

hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in 
the subsequent wave. 

 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, and Fatherhood prior to age 18 all emerged as 

significant predictors across all three dependent variables.  However, the predictors that 

evaluated fatherhood success (Rate Self as Father and Evaluation of relationship with 

Child) failed to emerge as significant. 

Fatherhood was a reliable predictor across a number of different models.  With 

regards to drug use, Fatherhood was a significant predictor within one desistance model.  

In the Desist 2 model that used Wave 3 independent variables to predict desistance 

through Wave 3, men who were fathers by Wave 3 had 80.7% decreased odds of 

desistance from drug use.  This was the only desistance model where fatherhood 

predicted a decreased likelihood of desistance. 

Fatherhood was a significant predictor within two cross sectional Arrest models.  

When Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict Wave 3 Arrests, men who were 

fathers had 7.54 greater odds of arrest.  However, in the Wave 5 independent variables 

predicting Wave 5 Arrest model, the odds of men who were fathers in Wave 5 of being 

arrested were 73.4% lower than men who were not fathers. 

Fatherhood was a significant predictor in two cross sectional models and three 

desistance models where Incarceration was the dependent variable.  Men who were 

fathers by Wave 3 had odds of Wave 4 Incarceration that were 8.05 greater than men who 

were not fathers.    However men who were fathers at Wave 5 had 76.1% lower odds of 

Wave 5 incarceration than men who were not fathers.  In all three Incarceration 
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desistance models Fatherhood reliably predicted a greater likelihood of desistance from 

incarceration.  Wave 3 independent variables predicting Crime-2-Wave 3 desistance, 

Wave 2 independent variables predicting Crime-2-Wave 3 through Wave 5 desistance, 

and Wave 4 independent variables predicting Crime-3-Wave 4 desistance respectively 

noted 2.97, 11.46, and 5.58 greater odds of desistance from incarceration for men who 

were fathers. 

Residential Fatherhood was also significant across all three dependent variables.  

The model of Wave 4 independent variables predicting Crime-3-Wave 4 desistance 

revealed that Residential Fatherhood during Wave 4 reliably predicted 3.12 greater odds 

of desistance from drug use.  Residential Fatherhood was significant in one cross 

sectional model that predicted arrests.  However, Residential Fatherhood was only 

significant in one of the limited samples where only men who were married were 

included in the sample.  Men who were both married by Wave 5 and who were fathers 

that lived with their children during Wave 5 had odds of arrest that were 74.7% lower 

than men who were not classified as residential fathers.  Finally, Residential fatherhood 

emerged as a significant predictor in one cross sectional model and in one model 

predicting desistance from incarceration.  In Wave 5, residential fathers had odds of 

Wave 5 incarceration that were 81.4% lower than men who were not classified as 

residential fathers.  Additionally, in the model of Wave 4 independent variables 

predicting Crime-3-Wave 4 desistance men, who were residential fathers by Wave 4 held 

odds of desistance that were 74.5% lower than men who were not classified as residential 

fathers.  



201 

 

The final measure of fatherhood, Fatherhood prior to Age 18, was also a reliable 

predictor of all three dependent variables. As men tended to be fathers before the age of 

18 (at Wave 4), the odds of Wave 5 drug use increased by 5.96.  When examining Wave 

4 and 5 desistance from Arrests, following Wave 3 crime, and using Wave 3 predictors, 

men who had fathered a child before the age of 18 were more likely to desist, in that their 

odds of desistance were 22.66 greater than men who were not classified as underage 

fathers by Wave 3.  Finally, when examining Wave 3, 4, and 5 desistance from 

Incarceration, following Wave 2 crime, and using Wave 3 predictors, participants who 

were noted to have fathered children before they were age 18 during Wave 3 held odds of 

desistance that were 18.64 greater than men who did not father children while they were 

under the age of 18.   

As noted earlier, prior research asserted that the influence of social bonds on 

criminal behaviors may be gradual and cumulative (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998).  

This notion may be reflected in these results in that within cross sectional and lagged 

models, Fatherhood did not hold a positive influence in these men’s lives until Wave 5.  

This was true for all three variables that related to fatherhood: Fatherhood (itself), 

Residential Fatherhood, and Fatherhood prior to age 18.  Slowly, over the life course 

these men may have developed a more salient identity as fathers. 

The Fatherhood variable provided intriguing results with regards to desistance.  

Fatherhood was a reliable predictor of desistance within four models (One on Drug Use 

and three on Incarceration).  Even more compelling was that Fatherhood predicted an 

increased likelihood of desistance from Incarceration and a decreased likelihood of Drug 

Use within the same time frame (Crime committed during Wave 2, desistance during 



202 

 

Wave 3, with Wave 3 independent variables as predictors).  This begs the question: How 

could Fatherhood assert disparate influence upon two measures of criminal behavior?  

The first manner in which this question could be addressed, is to look at the outcome 

variable under consideration.  While both outcome variables examine desistance, they are 

two different measures of desistance.  Certainly drug use and incarceration differ in many 

ways.  Indeed, could be seen as drug use as secret deviance (within the Labeling 

perspective) or as a part of the dark figure of crime (Sutherland, 1947).  While the 

participant’s drug use may have been discovered by the police, incarceration is a 

measurement of criminal activity within which the individual has definitely been 

processed within the criminal justice system.  The difference between these two variables 

could be viewed within life-course criminology as differences within the individual’s 

criminal career trajectory.  Drug use and incarceration could be conceptualized as holding 

two different levels of seriousness (with incarceration evaluated as more serious), hence 

yielding different criminal career trajectories.  Therefore, one could assert that the 

fatherhood trajectory has the ability to influence the criminal career trajectory with 

regards to incarceration, but not with regards to drug use.  The power of either the 

fatherhood trajectory, or fatherhood as a transition, was a reliable predictor of desistance 

from Incarceration within three different models.  Here, the fatherhood trajectory 

influenced the criminal career with regards to crimes serious enough to warrant 

incarceration. 

The Residential Fatherhood variable also displayed contrasting effects with regards 

to desistance within the same time frame.  Here, Residential Fatherhood was a reliable 

predictor of a greater likelihood of desistance from drug use, and a reliable predictor of a 
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lower likelihood of desistance from incarceration.  Two possible explanations follow.  

