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Deviant criminal behavior has been widely studied in the United States and Europe as well 

as in many Asian countries. However, there has been much less attention to this problem in 

South American societies. Theories considered the most viable for explaining deviant behavior, 

whether serious or minor offending, have been developed, mainly, in America, but the question 

remains, to what extent are they also applicable to other societies.  

The main purpose of this study is to determine how well each of four major criminological 

theories, Social Learning, Strain, Self-Control, and Social Bonding, explains deviant behavior 

committed in the United States and Bolivia and how they compare to each other in explaining 

deviant behavior among college students. The research was designed to test the relative 

explanatory power and cross-cultural generalizability of the four core main criminological 

theories. 

The data for this investigation came from a sample of students in two universities located 

in two metropolitan areas of Bolivia and a sample of students on one large university located in 

southeastern United States.  Self-reports of law violations and other forms of deviant behavior 

were obtained from 807 respondents. The research instrument used, in all settings, was a 182-

item questionnaire for the American sample and 181-item questionnaire for the Bolivian sample, 
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containing questions regarding alcohol, cigarette, marijuana, cocaine, and other drug use, 

fighting, stealing, use of fake ID, speeding, and other deviant behaviors, and measures of 

variables as indicators of explanatory concepts from each of the four theories. For the purposes 

of this project only five dependent variables are used, alcohol, marijuana, other drugs use, 

hitting, and beating someone.  

The results indicate that social learning theory is supported as an explanation of substance 

use and violent behavior in both American and Bolivian samples. Mixed support was also found 

for social bonding, strain, and self-control theories. However, when placed in the same equation 

with social learning variables, most of the effects of variables from these theories disappear and 

do not operate as similarly as social learning variables in both societies. There is some evidence 

of cultural moderation of the social learning process in deviant behavior, but in an unexpected 

way. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Problem 

Crime has always been an important issue for policy makers, lawyers, and law-abiding 

citizens, among others (Cusson, 1983; Beirne, and Messerschmidt, 2006; Nuño et al., 2007). Paul 

Tappan defines crime as “[an] intentional act in violation of the criminal law (statutory and case 

law), committed without the defense or excuse, and penalized by the state as a felony or 

misdemeanor” (Tappan, 1947: 100). The prevalence of crime in the United States and around the 

world is an issue that concerns not only the citizens, but also those who try to explain it. In 

addition to the costs the victims and their families face, crime disrupts the ties among and within 

neighborhoods and their members as well as having longer lasting effects on society. 

Adult crime, for example, has always been a concern in the United States and foreign 

countries (Sampson, 1987; U.S. Department of Justice, 2000). Juveniles have always been 

responsible for a disproportionate share of violent crime (Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention, 1992). Around the world, crimes committed by juveniles are a major 

concern. In the United States, some individuals warn of a crime wave of epidemic proportions, as 

changing demographics will increase the number of offense-prone juveniles (Snyder and 

Sickmund, 1999; U.S. Department of Justice, 1976).  What classifies the difference between 

juveniles and adults is that juveniles are assumed to be less responsible for their deviant behavior 

(Sampson and Laub, 1992; William, DiIulio, and Walters, 1996). Juveniles are less culpable and 

more responsive to positive behavioral change than adult offenders (Yablonsky, 2000). 

One of the most important issues facing the criminal justice system is the prediction of 

juvenile delinquency (Blumstein et al., 1986; Felson and Gottfredson, 1984; Hirschi, 1969; 

Wierson and Forehand, 1995) and the early onset of delinquency (Moffitt, 1993; Piquero and 
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Brezina, 2001; Sampson and Laub 1992; Sampson and Laub, 1993;). Every year, almost 3 

million teenagers in the United States fall victim to crimes, almost 2 million of those cases 

involve violence (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention, 1999), and some end in far more tragic results where juveniles die in situations 

where firearms are involved (Baron, 2001).  

Evidence indicates that adolescents are at comparatively high risk of becoming offenders 

(Shaw and McKay, 1942). Studies have indicated that a gradual increase in juvenile crime rates 

began in 1960 and continued throughout the 1990’s (Bureau of Justice and Statistics, 1994), 

which lead to more than 100,000 youth becoming incarcerated each year in the United States 

(Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1999). Some studies suggest that high 

crime rates are found in communities with lower socio-economic status (LaFree, 1998; Lerner 

and Galambos, 1998; Myner et al., 1998; Parker and McCall, 1999; Sampson et al., 1997; 

Tobias, 1967), high rates of unemployment (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1976; US 

Department of Justice, 2006; Watts, 1997), low paying jobs (US Bureau of the Census, 1996), 

lower education (Elliott and Voss, 1974; Roncek and Lobosco, 1983), higher inequality (Blau 

and Blau, 1982; Krahn et al., 1986; Messner, 1982), low owner-occupied dwellings (Jacobs, 

1961; Newman, 1972; Newman and Franck, 1982, Merry, 1981; U.S. Department of Justice, 

1976; Cohen and Felson, 1979; Krivo and Peterson, 1996) families large in size (Sampson et al., 

1997; Wilcox et al., 1994), overcrowding (Davis, 1948; Hirschi, 1995; Morenoff et al., 2001), 

high residential mobility (Logan and Stults, 1999; Sampson, 1991; Sampson et al., 1997; US 

Bureau of the Census, 1995), and high percentage of non-White (Agnew, 1999; Felson, 1994; 

Jackson, 1997; Logan and Stults, 1999; Messner, 1982; Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention, 1999; 2000; 2002; Steffensmeier et al., 1998) among others.  
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Adolescent and young adult drug and alcohol use has also had a profound impact in the 

antisocial criminal behavior committed across the life course (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994). 

The high prevalence of drug use among young adults has been well documented (Akers, 1992; 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003; Lindquist et al., 2006). Drug and alcohol use present society 

with enormous costs as well as drug-related problems that can bring damage to persons and 

society overall (see also, Myner et al., 1998; Robins, 1966; Sampson and Laub, 1990; West and 

Farrington, 1977). Furthermore, alcohol and drug misuse and abuse is a global phenomenon with 

great health economic costs to substance misusers, their families, and the community (Abou-

Saleh, 2006) that causes the most mental and behavioral disorders in mankind. It has been said 

that the use of alcohol may increase hostile behavior (Reiss and Roth, 1993). Many of the crimes 

committed have their roots in alcohol and drug addictions, and this has lead to an increase in the 

United States’ prison population (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994; Inciardi et al., 1994). 

Not only in the United States, Europe and Asia are suffering the increased number of 

crimes committed in their communities, but more recently criminal behavior has also become a 

major social problem in South American countries, Bolivia particularly. Generally speaking, 

crime in South America is considered to affect the social, moral, and patrimonial integrity of a 

society. The function of the law is to prevent crime from occurring and if this does not work, the 

offender is then punished. This is the most important feature of the criminal justice system in 

South America and also the most complex. It has been noted that the preventing measures of 

crime are not working well and an increase in recidivism cases has been well documented 

(Garcia, 1982; Moscoso, 1995). 

Crime in Bolivia is also a very great concern (Andersen, 2002). The increased migration of 

people to the cities has incremented the rates of crime, air contamination, traffic congestion, loss 
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of family bonds, and a loss in traditional cultural practices and values (Balán, 1996). 

Furthermore, violent crime in Bolivia is exceptionally correlated with drug trafficking in many 

rural areas, yet the crime rates in the big cities of Bolivia are lower compared to those in other 

countries (i.e., South America and the United States) with the exception of Chile (see Gaviria 

and Pagés, 1999). Although crime rates in cities with more than one million residents are higher, 

this trend is not common in Bolivian cities.  