First, it is possible that men within this study were indeed less likely to use drugs within 

their home, due to the presence of children.  Perhaps this same factor led other men to use 

drugs in public, hence leading to an increased likelihood of apprehension and 

incarceration.  However, it is more likely that the Residential Fatherhood variable was 

not a valid measure of the quality or the strength of this social bond.  While these men 

may have lived with their children, residence does not provide a measurement of the 

other aspects of fathering which contribute to the quality of this bond.  More specifically, 

within the classic conceptualization of father involvement, residence only meets the 

demands of one of the three components (Lamb et. al., 1985, 1987).  Indeed, within this 

conceptualization of father involvement (with components of engagement, accessibility, 

and responsibility), residence only meets the accessibility requirement.  

Finally, the long-term influence of Fatherhood before the age of 18 suggests that 

the results support the notion that social bonds such as fatherhood build strength and 

influence on the life course (and criminal trajectories) gradually.  Men who fathered a 

child early in the life course saw an increased likelihood of desistance from arrests and 

incarceration as the study progresses.  These men held higher likelihood of desistance 

over long periods of time (1991 to 1994 and 1983 to 1994).  If the investment into the 

fatherhood bond is a gradual process, this would explain the positive effects that youthful 

fathering has upon desistance. 

Residential Status 

9. Residential Stability 

a. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in 
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the same wave.  
b. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 

hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in 
the subsequent wave. 

c. Men who maintain the same residence for a longer period of time are 
hypothesized to be more likely to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ 
being incarcerated. 

 

Residential stability was a reliable predictor for all three dependent variables.  

However, it failed to significantly predict Arrests and Incarceration within the lagged and 

cross sectional models.  Residential stability was a reliable predictor of drug use within 

two cross sectional models and one desistance model.  Both cross sectional models 

involved Wave 3 independent variables predicting Wave 3 Drug Use.  The initial Wave 3 

independent variables predicting Wave 3 Drug Use model was comprised of all Wave 3 

participants.  In this model, every one unit increase in Time at Residence decreased the 

odds of Wave 3 Drug Use by 17.6%.  The remaining model was comprised of all fathers 

at Wave 3, where two different evaluations of the strength of the fatherhood social bond 

were included as additional predictors.  In this father “success” model, men were asked to 

evaluate both their success as fathers and their relationship with their children.  Here, 

every one unit increase in Time at Residence decreased the odds of Wave 3 Drug Use by 

32.5%.  Thereby, residential stability at Wave 3 corresponded with a decreased likelihood 

of drug use.  Interestingly, the power of residential stability was greater for fathers than it 

was for the sample as a whole at Wave 3.  However, residential stability in the previous 

wave (Wave 2) displayed contrasting influence in relation to desistance from drug use.  

When Residential Stability in Wave 2 was used to predict Crime Wave 2/ Desistance 
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Wave 3, every one unit increase in time at current residence decreased the odds of 

desistance by 22.5%. 

Residential stability displayed deleterious effects on desistance across all three 

dependent variables.  As noted above, Wave 2 residential stability was a reliable 

predictor of a decreased likelihood of desistance from drug use.  The same held true for 

desistance from arrests and incarceration.  When Wave 3 independent variables were 

used to predict Wave 3 through 5 desistance from arrests following Wave 2 crimes, every 

one unit increase in Time at Residence decreased the odds of desistance by 29.6%.  

Additionally, when Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict Wave 4 

desistance from incarceration following Wave 3 crimes, every one unit increase in Time 

at Residence decreased the odds of desistance by 21.9%.   

These findings, in particular, display the different outcomes that can be seen when 

cross sectional and longitudinal models are compared.  Men who maintained the same 

residence for longer periods of time during the years of 1983 and 1984 held lower odds of 

drug use.  However, participants who remained in the same residence across a number of 

different years were more likely to use drugs, be arrested, or be incarcerated.  These 

oppositional findings reflect two manners in which residential stability can influence the 

lives of men. Previous research found that men who moved away from the city where 

they grew up were less likely to continue to engage in criminal behavior than men who 

remained (Osborn, 1980; West, 1982).  Other research noted that residential stability was 

decreased the likelihood criminal behavior (Laub and Sampson, 1988; Sampson and 

Laub, 1990). The divergent results seen in previous works were not answered within this 

project. 
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Employment 

10. Employment Status 

a. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to use drugs/ be 
arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 

b. Men who are employed are predicted to be less likely to use drugs/ be 
arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 

c. Men who are employed are predicted to be more likely to desist from 
using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 

11. Job Satisfaction 
a. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less likely to 

use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated during the same wave. 
b. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be less likely to 

use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated during the subsequent wave. 
c. Men with a higher level of job satisfaction are predicted to be more likely 

to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
 

Job satisfaction was significant in one model: Wave 5 Independent Variables 

Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use.  Here, the odds of Wave 5 drug use decreased by 33.9% for 

every one unit increase in job satisfaction.  Employment was a reliable predictor of 

Arrests and Incarceration.  Employment failed to emerge as a significant predictor of 

drug use.   

Employment reliably predicted Arrests across two desistance models and two cross 

sectional models.  Both cross sectional models used Wave 3 independent variables to 

predict Wave 3 Arrests.  The initial model sampled all Wave 3 participants, while the 

other model was comprised of men who were fathers by Wave 3.  These models (the 

initial model, and the father success model) revealed Employment to be a variable that 

predicted decreased odds of arrests (94.7% and 94.3%).  Interestingly, Employment did 

not yield positive social effects within the desistance from arrest models.  In two models 



207 

 

that considered desistance following a criminal act in Wave 2, employment reliably 

predicted decreased odds of desistance from arrest.  Wave 2 employment reliably 

predicted 64.4% lower odds of desistance.  Likewise Wave 3 employment reliably 

predicted 70.5% lower odds of desistance from arrests. 

Participants, who were employed during Wave 2, had 83.2% decreased odds of 

being incarcerated during Wave 3.  Men who were employed during Wave 4 had 92.6% 

lower odds of incarceration than men who were unemployed.  Men who were employed 

during Wave 5 had odds of Wave 5 incarceration that were 75.5% lower than men who 

were not employed.  Across all three models, Employment corresponded with decreased 

odds of incarceration.  However, the positive influence of Employment did not persist 

within three models examining desistance from incarceration.  All three of these models 

used Wave 2 independent variables to predict desistance from incarceration following 

criminal behavior at Wave 2.  When desistance through Wave 3 was predicted, Employed 

participants had 74.3% lower odds of desistance than men who were not employed during 

Wave 2.  When desistance in Waves 3 and 4 was predicted men who were employed 

during Wave 2 held odds of desistance that were 66.7% lower than men who were 

unemployed.  Finally, when desistance in Wave 3 through Wave 5 was predicted 

participants who were employed during Wave 2, held odds of desistance that were 90.4% 

lower than men who were unemployed.   

Some of the results here were supported by prior research in that employment and 

job satisfaction were associated with lower probabilities of criminal behavior (Laub and 

Sampson, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1990; 1993; Shover, 1985; 1996; Uggen, 2000).  

However, all of the desistance models revealed Employment as a factor that decreased 
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the likelihood of desistance.    Prior research has found cases where employment 

increased the odds of criminal behavior (Horney, Osgood, and Marshall, 1995).  In many 

cases the relationship between work and crime has been mediated by age (Uggen, 2000).  

The distinction between the cross sectional and desistance models could have been a 

reflection of the different ways that employment affected criminal behavior between 

subjects and within subjects.  Finally, with regards to employment, this was the only 

variable (other than residential fatherhood) where the consideration of the strength of the 

social bond was a significant predictor (Although the validity of Residential Fatherhood 

as a measurement of the strength of the social bond was questioned above).  Higher job 

satisfaction in Wave 5 reliably predicted a lower likelihood of Wave 5 Drug Use.  Once 

again, we see a variable that predicted a lower likelihood of criminal behavior in the later 

stages of the data collection.  When viewed in context of the four elements of social 

bonds (attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief), it seems that participants 

develop higher levels of commitment to various social bonds later in the life course. 

Finances 

12. Income 

a. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ 
be arrested/ be incarcerated during the same wave. 

b. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be less likely to use drugs/ 
be arrested/ be incarcerated during the subsequent wave. 

c. Men with higher incomes are hypothesized to be more likely to desist 
from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 

13. Welfare Use 
a. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to use drugs/ be 

arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Men who use welfare are predicted to be more likely to use drugs/ be 

arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
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c. Men who use welfare are predicted to be less likely to desist from using 
drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 

 

Income emerged as a significant predictor of both Drug Use and Arrests.  While 

Income predicted Drug Use across both cross-sectional and desistance models, Income 

only predicted Arrests within cross sectional models.  Welfare was a significant predictor 

of Incarceration. 

For every one unit increase in Wave 1 Family Income, the odds of Wave 2 Drug 

Use increased by 1.14.  In the models where Wave 3 independent variables were use to 

predict Wave 4 Drug Use, measures of “successful” fatherhood were available.  Hence, 

an additional model was run to examine the influence that successful or more powerful 

social bonds held over criminal behavior.  In the intial model, every one unit increase in 

Income decreased the odds of Wave 4 drug use by 38%.  In the “Strength of Social Bond: 

Fatherhood” model, every one unit increase in Income decreased the odds of Wave 4 

drug use by 44.1%. Perhaps these disparate findings reflected the different social spaces 

that the participants occupied during Wave 1 and Wave 3.  During Wave 1, participants 

lived with their family and were between the ages of 12 and 17.  The income under 

consideration at Wave 1 was the family income, not the income of the participant.  At 

Wave 3, these men were between the ages of 26 and 31.  The income noted was their 

own.  The positive relationship between income and drug use at Wave 1 may have been a 

reflection of “disposable income,” at least through the eyes of the young participants. 

Three Drug Use desistance models revealed contrasting influence from Income.  

When Wave 3 independent variables were used to predict Wave 3 desistance from Drug 

Use following Wave 2 criminal behavior, every one unit increase in income decreased the 
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odds of desistance from Drug Use by 37.8%.  However in the Wave 3 independent 

variables predicting crime Wave 3-desistance Wave 4 model and the Wave 4 independent 

variables predicting crime Wave 3-desistance Waves 4 and 5 model, every one unit 

increase in income, amounted to a 1.75 and 2.52 increased odds of desistance 

respectively.  These divergent results created a series of questions.  A period effect was 

possible, as a key historical period within Harlem was the Crack Epidemic.  However, 

this occurred during the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, and during this time period higher 

incomes predicted a higher likelihood of desistance from drugs (rather than lower).  The 

best explanation for these contrasting results is that social bonds hold different influence 

over individuals at different points of the life course.  From 1983 to 1988, a lower 

likelihood of desistance was noted, while a higher likelihood of desistance was predicted 

from 1989 to 1992, as well as from 1989 to 1994. 

Income was significant within two cross sectional models predicting Arrests.  For 

every one unit increase in Wave 3 Income, the odds of Wave 3 Arrest increased by 1.84.  

Income was also significant in one of the “Father Success” models.  In this model every 

one unit increase in income increased the odds of Wave 3 Arrests by 2.07 among fathers.  

Both this finding and the finding discussed in the previous paragraph were confusing.  

One possible explanation was that the higher income could have been the result of illegal 

activities.  However, only eight of the Wave 3 participants noted that their income was 

derived from illegal means.  The remaining participants noted that full time jobs, part 

time jobs, government assistance, or family assistance were the main sources of their 

income.  Indeed, 64.3% of the sample noted that the main source of their income was a 
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regular job, compared with 1.4% of the sample who noted that the main source of their 

income was from illicit means. 

Some of these results supported prior research which found that higher levels of 

income were related to lower levels of drug use and higher levels of desistance (Pezzin, 

1995; Trassler, 1979; Waldorf, Reinarman, and Murphy, 1991).  However, three cross 

sectional models and one desistance model linked higher income with criminal behavior.  