What is of greater concern is the increase of people’s desire to take the law into their own 

hands for three main reasons: 1) enforce the law, 2) act as police officers as a way of expressing 

their dissatisfaction with the official policing and justice system, and 3) protect their 

communities against crimes. Citizen security is an important component of Bolivian’s cities, yet 

the crisis Bolivia is facing is enormous, especially in terms of the legal system and corruption of 

many officials. Daniel Goldstein (2003) explains that lynching by an angry mob is occurring 

with increased frequency, particularly in the marginal areas (p. 23) this primarily due to police 

corruption and state inadequacy. As Caldeira (1996) has observed, people in these areas are 

looking for alternatives to the state’s own system of law enforcement. In the eyes of these 

people, it is not that these communities are “breaking the law”; they are protecting their people 

from “real” criminals. If the societal institutions are failing to provide the necessary protection to 

its members and instead is creating conflict, most likely, Caldeira argues that “legitimate forms 

of revenge and security are needed, therefore [the community is] likely to act on their own” 

(2000:209). Most interestingly, though, is the fact that this behavior is not being recorded by 

police departments and those that are protecting their community (emphasis added) are rarely 

charged for the violation of the law. It seems like the law is adapting to the behavior and 

conceptions of the defined society.  
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Although lynching has become a common behavior in Bolivia, not everybody practices it. 

Many rural communities still believe that taking the law in their own hands is deplorable, against 

the law, and most importantly, against cultural norms.  

Despite the fact that information about crime in Bolivia is modest, there is no explanation 

or an attempt to explain, as far as my knowledge, about the reasons why some people break the 

law, deviate, use alcohol and other drugs, or partake in other deviant behavior. This is where 

theories will attempt to explain people’s behavior, whether criminal or not. Moreover, we cannot 

forget that criminal behavior differs among different cultures, periods, individuals, and groups of 

individuals; yet there are some general agreements, sociologically and criminologically speaking, 

in terms of how to explain this conduct and to determine, to an extent, what is considered a 

criminal act. As Nuño and his colleagues state “[i]t is widely assumed that there is an enormous 

variability in [behavioral] crime, both in space and time” (p. 2927). 

Interest in deviant behavior has been soaring but understanding how crime occurs and what 

to do about it has been a concern. Although these details are intrinsically interesting, analytically, 

it is important to understand “how illegal activities carve their niche within the larger system of 

activities (Cohen and Felson, 1979: 592). Because crime is complex, its explanations require 

challenging answers (Bartol, 2002). The way criminologists visualize their field and its subject 

matter reflects their particular set of interests and values. Throughout the years criminologists 

have studied crime utilizing the sociological foundations of theory generating what is known as 

today as the scientific methods of criminology. These methods are regarded as theories to make 

assumptions and generalizations about certain behaviors and actions to explain a natural 

phenomenon.  In other words, sociology has influenced criminology more than any other 

academic discipline. Theories can be simple or complex, it depends on how relationships are 
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made in formulating them. They not only provide a framework for us to interpret the meanings 

of observed patterns but they help us to determine when these patterns are meaningful and when 

they are not.  

To accurately predict how and why crime occurs, researchers need information on a variety 

of sources such as psychological education, prior criminal behavior, family involvement, social 

adjustment, personal characteristics, social and economic environment, and the ethnic 

characteristics, among others. The best way to predict crime and criminal behavior is throughout 

the different sociologically based criminological theories. These theories seek different kinds of 

explanations of the criminal behavior depending essentially on the factors related to a particular 

phenomenon. No matter what type of explanation the theory will use, the main purpose of it is to 

predict criminal behavior and explicate the reasons of that conduct.  

Generally, theories have been mainly tested in the United States and European countries 

although there is a growing body of research in other societies.  For example, Social Learning 

theory has been tested in a large number of empirical studies within the United States, but there 

have also been some studies in Europe and Asia (see Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004). In most 

of those studies researchers found support for the theory. The same thing can be said for Social 

Bonding, Strain, and Self-Control theories. However, there are still relatively few studies of 

explanatory theories cross-culturally and there are many societies, especially in South American 

countries, in which there has been essentially no research testing theories of any kind and those 

developed in the United States in particular.  Moreover, there is virtually no research testing 

theories of crime and deviance cross-culturally using the same data collection instruments with 

the same measures in samples from different countries. 
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Purpose of the Study 

There are an extensive number of studies testing these four sociological based 

criminological theories of crime and deviant behavior within the United States (Agnew, 1985, 

1992; Akers, 1990; Cullen and Agnew, 2006; Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969); 

there are also a few cross-cultural studies as well (Boa et al., 2004; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 

2004; Broidy and Agnew, 1997; Hwang and Akers, 2003; Marenin and Reisig, 1995). However, 

this is the first study to understand the explanatory power of all four theories on college student 

criminal and deviant behavior in Bolivia and the United States.  Although in Bolivia some of the 

major theories are learned in college, particularly if the student is getting a degree in law (see 

Cajías, 1997), all the studies done have largely ignored the theoretical questions. Therefore, there 

is a lack of research dealing with assessing the different sociological based criminological 

theories on crime and deviance.  

The dissertation research here empirically tests four major theories of crime and deviance 

in Bolivia and the United States: Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime, Akers' 

Social Learning Theory, Hirschi’s Social Bonding theory, and Agnew’s General Strain Theory.  

Data was drawn from respondents from Bolivia (La Paz and Santa Cruz1) and from the 

United States. Both were administered the same survey instrument with the same measures of the 

same theoretical variables in approximately the same time frame2. The total sample size is 807 

college students. The key issue was to answer the question: will the theories account for variation 

is deviant behavior in both countries. 

                                                   
1 La Paz and Santa Cruz were chosen due to amount of students residing in those areas and two of the larger and 
important universities are located there. 

2 The idea of collecting data within the same time frame in Florida, La Paz, and Santa Cruz allowed a direct 
comparison with primary data of the relationships between theoretically defined variables, deviant behavior, and 
substance use among college students. 
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Literature review has shown that studies conducted in other nations testing the theories, 

whether individually or as a group, have found support for the theories; in other words the 

theories have same cross-nationally validity. However, this dissertation research is the first to 

test those theories in South America and the United States with exactly the same instruments and 

measures contemporaneously collected. This will allow for making a significant contribution to 

knowledge by providing a direct comparative test with primary data of the applicability of the 

main sociological based criminological theories. As noted this is very unusual. A self-report 

questionnaire was constructed for this project tapping the basic assumptions and concepts of self-

control, social learning, social bonding, and strain theories. Also it measured different deviant 

and criminal behaviors such as alcohol consumption, marijuana use, stealing objects, violence, 

and sexual behaviors.  

The Significance of the Study 

Little research in criminology, sociology, and criminal justice of any kind has been done in 

Latin American countries. The little research done mainly looks at variations of crime or it is just 

based on newspaper, and TV news about crime3. Through this dissertation project we see the 

importance of studying more deeply what is happening in Latin American countries and how we 

can apply the different criminological theories that have been already implemented in the United 

States. More importantly, the contribution of the dissertation project to our body of knowledge 

will not only provide new knowledge of crime and deviance in that part of the world but a direct 

and detailed cross-cultural comparison of the empirical validity of these theories that lie at the 

core of theoretical criminology. 