Perhaps the key distinction within these models was that higher income resulted in 

positive social actions from Wave 4 through the end of the study.  The two cross 

sectional models that displayed a lower likelihood of drug use contained Wave 4 outcome 

variables.  Likewise, the two desistance models where higher incomes were predicative 

of a higher likelihood of desistance examined desistance from drug use during Waves 4 

and 5.  This distinction could be indicative of the long term outcome of higher incomes.  

Perhaps the distinction between these models revealed that higher income may influence 

desistance in the same way that prior research has described other social bonds such as 

marriage: gradually (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998).  If higher levels of income are 

viewed as an aspect of social bonds this would make sense.  Men who hold higher levels 

of income are gradually expected to act differently in accordance with their higher 

socioeconomic status.  For these men, immersing oneself in the new status of a person of 

higher status may take time, and hence may result in a higher likelihood of desistance 

from criminal behavior in the long run.  Additionally, new wealth without the assumption 

of the status of an individual of higher economic means could be spent on drugs for the 

purpose of leisure, or as symbols that represented status in their prior socioeconomic 

position.  The positive impact of Income within the cross sectional models could be 
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viewed along parallel lines where, as noted above, social bonds can offer divergent 

influence at different stages of the life course. 

Welfare Use emerged as a significant predictor of Incarceration.  While Welfare 

Use failed to reliably predict Incarceration within the entire sample at Wave 3, Wave 3 

fathers displayed influence from Welfare Use.  In the “fatherhood success” model, fathers 

who tended to use welfare during Wave 3 held 9.28 increased odds of Wave 3 

incarceration.  However, Welfare Use also acted as a positive social factor when 

examining desistance from incarceration.   Within the crime Wave 3, desistance Waves 4 

and 5 model, men who used welfare during Wave 4 had 32.85 greater odds of desistance 

from incarceration than men who did not use welfare. 

Prior research has shown that the inability to provide for one’s children is tied to a 

lack of parental involvement (Achatz and MacAullum, 1994; Anderson, 1993; Danziger 

and Radin, 1990; Furstenberg, 1995).  Perhaps the use of welfare amongst this sample 

distanced these men from their father role or identity, hence weakening or breaking a 

powerful social bond.  The use of welfare among fathers may be an indication that these 

men were cut off from the informal social bonds provided by employment and family 

(via paternal participation).  Two theoretical questions emerged from this finding.  First, 

did the use of welfare for fathers act as a transition within their life course?  If so, a 

second question needs to be asked: Did the transition into welfare use cause these men to 

diverge from their trajectory as a father, or some other social bond that had previously 

impeded criminal behavior?  On the other hand, within the general sample (all cases) 

Welfare Use yielded positive social impact.  Here, men who were able to successfully 
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utilize government assistance may have developed a small, but in this case, substantial 

connection to society.   

Education 

14. GPA 

a. Men who held a higher Grade Point Average in Wave 1 are predicted to be 
less likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent 
wave. 

15. High School Degree 
a. Men with a high school degree or higher are hypothesized to be less likely 

to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated within the same wave. 
b. Men with a high school degree or higher are hypothesized to be less likely 

to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated within the subsequent wave. 
c. Men with a high school degree or higher are hypothesized to be more 

likely to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
 

Attainment of a High School Degree reliably predicted all three dependent 

variables.  Meanwhile, GPA and Enrollment in School did not emerge as reliable 

predictors within any of the models.  Attainment of a High School Degree was a reliable 

predictor within two cross sectional “success” models.  In the model predicting Drug Use 

among fathers, Wave 3 High School graduation predicted a higher likelihood of Wave 4 

Drug Use.  Men who held High School Diplomas by Wave 3 had 13.42 greater odds of 

Wave 4 Drug Use than men who did not graduate.  The Wave 5 independent variables 

predicting Wave 5 Drug Use marital success model revealed that married men who had 

attained a high school degree by Wave 5 were 92.3% less likely to use drugs than married 

men who had not completed high school.  Finally, high school graduation was also a 

reliable predictor of desistance from drug use within one model.  Within the crime Wave 
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2, desistance Wave 3 model, men who had attained a high school degree by Wave 3 had 

5.77 greater odds of desistance. 

Attainment of a High School Degree was a reliable predictor within one desistance 

from Arrests model and three Incarceration models (two cross sectional and one 

desistance).  Men who had attained a high school diploma by Wave 3 held odds of 

desistance from being arrested that were 75.1% lower than men who had not received a 

diploma within the Crimes Wave 3, Desistance Waves 4 and 5 model.  When Wave 3 

independent variables were used to predict Wave 3 Incarceration the odds of Wave 3 

Incarceration were 78.4% lower for men who had attained a high school degree by Wave 

3.  Additionally, when Wave 3 independent variables predicted Wave 4 Incarceration the 

odds of Wave 4 Incarceration were 82.3% lower for men who had attained a High School 

Diploma.  Finally, within the one Incarceration desistance model where High School 

graduation was significant, participants who had engaged in criminal behavior in Wave 3 

and had acquired a high school diploma by Wave 3 held odds of desistance through 

Waves 4 and 5 that were 85.8% lower than those who had not finished high school. 

Two potential explanations emerged for the overall negative effect of education. 

First, as previously noted for other variables, social bonds hold diverse impact on 

people’s lives at different stages of the life course.  This, along with the declining value 

of a high school diploma and the rising percentage of the population who held college 

degrees, could explain why a high school education was linked to a higher likelihood of 

desistance in Wave 3 and a lower likelihood of desistance in Wave 4 and 5.   

The second explanation considered the quality and strength of the social bond of 

education for this sample.  Perhaps, the quality of the education received by these men 
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was low as they lived in a lower income neighborhood.  Previous research has linked the 

strength of social bonds to their impact on desistance (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; 

Laub and Sampson, 1993; Samspson and Laub, 1993; Sampson and Laub, 1990).  

Likewise, poor academic performances and low levels of attachment to school have also 

been common in both young and adult offenders, revealing educational opportunities as a 

factor in criminal involvement (Sampson and Laub, 1993; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997; 

Wolfgang et al., 1972).  This could be seen as a two-way street where these young men 

had a lack of access to quality education which either minimized their connection to this 

bond or caused them to obtain a connection to a social institution that had no positive 

influence on their lives.  Prior models were run using the level of education rather than a 

dichotomous measure of a high school degree.  In these models, higher levels of 

education always predicted lower levels of desistance, and higher levels of criminal 

behavior. 