                                                   
3 Peer-reviewed articles are rare if non-existent in Bolivia and in the majority of South American countries. Mostly, 
professors and other professionals publish books. These books rarely include any theoretical explanation of crime or 
deviance. 
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The explanatory power of all four theories will be taken into consideration when 

comparing a developed country and an underdeveloped one. This dissertation evaluates this 

argument and seeks answers to questions that will provide a cross-cultural comparison and 

analysis of these four major criminological theories of deviance. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW: DEVIANT BEHAVIOR AND THEORETICAL 

PERSPECTIVES  

As was previously indicated the theories that are tested in this dissertation research 

are Michael Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime (Self-Control), 

Ronald Akers' Social Learning Theory, Robert Agnew’s General Strain Theory, and 

Travis Hirschi’s Social Bonding Theory. These theories are the most influential theories 

in criminology (Wright, 2000; Cullen et al. 2006) and their propositions and associated 

empirical tests continue to permeate both criminological and criminal justice literature in 

the United States as well as abroad (Vazsonyi et al., 2001). Furthermore, the theories 

have generated a great deal of interest and much controversy (see Akers, 1991; 1998; 

Sampson, 1992; Tittle, 1991; see special issue of Theoretical Criminology, 1999: vol. 3 

issue 4). 

The literature review here will present information on the following areas: a) 

literature related to general patterns of college students’ drug use and deviance in Bolivia 

and the United States; b) comparing the literature related to the variations in group rates 

of crime and deviance of college students between the United States and Bolivia; c) 

cultural differences in Bolivian and American societies; d) how these theories attempt to 

account for the motives why people break the law or are law-abiding citizens, which tries 

to answer the question of why social and legal norms are violated; e) comparing literature 

related to studies done testing these theories in other countries. 

To begin with, this chapter will examine the definitions of drug use and major types 

of criminal and deviant behavior in Bolivia, followed by those in the United States. This 

information on criminal and deviant behavior comes from both the cities of La Paz and 

Santa Cruz where the data were collected. This includes information about alcohol, 
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tobacco, and marijuana use, the most common drugs used in Bolivia. For each behavior, 

information is presented on frequency with which it is used.  

It will be followed by a thorough analysis of the different cultural and behavioral 

differences between college students in Bolivia and the United States. Lastly, while 

empirical research on self-control, social learning, strain, and social bonding theories and 

the linkage with criminal and deviant behavior is extensive in the United States, the 

empirical studies on the above issues in Bolivia are extremely rare and probably 

nonexistent. Therefore, this section, mainly, summarizes findings from American studies 

along with some research in other societies, mostly European and Asian. 

Definitions of Use, Abuse, and Types of Drugs in Bolivia 

There have been issues in regards to the appropriate definition or definitions of the 

word drug. The term can be defined in many ways, ranging from moral, religious, and 

even medical definitions. The Black’s Law Dictionary defines the word drug as: 

An article intended for use in the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment, or 
prevention of disease in man or other animals and any article other than food 
intended to affect the structure or any function of the body of man or other animals 
(pg. 446) 

Likewise, Akers (1992) defines drug as “any substance that has psychoactive, 

chemical, or medicinal effect when ingested and which is socially defined as a drug” (pg. 

15). Although the latter definition was more of a positive one, meaning that it assumed 

there is nothing wrong with drugs, the former is used to refer to both legal and illegal 

drugs, making the use of any substances for either lawful or unlawful purposes. The 

Bureau of Justice Statistics defines drug to be any chemical or chemicals that change the 

body function, and may alter its biological structure (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994). 
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The classification of drugs, whether legal or illegal, is similar in almost all 

countries, including Bolivia. Huascar Cajías defines drugs as “any substances that may 

alter the body function…that are dangerous” (1997:481). Although this definition is very 

vague, in Bolivia the word drug has a negative connotation; it is considered illegal and, if 

used, with harmful consequences. Legal drugs, as they are known in the United States, 

are called medicines. So culturally there are big differences in terms of the meaning of 

the word “drug”. Nonetheless, a drug is based on the neurochemical changes in the brain 

and the central nervous system. For any substance to be considered a drug, in Bolivian 

terms, society has to severely criticize its use; it should cause a negative physical or 

psychic change on the individual; and it has to be addictive (Cajías, 1997).  

In this study the most common non-medical and recreational drugs consumed by 

college students are included. The production and distribution of some of the drugs are 

illegal, with the exception of alcohol and tobacco (cigarettes) 1 and those prescribed as a 

medication. The pharmacological effects of the drugs are the same regardless of the 

society where they are consumed (Hwang, 2000). Most often, drug use depends on many 

factors including, among others, opportunity, peer pressure, personal desire, and 

dysfunctional relationships within the family. These patterns of behavior may vary across 

societies.  

Cigarette consumption and alcohol use in Bolivia are very common and widely 

accepted. The majority of young adults have tried cigarettes even before graduating from 

high school, making it the most used legal drug in Bolivia. Its consumption could be also 

attributed to the use of alcohol. Field observations and personal conversations have 

                                                   
1 In Bolivia the legal drinking age is 18; in the United States the legal drinking age is 21. The legal age to 
buy tobacco (cigarettes) in the United States is 18. In Bolivia there is not an age limit to buy tobacco.  
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shown that college and high school students are more likely to smoke a cigarette when 

drinking.  

Other drugs, such as cocaine, heroin, LSD, and ecstasy are rarely used by Bolivian 

college students compared to American students. It has been said that the use of one or 

more illegal or legal drugs is likely to be related to deviant behavior. For example, in a 

report by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1993), almost 50% of prison inmates had used 

illegal drugs in the month before the offense for which they were incarcerated and about 

30% were under the influence of drugs at the time of the crime. Most directly, it is a 

crime to use, possess, manufacture or distribute drugs classified as having a potential for 

abuse. Overall, though, the Bolivian sample has a lower level of exposure to drugs in 

general with a particular high level of cigarette, tranquilizer, and inhalant use than to 

American students. 

Table 2-1 provides a summary, from the National Institute of Statistics in Bolivia, 

(2006) for people incarcerated from 2000 through 2005 for using and/or possession of 

illicit drugs (this includes marijuana, cocaine, and crack cocaine). It can be noted from 

the data that the total number of arrests has increased more than quadruple since 2000 to 

2005. There is no doubt that substance use is an increasing problem for both male and 

females in Bolivia 

The table also provides a clear difference between the use and possession of drugs 

between males and females. Although female use and possession of drugs has increased 

from 43 cases in 2000 to almost 200 cases in 2005, male use and possession of drugs is 

extremely higher than that of females in every year.  
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Table 2-1. People Incarcerated by Gender 
   YEAR    
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Gender       
Males 195 231 420 521 643 755 
Females 43 31 86 104 118 196 
Total 238 262 506 625 761 951 
(Adapted from the INE (National Institute of Statistics) in Bolivia for years 2000-2005 by 
gender)  
 
Alcohol 

Alcohol use is a global phenomenon. According to Cajías (1997) alcohol use has 

different effects on individuals. These differences, he argues, can be explained through 

the following causes: 

a) Level of attraction that alcohol has on each individual; 

b) Effects of alcohol on individuals. Here some individuals could consume high levels 
of alcohol without experiencing any major change in their body or brain; and  

c) Quantity and quality of alcohol being consumed. 

For Cajías, most of the time, these causes can directly be correlated to crime, 

however, alcohol use is not the only substance related to deviant or criminal behaviors. 

“Alcohol alone does not cause crime”, infers Marteau (2008:12). Even though people 

may use alcohol for recreational purposes, they don’t have the compulsion to commit a 

crime. Therefore, alcohol can be considered as a “lubricant” to commit a crime. 

Drunkenness, according to Stoos is “a disease. We could think that we only need to 

rehabilitate the alcoholics…[but] this disease affects not only the community where the 

alcoholic lives, but it is the most common behavior seen in a community; it is also the 

cause of much of the crime known and unknown to the police” (Stoos, quoted in 

Villamor, 1991:23).  
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Alcohol is the most widely used substance in Bolivia and America today, 

particularly among adolescence and young adults. For example, Watson and Preedy 

(2003) reported that the amount and prevalence of alcohol consumption, per capita, 

between individuals 15 years of age and older was 3.35 for Bolivia in 1996. The INE (the 

National Statistics Institute) in Bolivia reported for 2000 and 2001 the number of 

poisoning cases due to alcohol for the urban areas and rural areas between the ages of 15 

and older; in the year 2000 there were 1520 cases in urban areas and 514 cases in rural 

areas; for 2001, 1572 cases for urban and 597 cases for rural areas. These numbers show 

an increased use of alcohol in urban areas where the access to this product is prevalent 

particularly for under age people. Culturally speaking, even though an individual has to 

be asked if he/she is 18 years old to be able to buy alcohol legally in Bolivia, anyone, 

regardless of their age can buy alcohol. Parents, particularly the father, send their kids as 

young as 6 years of age, to buy alcohol for them. As long as the kid can reach the counter 

he will be able to buy alcohol. This of course, increases the chances of teenagers to start 

drinking at early ages.  

In the United States, studies have shown that the use of alcohol may increase 

hostile behavior (Marteau, 2008; Reiss and Roth, 1993; White and Chen, 2002; Myner 

el., 1998, Wierson and Forehand, 1995). Many of the crimes committed have their roots 

in alcohol, and this has lead to an increase in the United States’ prison population 

(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994). Evidence of the association between alcohol and 

violence has been well documented. In sum, empirical research has consistently shown a 

relationship between alcohol use and aggressive behavior (Parker and Auerhahn, 1998; 

Taylor, 1983) in the United States, but little or nothing has been said in Bolivia.  
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In another study, Taxman and Piquero (1998) showed that alcohol use contributes 

to criminal offenses with a sample of Maryland offenders. Furthermore, Ge et al. (2001) 

argued that adolescents who smoke, drink and use illicit drugs are more likely to commit 

delinquent acts compared to those who do not smoke, drink or use illicit drugs. In a 

sample of 27,414 arrestees, Martin et al., (2001) found that almost 95% of the sample 

reported that they have tried alcohol at some point during their lives; approximately 52% 

of the sample had also consumed alcohol 72 hours prior to their arrest and almost 21% 

reported the use of alcohol at the time of their offenses. 

Cocaine 

The political and economic setting of Bolivia has been transformed by a flourishing 

cocaine industry, and by the increase of the military personnel from the United States to 

control and, eventually, to suppress it. Although coca leaf has long been legally grown in 

Bolivia and its use has never been a political or judicial problem, the explosive demand 

of cocaine has turned coca into a lucrative commodity for export (Andreas, 1992). For 

example, Colombia has bought coca paste from Bolivia, transported it to processing 

laboratories, and finally shipped the refined product to different illicit businesses and 

networks around the world, predominately the United States and European countries. It is 

evident that in Colombia this has caused a dramatic escalation in drug-related violence, 

particularly bribery (corruption within the government officials), intimidation, 

kidnappings, and murder, thus weakening civilian institutions.  

On the other hand, while coca shrub and the processing of its leaf into raw 

materials is common in Bolivia2, society has not seen an impact or boom in criminal 

                                                   
2 It is in the semitropical region called Chaparé, where in the 1960s, these lowlands, were supposed to 
support the agriculture development for the country. However, poor soil quality, scanty technological 
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activities compared to that in Colombia. Conversely, from the economic point of view, 

coca processing in Bolivia has increased both the economic revenues and job 

opportunities for many people, predominantly those living in rural areas. This, 

fortunately, has not caused an increase of violence in Bolivia, but an increase of 

corruption among governmental officials. Socio-politically, coca processing has 

exclusively influenced the political processes of decision making and activities related to 

drug control (Ambos, 1994; NACLA, 1996).  

Compared to other drugs, cocaine is a drug that does induce physical dependence 

and a significant psychological dependence (Taylor, 2002). The intense craving 

experienced is a result of the high levels of dopamine that is released during usage. 

Marijuana 

In Bolivia, within the past ten years, marijuana use (marihuana in Spanish) has 

increased noticeably, especially by young adults. It is also most likely to be smoked in 

hand-made cigarettes and in small pipes; the use of large pipes is not that common.  The 

use of marijuana has been widely discriminated against in many countries and therefore 

allows both college students and adults to use this substance as a way to rebel against 

society. This is why marijuana has maintained its bad reputation throughout history 

(Thles and Register, 1993).  

Marijuana, when smoked, is held in the lungs and absorbed directly to the 

bloodstream. It produces euphoria, relaxation, and an increase of appetite. In high doses, 

marijuana can produce fatigue and disorientation. Huascar Cajías argued that excessive 

use of marijuana can cause the users to commit violence, acts of brutality, and sexual 

                                                                                                                                                       
assistance, and lack of adequate infrastructure, made people to turn to coca. In the 1980s, the Chaparé 
became the heart of world coca production.  
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offences due to its excitability effects and the rational hindrance the drug causes to the 

individual (Taylor, 2002) 

The consumption of marijuana in Bolivia has never been common, especially 

during the 70s or 80s, even though Bolivia was one of the highest producers of Cannibas 

sativa. Its consumption became common during the late 90s because of the influence by 

the media, particularly due to cable TV. The inception of this new technology increased 

viewers’ amount of hours in front a TV set, mostly watching shows from overseas, 

primarily the United States. Although there are not any specific national statistics on the 

Bolivian college students’ consumption of marijuana, El Deber in 2007, a Bolivian 

newspaper, presented an article about the increase of marijuana usage in recent years. A 

survey conducted by a non-profit organization, SEAMOS, showed that 0.8% of the 

population consumes marijuana in 2007.3  

Culture 

Culture is the baseline and foundation of people’s identity (Escobar, 2002). Each 

society has its own religious and moral beliefs, political foundations, economic 

advantages and disadvantages, technology, philosophy, and regulations. Society’s 

members’ ways of living, thinking, feeling, and behaving are the different features and 

form a particular style. Bolivia and the United States are not the exception to this rule. In 

this sense, we can easily talk about the “Bolivian way of living” or the “American way of 

living”. Bolivians, as such, venerate the patriotic symbols, speak Spanish and other 

languages adapted from ancestors, value religion, parental values, among others 

(Moscoso, 1995). 

                                                   
3 Cocaine consumption is 0.6%. Bolivia has a total population of about 8,300,000 citizens and a population 
of about 1,300,000 adolescents between the ages of 17 and 24 (INE) 
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Since culture varies from place to place, the same happens with the ideas related to 

what is considered criminal or not criminal.  

While these variations are seen from society to society there is also variation within 

a society.   This is obvious in a multicultural, heterogeneous society such as the United 

States.  In it also true in Bolivia.  For example, there are three main “national cultures” 

(Gutierrez, 2006:101) that coexists together. Each of these cultures has their own history, 

economy, and particular national characteristics; these are: Mestiza (of mixed-race) 

Aymara-Quechua also called Kolla, the Chapaca, and Camba. Although marked 

differences exist between them4, in terms of delinquency, we can avow that delinquency 

rates are similar across the nation and the characteristics of offenders and the crimes 

committed are also parallel. One parameter to understand this similarity is by how the 

Mestiza, due to miserable living conditions, with lack of means and education, has had to 

migrate to the big cities (Gutierrez, 2006). This, in general terms, has affected the urban 

areas where “delinquency, social exclusion, and poverty have increased in the last years” 

(Valdivia, 2006:54) equally throughout Bolivia. It is plausible to attribute this increase of 

social problems, equally across Bolivia, to the increase of population size in big cities 

(Cajías, 1997).  