Prior Deviance 

16. Bad Behavior 

a. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are hypothesized to be more 
likely to use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 

b. Men who engaged in bad behavior in Wave 1 are hypothesized to be less 
likely to desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 

17. Drug Use 
a. Men who previously used drugs are hypothesized to be more likely to use 

drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Men who previously used drugs are hypothesized to be more likely to use 

drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
c. Men who previously used drugs are hypothesized to be less likely to desist 

from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
18. Arrests 

a. Men who were previously arrested are hypothesized to be more likely to 
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use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the same wave. 
b. Men who were previously arrested are hypothesized to be more likely to 

use drugs/ be arrested/ be incarcerated in the subsequent wave. 
c. Men who were previously arrested are hypothesized to be less likely to 

desist from using drugs/ being arrested/ being incarcerated. 
 

Bad Behavior failed to reliably predict any of the outcome variables.  Prior Drug 

Use predicted drug use in cross sectional and lagged models.  Prior Arrests predicted 

future arrests in cross sectional and lagged models.  Finally, Prior Incarceration was a 

reliable predictor of Drug Use, Arrests, and Incarceration in Wave 5. 

Participants who used drugs during Wave 2 had 4.98 greater odds of Wave 3 drug 

use than men who did not engage in previous drug use.  Similarly, men who previously 

used drugs had 4.67 greater odds of Wave 3 drug use than men who did not engage in 

prior drug use.  These findings also held true when Wave 3 independent variables were 

used to predict Wave 3 Drug Use among fathers.  Fathers who previously used drugs held 

odds of Wave 3 Drug Use that were 4.58 higher than fathers who refrained from prior 

drug use.  This trend continued in the two models that used Wave 3 independent variables 

to predict Wave 4 Drug Use (among all participants and among fathers respectively) 

where prior drug users held 4.58 and 4.55 greater odds of Drug Use.  Prior Drug Use as 

noted in Wave 4 also was a reliable predictor of Wave 4 Drug Use.  Here, men who had 

previously used drugs had 4.24 greater odds of Wave 4 Drug Use. 

Prior arrests, as noted during Wave 3 interviews, reliably predicted a decreased 

likelihood of future arrests, both within the entire sample and amongst the sample of 

fathers.  The odds of men who were arrested from 1977 to 1982 of being arrested during 

Wave 3 (1983 to 1984) decreased by 84.2%, as compared with men who were not 
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previously arrested.  Within the fatherhood model, as participants tended to be previously 

arrested, the odds that they would be arrested during Wave 3 decreased by 86.1%.   

Prior arrests also reliably predicted Incarceration.  In the Wave 3 independent 

variables predicting Wave 4 Incarceration model, men who were arrested in the previous 

wave had 9.75 greater odds of Wave 4 Incarceration.  The same trend held true within the 

model that included only men who were fathers within the sample.  Men who were 

fathers by Wave 3 that had previously been arrested had 26.85 greater odds of Wave 4 

Incarceration.  Finally, within the Wave 4 independent variables predicting Wave 4 

Arrests model (full sample), men who were previously arrested had 7.20 greater odds of 

Wave 4 Incarceration.   

As noted within Chapter 4 (Methods), a series of models were run to examine the 

impact that all three dependent variables could hold as predictors of future criminal 

behavior.  The models where Incarceration was a significant predictor are discussed here.  

All three models were composed of Wave 5 predictors and Wave 5 outcome variables.  

Men who were previously incarcerated were 81.6% less likely to use drugs than men who 

had not been previously incarcerated during the previous Wave.  Men who were 

previously incarcerated had odds of arrest that were 11.11 greater than men who were not 

previously incarcerated.  Finally, men who were previously incarcerated had odds of 

Wave 5 incarceration that were 533.29 greater than men who were not previously 

incarcerated.  This abnormally large number could have been a reflection of Dr 

Brunswick’s tenacity in retaining participants.  The primary investigator of this study 

would search police and probation records to find her participants.  This number may 

have reflected that some of the men from who were incarcerated in the previous wave 
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were still incarcerated for the same crime.  Interestingly, incarceration seemed to have a 

deterrent effect on Drug Use, while increasing the likelihood of future involvement with 

the criminal justice system. 

Three main findings emerged with regards to these variables.  First, as Bad 

Behavior failed to emerge as significant, these findings reminded us that most individuals 

that offend as children do not offend as adults (Gove, 1985).  Second, sometimes official 

involvement with the criminal justice system acts as a deterrent to future criminal 

behavior (Nagin and Patternoster, 1991).  Finally, prior criminal behavior was a strong 

predictor of future criminal behavior (Blumstein et al., 1985; et al., 1993; Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1991; 2000). 

Theoretical Applications 

Interpretations of the findings provided three broad theoretical insights.  First, the 

manner in which bonds function over the life course was revealed.  Second, the ways in 

which the strength, quality, or success of social bonds operates was revealed.  Finally, the 

manner in which social bonds function among African American men was displayed.  

Overall, the findings in this research presented the manner in which social bonds are 

acquired, are cultivated, and yield influence on the lives of African American men. 

Many of the social bonds under consideration revealed disparate influence at 

different stages of the life course.  Fatherhood (along with Fatherhood before Age 18 and 

Residential Fatherhood), Income, Education, and Employment/Job satisfaction all 

displayed varying influence during different waves.  All of these social bonds displayed 

positive social influence during later stages of the life course.  The men who comprised 

the sample of this research acquired a broad array of social bonds which took time to 
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influence desistance from criminal behavior.  While a critique of these results might 

claim that these men simply aged out of crime; two issues would refute that notion.  First, 

age was only significant within two models.  Second, the stage at when the social bonds 

yield influence on desistance and cessation (cross sectional models) from crime is well 

beyond the peak of the age-crime curve.  Overall, these results fall more in line with the 

DLC notions that social bonds develop gradually and that elements operate differently at 

various stages of the life course. 