It seems like, culture does not only change the different patterns of behavior (norms 

of behaving) within a particular society or societies, but also it changes the legal system.  

                                                   
4 Cultural differences between the cultures refers to ways of dressing, consumption of traditional foods, 
language, (i.e., pronunciation and use of some words with different meanings), and ways of behaving. It is 
also needed to say that there are some feelings of antipathy, particularly, between Mestizos and Cambas. 
This, however, does not have any effect on delinquency or crime; this based on personal experience. 
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Why Do We Need to Explain Criminal and Delinquency Behavior in the U.S. and 
Bolivia? 

It is important to spend some time here showing the importance and value of the 

different explanatory theories of crime and delinquency behavior. The sociological and 

criminological tendencies have influenced and have an impact on the development of 

different approaches in the explanation of crime and deviance (Cajías, 1996; Reid, 2006). 

The study of the causes of crime is important to sociology and criminology and these are 

based mainly in the importance of social factors that may affect the individuals’ behavior 

in a particular region. Sue Titus Reid argues that “[i]t is difficult to develop theories that 

explain human behavior, especially criminal behavior, because the behavior varies and 

the participants are different in characteristics, experiences, and backgrounds” 

(emphasis added) (p. 120:2006).  

This clearly shows that even when theories are being developed in a particular 

region, with particular interests on their communities, the United States as an example, 

these approaches may only illustrate the different explanations of crime and deviance in 

that region. There is every reason to believe that the citizens of the world, through their 

respective characteristics already mentioned by Reid, may behave differently than what is 

predicted by the different theoretical approaches. Despite these arguments, different 

theorists have expressed their support, mainly through four theories of crime and 

deviance, that the explanations of criminal behavior that focus on the individual and 

his/her characteristic is not culture-bound to American societies (Reichel, 2005).   

The question still remains whether or not the theories are not only applicable to a 

specific culture; in fact a good amount of research has been done outside the United 

States to test the theories’ applicability.   
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Hirschi (1969) and Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) claim that all people would 

naturally commit crimes if left to their own devices; this is the baseline for social control 

theory. Social control theory focuses on trying to explain that most people have special 

controlling forces that restrain them from committing crimes (see Reid, 2006). When 

those forces break down the result is crime and other deviant behaviors. Control theorists 

share a conviction that deviant behavior is to be expected (Williams and McShane, 2004) 

and what needs to be explained is “Why do people obey rules?” (Hirschi, 1969:10). 

While unsocialized humans will simply act out their desires, it is the presence of other 

people that necessitates those behaviors being controlled. According to the social bonding 

version of control theory, control is said to come from the individual’s bonds to society, 

and self-control theory shows it coming from the individual’s level of self-control.  

Social Bonding Theory 

For most criminologists, Hirschi’s social bonding theory proposes that “delinquent 

acts result when an individual’s bond to society is weak or broken” (Hirschi, 1969:16). 

The assumption of the theory is that deviant behavior is lessened when people have 

strong bonds with other members of society. It is an individual’s ties to social institutions 

that inhibit or control them from committing deviant acts.  Strong social bonds prevent 

people from committing a delinquent behavior (Felson, 1987). 

The four main elements of social bonds are: attachment, commitment, involvement 

and belief. Hirschi argues that the stronger these elements with parents, neighbors, adults 

and peers are, the more the individual’s behavior is controlled and maintained in 

conformity, and the less likely the opportunity for the individual to commit crime. On the 

other hand, the weaker these elements are, the weaker the social bonds are, and the more 

likely the individual will commit crime. Another important aspect of this theory is that 
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these elements are inter-correlated, meaning, the weakening of one will probably weaken 

the others (Akers, 1999; Yablonsky, 2000).  

Attachment  

Refers to the close affection ties to others, admiration of them and identification 

with them. This is the most important element of social bong. It represents strength to the 

person’s ties to others. According to this element, if individuals are insensitive to others’ 

opinion, the more likely the individual is going to commit a crime, because they are less 

compelled by the norms (Akers, 1999). Hirschi argues that attachment to individuals, 

such as parents, is important in controlling delinquent tendencies and maintaining 

conformity. The important aspect is the attachment to people, not necessarily the 

character of the person that the individual is attached to: “The more one respects or 

admires one’s friends, the less likely one is to commit delinquent acts” (1969:152). 

Commitment 

 Refers to the extent to which individuals have built up an investment in 

conventionality and can be jeopardized or lost if they engage in deviant behavior. This is 

the rational element of the bond. It refers to what extent is the personal bond to 

conformity, because of the rewards available to obey the rules. According to this element, 

people develop a stake in their education, reputation or building careers investments such 

as a job or family are in line. When people are faced with the decision to commit a 

criminal act, they weigh what they can lose and what they can gain if they commit a 

crime.  

Involvement  

Refers to an individual’s involvement in conventional activities, e.g., leisure 

activities, spend time with parents, friends, athletic clubs, and participation in legitimate 
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extracurricular activities. Similar to the old saying “Idle hands are the work of the devil”, 

this component states that if one is busy doing constructive activities, then they are less 

prone to become involved in deviant or criminal activities.  This is evident in youth 

groups such as the YMCA, Boy Scouts of America and various other extra-curricular 

groups. The more the individuals’ involvement in conventional activities, the less likely 

they are believed to get in trouble or commit crime. If the individual is busy doing other 

conventional things, they will not have time to commit crime. 

Belief  

Refers to the belief of legitimacy of conventional values and norms. Hirschi argues 

that this element does not refer to the belief about specific norms or laws; it is just the 

belief of general norms or laws. This component is based on the assumption that the 

majority of society still has reasonable moral and ethical convictions.  It states that 

members of society will refrain from deviant or criminal acts because of a belief system 

ingrained upon them.   For the majority of people this would be a religion.  However, 

regardless of religion, a large portion of society still has strong moral and ethical values 

that deter crime. Hirschi argues that the less a person believes the individual should obey 

the rules, the more likely the individual is to violate them. 

Hirschi (1969) tested his control theory with a self-report survey administered to 

4,000 high school students in California. He found that youth with more attachment to 

parents were less likely to show deviant behavior. In regard of commitment, Hirschi 

found that commitment to conventional values was related to good behavior. When the 

students were involved in conventional activities, they were less likely to deviate. 

Agnew (1985) explored this theory in a study of almost 1,900 male youths. The 

juveniles were first interviewed in the tenth grade and then again in the eleventh grade. 
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For involvement, he found it to be stable over the two-year period. However, attachment 

to parents, school grade and commitment explained only 2% of the variation in 

delinquency. Agnew described this finding as the result of the maturation of the children 

and therefore the importance of the bonds may become diminished overtime. In another 

study, the attachment between the child and the parent was found to not be correlated 

with delinquency, and the involvement in school-related activities and delinquency were 

negatively related (Greenberg, 1999). 