These results were indicative of the connection between social control theory and 

life course criminology within the DLC theory which guided this research: Sampson and 

Laub’s Age Graded Informal Social Control Theory.  More specifically the social timing 

element of trajectories and the gradual and cumulative effects of social bonds were 

evident.  Social timing considers what happens, when it happens, and for how long 

(Elder, 1994).  The age-graded expectations that accompany certain roles and life events 

intertwine with the development of interdependencies which give social bonds their 

strength (Elder, 1994; Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993; 

Nagin and Paternoster, 1994).  As people age into adulthood they develop social ties that 

impose negative sanctions on behaviors which violate role expectations (Laub and 

Sampson, 1993).  The contrasting influence of Income and the Fatherhood variables 

displayed how the same bonds yielded different influence at different stages of the life 

course.   

Another way in which these results were interpreted was through an examination of 

the gradual process through which bonds develop.  Bonds do not simply materialize, as 

they take time to develop (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998).  Over time, the investment 
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that individuals make into social bonds grows, as does the incentive for avoiding specific 

behaviors (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; Laub and Sampson, 1993; Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1994).  The emergence of social bonds should therefore be viewed as an 

investment process, whereby “enduring attachments” to a specific role, or a specific 

relationship, influences the manner in which one acts (Laub, Nagin, and Sampson, 1998; 

Laub and Sampson, 1993; Nagin and Paternoster, 1994).  The men in this survey 

displayed evidence of these “enduring attachments” specifically with regards to their 

roles as fathers. 

A series of variables were included in order to examine participants’ commitment 

to their social bonds and the success along their trajectories.  The variables which found 

support for the hypotheses regarding the success of trajectories were Job Satisfaction and 

Residential Fatherhood.  Residential Fatherhood displayed contrasting influence at 

different stages, and may not have been a valid measurement of success within the 

fatherhood trajectory.  Future research needs to examine whether or not residence is an 

acceptable conceptualization of strength.  Indeed, within the frequently utilized 

conception of father involvement (with components of engagement, accessibility, and 

responsibility), residence only meets the accessibility requirement (Lamb et. al., 1985, 

1987).  Additionally, domestic violence reveals that residence is not the sole component 

within the familial bond.   

The variables of Job Satisfaction and Marital Satisfaction also revealed much 

insight.  Job satisfaction only emerged as significant within one model that examined 

drug use at the end of the survey (Wave 5).  This finding could be linked to two prior 

notes.  First, social timing may have played a role here, causing Job Satisfaction to hold 
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greater influence at a later stage within these men’s lives.  Second, the potential social 

bonds available may have influenced this variable.  If the jobs available were unlikely to 

either yield satisfaction or to be jobs which were worthy of becoming careers, it would 

not be surprising that this variable was infrequently significant.  Marital satisfaction’s 

failure to emerge as a significant predictor was surprising.  These findings may have 

reflected prior research in that marriage held different effects for African American males 

than it did for white males (Nielsen, 1999; Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2002).   

As many prior studies have focused on white samples, this research addresses a gap 

in research through the examination of an all African American sample (Laub and 

Sampson, 2001).  More specifically, this researched examined life course transitions with 

an all black sample that lived in a poverty stricken neighborhood.  The late movement 

towards desistance, the positive impact of fatherhood during their 30’s, the non-existant 

impact of marriage, and the negative impact of education are all findings which should be 

examined in future research.  As some of these findings violate prior assertions on social 

bonds, the manner in which bonds function as deterrents to criminal behavior among 

people of various races and socioeconomic groups needs to be investigated.  This will be 

covered in greater detail when policy implications are discussed.   

Limitations and Significance 

Within this section some of the potential limitations and the significance of this 

study were addressed.  First, the sample was not highly generalizable, as it consisted of 

African American males who were between 12 and 17 in 1968, and who lived in Central 

Harlem.  However, the sample within this research may have also been one of its greatest 

contributions to the field.  As surveys using general youth samples have been critiqued 
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due to either under-sampling, or entirely missing out on sampling, chronic, or more 

serious, offenders (Brame and Piquero, 2003; Cernkovich, Giardano, and Pugh, 1985; 

Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003) the over sampling of a low income population 

may have provided a sample that was more likely to contain serious offenders (Piquero, 

Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  Additionally, as this research used a survey that 

contained a general population sample, participation rather than frequency was used to 

examine criminal behavior (Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).  In this manner 

the outcome variables were appropriate for the sample.  Additionally, the concern of 

under sampling chronic offenders was met through the populations which were included 

in the sample. 

Another problem with the sample was the level of attrition from Wave 1 to Wave 5.  

Over the course of the study more than half of the original subjects (N=183) were lost to 

attrition.  However, most of the loss occurred randomly.  Only 3 variables across all 

waves displayed significant patterns of attrition.  Three variables (Wave 3 Arrests, Wave 

4 Age, and Wave 4 Income) suffered from non-random attrition were adjusted.  As noted 

earlier, the pattern of random attrition early on negates some of the concerns of attrition 

(Goodwin, 2001).  However, future uses of this data set by the author will contain 

substitutes of a scale mean for the missing items to further address this issue (Brame and 

Piquero, 2003; Menard, 2002).  

Left-hand censoring is a problem as changes in offending and social bonds that 

occurred prior to Wave 1 are not known.  More measurements of juvenile delinquency 

would have been helpful in this project.  The fact that the Bad Behavior (juvenile 

delinquency) variable did not emerge as significant revealed that a more sound measure 
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of juvenile delinquency was needed.  Meanwhile, the variable of desistance faced similar 

problems at the end of the study.  While desistance was conceptualized as periods of non-

offending in this project, engagement in deviant behavior following Wave 5, which 

would signify non-desistance, was not measured and therefore remained unknown.  This 

related directly to the concern over the definition of desistance.  The lasting influence of 

the social bonds within this survey will never be known.  Indeed, all that can be construed 

from this project is that certain social bonds did influence periods of desistance between 

the years of 1968 and 1994. 

The final set of problems faced in this research had to do with the variables within 

the data set.  First, not all variables were consistently included in all waves.  Both 

independent and dependent variables were missing from some of the waves.  Second, the 

ways in which some variables were measured were not conducive to answering the 

research questions proposed.  Most of these problems have been dealt with via recoding.  

However, some variable were not measured across all waves, while others must be 

measured differently in various waves. 

Questions also remain about the variables used in this research.  There were two 

core problems.  First, did the dependent variables provide adequate measures of crime?  

Second, did the independent variables provide valid measures?  The main problem with 

the dependent variable could be better understood when they are couched in terms of the 

criminal career.  While the type of sample within this survey lent itself to an examination 

of participation within crime rather than frequency and seriousness, a deeper 

understanding of the roles that social bonds played in the lives of these men would have 

been furthered by more detailed information about participation in crime.  While future 



224 

 

research utilizing this data set can expand on this issue, the options are limited.  The drug 

use measures have the greatest potential for an examination of frequency and seriousness 

as more detailed information on frequency and the type of drugs used are available.  Data 

on incarceration and arrests are diverse and limited.  However, as with much research the 

questions answered here lead to more questions.  With regards to the independent 

variables, the ability of these measures to capture the strength or quality of social bonds 

was concerning.  Perhaps the failure of many of these variables to arise as significant is 

an indication of problems as measurements.  However, it is also possible that these 

aspects of social bonds did not hold influence over the lives of the participants as well. 

Implications for Policy and Future Research 

Policy Implications 

Finally, this research leads to a variety of recommendations for research beyond 

this data set and for future policy.  This research informs policy makers in that desistance 

should not be viewed as a short term event.  Many of the positive influences of social 

bonds appeared in later years, or were the most prevalent over longer periods of time 

rather than shorter periods of time.  Additionally, the expected influence of social bonds 

via government programs and policies should be examined and administered with an eye 

towards racial and socioeconomic differences. 

First, further longitudinal, life course research needs to be done on poor, African 

American male samples before major limitations are placed on the implications of this 

research.  Indeed, prior research has found that some of the main divergences found here 

are indicative of the ways that social bonds operate differently for people of different 

races (Nielsen, 1999; Piquero, MacDonald, and Parker, 2002).  However, an examination 
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of the influence of social bonds upon the frequency and seriousness of criminal activity 

amongst this sample would be recommended before this work is used as a tool for policy 

makers. 

Fathers who are within the criminal justice system are a population that needs 

special attention.  The long term impact of fatherhood revealed that these men are open to 

change and that they are worth the effort to rehabilitate.  Despite current sentencing 

practices, consideration of fatherhood (especially among men who can prove high levels 

of attachment and generative behaviors with their children) would seem to be a policy 

that would assist a group that seem more open to life course changes than other groups of 

offenders (Edin et al., 2004; Tripp, 2001). 

Research on the various dimensions of the criminal career needs to be continued. 

This type of research needs to be supported by universities and federal grants, as it can 

assist policy makers and law enforcement in making difficult and challenging decisions 

within the criminal justice system.  For example, this research revealed that periods of 

desistance at various stages of the life course can be linked to a variety of different social 

bonds.  Policy makers should pay attention to the ways that a broad array of social 

institutions can lead to desistance from crime.  Additionally, the diverse experiences of 

Americans by race, gender, and socioeconomic status could be taken as an important 

point from this research.  As marriage was not influential of desistance among poor 

African American men, perhaps government programs built to foster marriage as a 

panacea to social problems may not be a heal all, given the diverse population of the 

United States.  
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Future Research 

This project represents the tip of the iceberg as far as the knowledge that can be 

obtained from this data about criminal participation and desistance among Harlem 

residents from 1968 through 1994.  Future research on this data set could follow a myriad 

of directions.  This research was limited to an examination of the influence of social 

bonds on criminal behavior among men.  There were 317 women in Wave 1.  The 

research questions addressed in this project could be applied to women, followed by 

comparisons of the two samples.  This would be especially applicable to the questions on 

drug use as the female participants were more highly represented among the drug users 

than among those arrested or incarcerated. 

Beyond the use of the female participants, there are many more avenues of 

exploration available within this data set.  First, while this project focused on 

participation in criminal behaviors, it is possible to examine the frequency of these 

behaviors in various manners.  As noted above, the measures of arrests and incarceration 

vary through the project, and because of these differences it was easier to examine 

participation.  However, there are various counts of the frequency of arrests and 

incarceration.  Through a series of years participants were asked if they were incarcerated 

or arrested either: Zero times, once, or more than once.  While limited, these measures 

could be used to examine the frequency and seriousness dimensions of the participants’ 

criminal careers.  Another route through which both the severity and the frequency of 

criminal behavior could be examined is through the widespread measures of drug use.  

The frequency of drug use could be measured in days, weeks, or years in multiple waves.  

While this project examined drug use as a dichotomous variable, there are numerous 

ways in which drug use could be accounted for.  Another means through which drug use 
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could be investigated would be to examine the various drugs included in the data 

separately.  While this project grouped all of the drugs into one category, an investigation 

of different drugs would offer a great deal of insight, especially in regards to desistance 

and seriousness.  Desistance was conceptualized as non-use in this project.  Desistance 

could be concpetualized as a change, or de-escalation of the severity of the drug used 

(LeBalnc and Loeber, 1998). 

Future research could focus on changes in social bonds from different angles.  This 

project looked at the possession of social bonds, and the quality of the some of the bonds.  

The loss of such bonds is one manner in which this research could be expanded.  

Measures of divorce, job loss, and residential patterns in different years could allow for 

various models that examine the impact of the loss of social bonds on criminal behavior.  

Research questions regarding the impact of divorce, job loss, and the changing residential 

patterns of men as husband, fathers and partners could be examined.  Additionally, as 

mentioned above, the times at which men attained, maintained, and/or lost such social 

bonds could be explored as influential factors on the criminal behaviors of interest.  The 

influence of marriage, fatherhood, and co-residence at specific ages could provide new 

insights into the criminal behaviors of these men. 

The length of relationships such as marriages, co-residence, and fatherhood are 

various ways in which the strength of social bonds could be further explored.  Another 

manner in which the strength of social bonds could be expanded in this research is 

through various measures of employment and income.  In this project employment was a 

dichotomous measure of whether or not the participant was employed at the time of his 

interview.  Future research could look at the different influences that various levels of 
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work hold for these men.  These men were also asked if they worked full or part-time.  