In another study, Krohn and Massey (1980) explored the four elements of social 

bonding theory. A self-report questionnaire was administered to a sample of students in 

grades 7 through 12 in three Midwestern states. The overall explanatory power of the 

four elements of the theory was found to be moderate. For example, commitment was 

partially significant in the explanation of deviant behavior, this due to different effects on 

deviant behavior for males and females: commitment was strongly correlated with female 

deviant behavior. Likewise, the beliefs variables were significantly correlated with 

female deviant behavior. For males, attachment is a stronger predictor of crime. This 

study suggests that the different elements of social bonding may have different 

explanatory power determined by the characteristics of the sample. The authors argued 

that “[it was obtained] greater explained variance for female deviance than for 

males…this could be a change in the female role in our society” (1980:542). 

Cernkovich and Giordano (1987), proposed to study more precisely family 

interaction mechanisms which are associated with delinquency involvement. The family, 

they assumed, “is a major arena for social interaction, personal growth, and social and 

emotional maturation” (1987:298). Data was collected in 1982 from a sample of 
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adolescents living in private households in a metropolitan area. A total of 942 interviews 

were successfully completed. A four-way analysis of variance presented a significant sex 

difference. Interestingly enough, male adolescents reported a higher mean level of caring 

and trust, while female adolescents reported more conflict with parents. None of the 

family factors differed significantly by home status; weakening the idea that broken 

homes, female-headed homes, or those with stepfathers are necessarily negative (see 

Datesman and Scarpitti, 1975; Hardt and Peterson-Hardt, 1977).   

General Theory of Crime: Self-Control 

Hirschi moved away from, but did not entirely abandon social bonding theory, and 

focused on the concept of low self-control in collaboration with Gottfredson –

Gottfredson and Hirschi argued that their general theory of crime can explain all crime at 

all times (1990)5. Once again they sought to answer what stops crime, not what causes it. 

Their answer to crime is simple: crime and analogous behaviors (e.g. accidents, smoking, 

drinking, use of drugs, and defaulting on debts) are gratifying and the condition that 

separates criminals from noncriminals in childhood and throughout life is low self-

control. Having low self-control increases the likelihood that an individual will be unable 

to resist the easy, immediate gratification that crime and analogous behavior presents in 

everyday life.  

                                                   
5 Gottfredson and Hirschi have explained self-control in the following manner “criminal acts are subset of 
acts in which the actor ignores the long-term negative consequences that flow from the act itself (e.g., the 
health consequences of drug use), from the social or familial consequences (e.g., a spouse’s reaction to 
infidelity), or from the state (e.g., the criminal justice response to robbery). All acts that share this feature, 
including criminal acts, are therefore likely to be engaged in by individuals unusually sensitive to 
immediate pleasure and insensitive to long-term consequences. The immediacy of the benefits of crime 
implies that they are obvious to the actor, that no special skill or learning is required. The property of 
individuals that explains variation in the likelihood of engaging in such acts we call self-control” (1994:1-
2) 
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According to Gottfredson and Hirschi low self-control should predict any criminal 

or deviant behavior in all cultural and racial groups, “cultural variability is not important 

in the causation of crime [and] that we should look for constancy rather than variability in 

the definition of causes of crime… [The general theory of crime] can encompass the 

reality of cross-cultural differences in crime rates” (1990:174-75). 

Not only is cultural variability not important according to the authors, but also 

crime does not require deprivation or peer influence; these aspects say little about an 

individual’s biological past. These important elements that are explained by Gottfredson 

and Hirschi are the principal reason why this theory needs to be tested in a different 

setting. Furthermore, the authors argue that nearly all crimes are mundane, simple, trivial, 

easy acts intended to satisfy desires of the moment. The nature of crime results from the 

characteristics of offenders. The intention to commit a crime does not in itself assure a 

successful result. 

Among completed crimes, however, the average loss is remarkably small and 

provides a small or short-term benefit compared to stable and honest employment, “crime 

implies interest in immediate, easy gratification of short-term desire” (p. 28). Gottfredson 

and Hirschi defined the propensity to commit antisocial behavior as low self-control, that 

is, people with low self-control are “impulsive, insensitive, physical, risk taking, short 

sighted, and nonverbal” (1990:90). 

Gottfredson and Hirschi defined self-control when they differentiate it with 

criminality. For them, self-control changes in the extent to which individuals are 

restrained from criminal acts, whereas criminality suggests that individuals change in the 

extent to which they are compelled to crime. By the same token, low self-control is 
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similar to the idea that criminal acts require no special capabilities, needs or motivations; 

therefore they are available to everyone. On the other hand criminality suggests that 

criminal acts require special people for their completion, which for Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, it is not possible (Jones and Quisenberry, 2004). Like analogous behaviors, 

crime is due to low self-control, which in turns derives from ineffective socialization in 

which parents have failed to monitor, recognize, and punish the unhealthy behavior.  

In regards to the question of how self-control is measured, Gottfredson and Hirschi 

suggested that a child’s upbringing be examined. The major cause of low self-control 

happens to be ineffective child-rearing, so in order to teach the child self-control someone 

must: first, monitor the child’s behavior; second, recognize deviant behavior when it 

occurs; and third punish that behavior. If parents do not supervise their children, the 

child’s likelihood of having low self-control is high. 

Many parents fail to socialize their children as a consequence of their own 

inadequate socialization. Parents are not the only ones capable of socializing a child, 

however; the school system is responsible as well. School has several advantages 

compared with the family as a socializing institution because it can monitor the behavior 

of the children more effectively (i.e. teacher’s control over his/her students) than a child’s 

parents and this monitoring will help to recognize the deviant behavior of the child. The 

goal of every school is to maintain order and discipline, and in doing so, punish deviant 

behavior. 

Consequently, although Gottfredson and Hirschi do not explicitly enumerate the 

elements of self-control6, it is suggested, by their extensive explanation of the theory, that 

                                                   
6 Gottfredson and Hirschi do enumerate the elements of Self-Control (see 1990:89-90), but do not define 
elements of Low Self-Control.  
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there are six elements that make up for low-self control. First, those with high levels of 

self-control are more likely to recognize that crimes and deviant behaviors provide short 

term benefits. This component appears to be impulsivity.  

Second, as argued by Gottfredson and Hirschi, the idea of lacking diligence and the 

preference of easy and simple gratification are the characteristics of individuals with low-

self control. The authors argue that any deviant behavior “provides money without work, 

sex without courtship, revenge without court delay” (1990:89). This can be translated to 

the idea that low self-control is based on simple tasks. 

Third, those with self-control are less likely to be adventurous; rather they are 

cautions of what they do. On the other hand, those with low self-control present 

characteristics of seeking exciting, risky, and thrilling behavior. This component seems to 

be a risk-seeking element. 

Fourth, low self-control embraces a preference for physical activity rather than 

cognitive or mental activity. Since those with low self-control prefer activities that are 

physical, rather than mental, it is assumed that committing a crime will be require as well 

little skills or planning. The authors argue that with proper parenting adding in more 

cognitive activities, this will lead to higher self control, thus lower criminality or deviant 

behavior 

Fifth, Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that “people with low self-control tend to be 

self-centered, indifferent, or insensitive to the suffering others” (1990:89). This translates 

to our fifth element of being self-control. Sixth, people with high self-control are more 

likely to be tolerant for frustration and have higher ability to respond to conflict; this will 

be termed as a temper component. Meaning, the less self-control an individual has the 
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more likely the individual will show irritation and dissatisfaction that can lead to deviant 

behavior.   

Research has shown that self-control relates not only to criminal behavior but also 

analogous or imprudent behavior (Sorenson and Brownfield, 1995; Vold et al., 2002). For 

example Jones and Quisenberry (2003) conducted a research on a sample of 254 college 

students’ risky driving behaviors (driving while intoxicated, not wearing seatbelts, or 

speeding) and found support for the general theory of crime. When self control was high, 

the frequency of each of these risky driving behaviors decreased regardless of age, race, 

or sex. Another important finding that supported the theory was in regards to the variable 

risk of sex: researchers found that people with high self-control engage in fewer 

hazardous sexual behaviors.  