Other items asked the participants how many hours per week and how many hours per 

month they worked.  These measures of employment could be compared with models that 

used employment (dichotomous) and job satisfaction to examine if the amount of work 

each of the men completed (according to self-reports) during this study would influence 

criminal behaviors in different manner than the previously used measures.   

Criminal career and desistance research needs more in-depth qualitative studies that 

take what has been learned in quantitative studies and expand that knowledge into 

questions that ask how these results come about.  The meanings that offenders attach to 

the various dimensions of the criminal career would be an excellent place to start.  How 

do these men describe their “onset,” or their “escalation?”  In regards to the social bonds 

that have been found to influence desistance, how do these men describe these bonds and 

these relationships?  One direction in which desistance research should move is towards 

an examination of the people in desistor’s lives.  Just as co-offending is examined, 

perhaps co-desistors should be examined.  How do the wives or partners of these men 

describe desistance and the mechanisms that they believe have influenced changes in 

these men’s life courses?  These are a few of the questions that could begin an 

informative line of study on the desistance from criminal behavior.   

The finally, research utilizing this data should examine cumulative disadvantage 

among the participants.  Cumulative disadvantage refers to the manner in which anti-

social behavior has a “systematic attenuating effect on the social and institutional bonds 

linking adults to society.” (Sampson and Laub, 1997: 144).  Anti-social behavior can 

remove people from holding and developing the types of informal social bonds that 
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influence desistance from criminal behavior.  Future research could examine the ways 

that the various forms of anti-social behavior captured in this data set disrupted the 

creation and maintenance of positive social bonds such as marriage and employment.   
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APPENDIX  

A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 Drug 

Use and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare 

Use, Job Satisfaction, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and Prior 

Incarceration.   

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 25.46, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 5 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who did and did not use drugs.  

Table A-1 presents the regression coefficients where Job Satisfaction and Prior 

Incarceration predicted Wave 5 Drug Use (N = 168).  Men who were previously 

incarcerated were 81.6% less likely to use drugs than men who had not been incarcerated 

during the previous Wave.  For every one unit increase in Job Satisfaction, a participant 

was 33.5% less likely to use drugs during Wave 5. 

A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 

Arrests and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, Welfare 

Use, Job Satisfaction, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current Residence, 

Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and Prior 

Incarceration.  

The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 36.53, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 5 
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predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not arrested.  

Table A-2 presents the regression coefficients where Fatherhood, and Previous 

Incarceration reliably predicted Wave 5 Arrests (N = 168).  Fathers had odds of 

incarceration that were 72.9% lower than men who were not fathers.  Men who were 

previously incarcerated had odds of arrest that were 11.11 greater than men who were not 

previously incarcerated. 

Table A-1 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Drug Use 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.125 .125 .996 .318 .883 

Employed -.619 .479 .1670 .196 .538 

Income .069 .122 .326 .568 1.072 

Welfare Use .475 .467 1.037 .308 1.608 

HS Degree -.854 .509 2.817 .093 .426 

Job Sat. -.439 .209 4.402 .036 .645 

Time at Res. .005 .103 .003 .958 1.005 

Father .289 .443 .427 .514 1.335 

Res. Father -.852 .499 2.913 .088 .427 

Married .000 .448 .000 1.000 1.000 

Prior Drug 

Use 

.343 .589 .340 .560 1.409 

Prior 

Incarceration 

-1.692 .725 5.441 .020 .108 

CONSTANT 5.720 4.734 1.460 .227 304.812 

 
A direct logistic regression was conducted on the outcome variable of Wave 5 

Incarceration and the following Wave 5 predictors: Age, Employment Status, Income, 

Welfare Use, Job Satisfaction, Attainment of a High School Diploma, Time at Current 
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Residence, Fatherhood, Residential Fatherhood, Marital Status, Prior Drug Use, and Prior 

Incarceration.  

Table A-2 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Arrests 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.149 .165 .811 .368 .862 

Employed -.842 .565 2.220 .136 .431 

Income .156 .151 1.058 .304 1.169 

Welfare Use -.028 .559 .003 .960 .972 

HS Degree 1.471 .779 3.565 .059 4.355 

Job Sat. -.351 .281 1.563 .211 .704 

Time at Res. .185 .133 1.946 .163 1.203 

Father -1.307 .623 4.406 .036 .271 

Res. Father -1.250 .663 3.555 .059 .286 

Married -.148 .552 .071 .789 .863 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-1.295 1.112 1.355 .244 .274 

Prior 

Incarceration 

2.408 .673 12.793 .000 11.111 

CONSTANT 4.378 6.279 .486 .486 79.718 

 
The test of the full model (all predictors) against a constant only model was 

significant (Chi-square = 88.75, df = 12, p < .05) indicating that the set of Wave 5 

predictors reliably distinguished between participants who were and were not 

incarcerated.  Table A-3 presents the regression coefficients where Prior Incarceration 

reliably predicted Wave 5 Incarceration (N = 168).  Men who were previously 

incarcerated had odds of Wave 5 incarceration that were 533.29 greater than men who 

were not previously incarcerated. 
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Table A-3 Wave 5 Independent Variables Predicting Wave 5 Incarceration 
 
VARIABLES B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Age -.114 .237 .233 .630 .892 

Employed -1.404 .825 2.895 .089 .246 

Income -.002 .209 .000 .992 .998 

Welfare Use -.963 .931 1.069 .301 .382 

HS Degree 2.455 1.404 3.057 .080 11.647 

Job Sat. -.412 .430 .919 .338 .662 

Time at Res. -.001 .179 .000 .995 .999 

Father -1.945 1.009 3.714 .054 .143 

Res. Father -1.672 1.021 2.686 .101 .188 

Married .378 .805 .220 .639 1.459 

Prior Drug 

Use 

-.873 1.213 .518 .472 .418 

Prior 

Incarceration 

6.279 1.444 18.902 .000 533.285 

CONSTANT 4.283 9.208 .216 .642 72.483 
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