Similarly, Vazsonyi and Crosswhite (2004) with a sample collected from rural and 

low socioeconomic status public schools that included grades 7-12, found that low self-

control was consistently predictive of deviance for both males and females. In a recent 

study done by Turner, Piquero, and Pratt (2005) which tested poor parental supervision, 

parental discipline, neighborhood socialization, and school socialization on self-control, it 

was discovered that in terms of parental supervision, mothers who self-reported 

involvement in criminality, and mothers who were not married had lower levels of self-

control. In consequence this had an effect on the future behavior of their children. 

Piquero and Tibbetts (1996), examined self-control predictors on almost 650 college 

students; the results, as predicted by the theory, provided evidence of the relationship 

between criminal behavior and self-control.  
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Another example of self=control theory is the study by Piquero et al., (2006). The 

purpose of this study was to examine whether self-control related to violent offending 

and homicide victimization. Using data from a sample of offenders paroled from the 

California Youth Authority during the 1980s and following them for five consecutive 

years post parole, the authors were able to assess two key findings: first, low self-control 

was related to both violent offending and homicide victimization. Analysis indicated that 

self-control had no effect on any death; self-control appeared to predict certain kinds of 

deaths (i.e. homicide) as opposed to more general kinds of death. Low self-control was 

not the only variable that was related to violent offending and homicide victimization. 

Second, being a certain race, starting offending at an early age, accumulating more 

offenses in the follow-up period, age at release, and sample composition also predicted 

violent offending, while street time, being a certain race, and sample composition 

predicted homicide victimization. 

In addition to other studies, researches have shown little or some support for 

Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory. Paternoster and Brame (1997) tested 

Gottfredson and Hirschi’s self-control and Moffitt’s developmental theory. They 

examined whether the added complexity of a developmental theory of crime is preferable 

to that more general theory. Here, the authors argue that self-control theory adopts a more 

static approach and that prior criminal offending has no casual effect on current 

offending. On the contrary developmental theories are more complex and assume a 

general causality and adopt a more dynamic position about the relationship between 

changes in life circumstances and changes in crime. These theories were tested using a 

sample from the National Youth Survey. The authors could not find any evidence for a 
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pure general model or pure developmental model of crime. Their findings showed that 

patterns of crime are more similar than different and that allows for a causal effect of the 

past offending and life experiences on future criminality.  

With data obtained from adolescents incarcerated in the California Youth 

Authority, Cauffman et al., (2005) tested whether or not psychological and 

neuropsychological factors can interrelate with self-control variables. Gottfredson and 

Hirschi believe that “[individuals] who develop strong self-control are unlikely to commit 

criminal acts throughout their lives, regardless of their other personality 

characteristics…self-control is the only enduring personal characteristic predictive of 

criminal behavior” (1990:111). As Gottfredson and Hirschi hypothesize, low self-control 

is a significant predictor of deviant behavior. Likewise, biological and 

neuropsychological factors were also found to be significant in predicting criminal 

behavior. As a result, the findings both support and refute Gottfredson and Hirschi’s 

contentions. This implies that criminal behavior may be understood by multiple 

measures, including those from self-control, psychological, and neuropsychological. 

In a related study, Harbin et al., (2006) tested the theory using a longitudinal data 

collected on approximately 750 African American children and their primary caregivers. 

In this study the authors wanted to see if self-control fully mediates the effect of 

parenting on delinquency. Gottfredson and Hirschi see effective parenting as a main 

cause of criminal behavior, meaning that its effect on crime should operate solely through 

self-control. Harbin et al., explain this by saying “…self-control theory maintains that 

once levels of self-control are developed and fixed within individuals…parental efficacy 

should play no role in explaining criminal behavior”(2006:358). The study showed a 
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positive association between involvement in delinquency and self-control, as predicted by 

the theory. On the other hand, self-control partially explains the negative effect of 

parental efficacy on delinquency. That is, authoritative parenting continued to have a 

negative, direct effect on delinquency and parental efficacy directly influenced 

delinquency.  

A very modest number of non-American studies have empirically tested the general 

theory of crime in other societies. For example, Marenin and Reisig (1995) tested the 

explanation of the general theory of crime in Nigeria and argued that, contrary to self-

control theory, many Nigerians live in conditions of poverty and have few legitimate 

opportunities; the majority of the Nigerians do not engage in serious, violent crime. Many 

individuals are essentially induced by opportunities or forced by their life situations to 

commit criminal acts in order to survive or they engage in crime as a form of social 

protest. In regards to economic crime, the authors argue that in Nigeria practically 

everyone engages in such acts, therefore we would think that Nigerians have extreme low 

levels of low self-control, based on the assumptions of the self-control theory.    

In 1997, Nakhaie et al., using a survey of senior and junior high schools in Canada, 

tested the relationship between self-control, social control, gender, age, and ethnicity. 

Results showed a strong support for Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory; self-control was 

the strongest predictor of all types of delinquency, especially risk-seeking and impulsivity 

measurements of delinquency. Social control interacted with the self-control variables 

and was also able to predict crime as suggested by the control theories. Lastly, gender 

and ethnicity were able to predict delinquency even after controlling for self and social-

control variables.  
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In a similar study completed in Canada, LaGrange and Silverman (1999) tested 

Gottfredson and Hirschi’s self-control theory of crime as an explanation of gender 

differences in delinquency using a sample of about two thousand Canadian secondary 

school students. To measure self control, the authors used predictors such as impulsivity, 

risk-seeking, temper, self-centered, and carelessness. Results provided a partial support 

for the general theory of crime, revealing relationships between measures of self-control 

and delinquency that vary by magnitude across genders and for different offense types.  

In a related study done by Vazsonyi et al., (2004), the authors examined the 

measurement of low self-control and low self-control-deviance relationship in a sample 

of 335 Japanese late adolescents. Grasmick and his colleagues (1993) self-control scale 

and the normative deviance scale (NDS) were used. Low self-control was a consistent 

predictor for both crime and analogous behavior. The study provided evidence that 

supports Grasmick and colleagues’ (1993) low self-control measure as a reliable indicator 

of low self-control in Japanese late adolescents. It also provided evidence that low self-

control was best represented as a multidimensional construct rather than a unidimensional 

construct as proposed by Gottfredson and Hirschi. In regard to the gender variable, as 

predicted by the theory, no differences were found between males and females in the 

study. Analyses between the Japanese and United States late adolescents data found no 

difference between the two, in other words evidence of great similarity across groups was 

found, especially for males. The low self-control-deviance relationship was also not 

different in the two samples of late adolescents from Japan and the US.  

In Lviv, Ukraine Antonaccio and Tittle (2006) tested the predictive strength of self-

control. Data used for this study came from a random sample of 500 adults ages 18 and 
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older. The idea in this study was to explore further “how [other] variables may interrelate 

with self-control in the production of criminal behavior” (2006:479). For the authors, 

morality may exercise a powerful influence on human behavior; therefore, investigating 

the interrelationship between self-control and morality could be useful.  

In another study conducted by Tittle and Botchkovar (2005); data was collected 

from a non-random face-to-face interviews with adults approached in a Russian city in 

2002. A total of 224 adults were interviewed. The authors argue that Gottfredson and 

Hirschi’s self-control theory contends that misconduct can be predicted from self-control, 

being the main element of constraint for individuals. Furthermore, the theorists argue, 

everyone is more or less equally attracted to deviance because it is inherently gratifying, 

yet depending on the degree of self-control, individuals are differentially constrained 

from deviating. Tittle and Botchkovar infer that “the effects of self-control on crime are 

due to the tendency of those with low self-control to fail to anticipate costly long-term 

consequences of misbehavior” (2005:336-337). Their analysis showed that the self-

control relationship to crime is not “fundamental but instead overshadowed by criminal 

attraction” (p. 337). Even though the findings suggested that the theory is not culturally 

bound, the assumption of the self-control predictions on criminal behavior can be 

questionable, especially when looking at criminal attractions. Failure to anticipate costly 

long-term consequences does not appear to be the mediating link between self-control 

and criminal behavior.  

Özbay in 2008 also examined how self-control theory predicted Turkish college 

students’ deviant behavior and if self-control theory would have the same impact on a 

non Western culture. The theory argues that individuals with low self control combined 
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with the opportunity would actually act upon a deviant situation over those individuals 

who had higher self control. The analysis tested six behaviors: physical activities, risk 

seeking, self-centeredness, simple tasks, temper, and impulsivity. Özbay found that the 

relationship to low self control and actual deviance was highly significant.   

Vazsonyi et al., (2001) with data gathered from a total of 8,417 adolescents tested 

self-control in four different countries: Hungary, Netherlands, Switzerland, and the 

United States. As suggested by the theory, the self-control measures appeared to work in 

all four countries. Statistically, the study provided evidence of a successful measure of 

deviance cross-nationally. The findings were consistent with what Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990) predicted in the general theory of crime, that is, constancy of what 

predicts deviance across cultures (Vazsonyi et al., 2001:120). 

This research indicates that self-control theory has some applicability to societies in 

addition to the United States.   However, I have been unable to find any published 

research on the effect of self-control on crime and deviance in a South American society.   

Different dimensions will be used to measure self-control variables to test the 

effects of self-control on substance use and violent behavior in both US and Bolivia.  

Social Learning Theory 

Social learning theory has its roots in Edwin Sutherland’s Differential Association 

Theory. Sutherland argued differential social organization as the cause of differences in 

group or societal crime rates (macro-level explanation of crime). Although he presented 

the idea of differential social organization, he did not elaborate it in its concepts. He only 

focused his efforts in explaining differential association as a theory of individual 

differences in crime.  
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The final version of differential association was presented in 1947 (Sutherland, 

1947). Sutherland identified the principle of differential association as the “process where 

people learn definitions favorable to violating the law in excess to the definitions 

unfavorable to violating the law” (Akers, 1998:26). A person becomes delinquent 

because of an excess of definitions favorable to violations of law over definitions 

unfavorable to violations. These definitions and patterns, according to Sutherland, can be 

learned from both criminals and noncriminals. In other words, Sutherland argued that 

people learn criminal behavior in a process of symbolic interaction with others 

(especially those in primary groups). This behavior is learned in interaction with other 

persons in a process of communication and this interaction can present both criminal and 

noncriminal patterns (deviate or conform to the rules), techniques, motivations, and 

definitional stances towards legal norms. Besides this interaction presented in the 

everyday life, there are other factors that are present when crime occurs or does not 

occur, these are: opportunity, intensity and availability of alternative behaviors. When 

criminal behavior is learned, the learning includes (a) techniques of committing crime, 

which are sometimes very complicated, sometimes simple; (b) the specific direction of 

the motives drives rationalizations and attitudes. Furthermore, this differential association 

varies in frequency, duration, priority, and intensity, which means associations with 

criminal behavior and/or association with conventional behavior (Sutherland, 1947).  

Burgess and Akers (1966) reformulated the theory and integrated it with principles 

of operant conditioning and behavioral reinforcement paying more attention to the 

mechanisms and processes of conforming and deviant behavior. The rationale of Burgess 

and Akers was to modify Sutherland’s theory and make it more applicable and testable. 
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They started by examining each of the nine differential association statements. The 

authors modified them into only seven statements7. They called this revision “Differential 

Association-Reinforcement Theory”. Burgess and Akers argued that the criminal 

behavior is learned and maintained in both social and nonsocial situations 

Akers subsequently developed the theory further, most often referring to it as 

Social Learning Theory (Akers, 1996). The basic assumption for Social Learning Theory 

is that the “same learning process, operating in a context of social structure, interaction, 

and situation produces both conforming and deviant behavior” (Akers, 1998, p. 50). The 

theory focuses on four major concepts: definition, differential association, differential 

reinforcement, and imitation. In other words, the theory argues that the criminal and 

deviant behavior are likely to occur when, on balance, the combined effects of these four 

variables initiate and strengthen nonconforming over conforming behaviors. 

Definitions  

These are general definitions that reflect overall religion, moral and other 

conventional values and norms that are favorable to conforming behavior and 

                                                   
7 Burgess and Akers reformulated the Sutherland’s nine elements into seven. The seven elements reads 
(Akers, 1998:45) 

1. Criminal behavior is learned according to the principles of operant conditioning. 
2. Criminal behavior is learned both in nonsocial situation that are reinforcing or discriminative 

and through that social interaction in which the behavior of the other person is reinforcing or 
discriminative for criminal behavior. 

3. The principal part of the learning of criminal behavior occurs in those groups which comprise 
the individual’s major source of reinforcement. 

4. The learning of criminal behavior, including specific techniques, attitudes, and avoidance 
procedures, is a function of the effective and available reinforcers, and the existing 
reinforcement contingencies. 

5. The specific class of behaviors which are learned and their frequency of occurrence are a 
function of the reinforcers which are effective and available, and the rules or norms by which 
these reinforcers are applied. 

6. Criminal behavior is a function of norms which are discriminative for criminal behavior, the 
learning of which takes place when such behavior is more highly reinforced than non criminal 
behavior. 

7. The strength of criminal behavior is a direct function of the amount, frequency, and 
probability of its reinforcement. 
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unfavorable to committing any deviant behavior. Specific definitions that reflect the 

meanings that one applies to a particular behavior (orient the person to particular acts or 

series of acts (Akers, 1997:65 and Haynie, 2002).  

Differential Association  

Refers to the process by which individuals operate in different social contexts 

(primary groups as well as secondary groups), become exposed to, and finally learn 

definitions favorable and unfavorable to criminal and conforming behavior. These are 

patterns of interaction with others who are the sources of definitions either favorable or 

unfavorable to law violating behavior. This varies according to duration, intensity, and 

priority, but includes both direct and indirect transmissions (such as from more distant 

reference groups). According to Akers (1997:64); 

Differential association has both behavioral interactional and normative dimension. 
The interactional dimension is the direct association and interaction with others 
who engage in certain kinds of behavior, as well as the indirect association and 
identification with more distant reference groups. The normative dimension is the 
different patterns of norms and values to which an individual is exposed through 
this association. The groups with which one is in differential association provide 
the major social context in which all mechanisms of social learning operate.  

 Differential Reinforcements 

Refer to anticipated and actual consequences (rewards and punishment) of 

engaging in certain behaviors (criminal and noncriminal). Akers argues that positive and 

negative reinforcers tend to increase or decrease the likelihood that a certain behavior 

will occur. People normally do things that they believe will result in rewards or will avoid 

in the future if punishment were the consequences. Thus, people also do not do things 

that they think will result in punishment. Thus, social learning states (Akers, 1997: 66); 

Differential reinforcement refers to the balance of anticipated or actual rewards and 
punishments that follow or are consequences of behavior. Whether the individual 
will refrain from or commit a crime at any given time depends on the past, present, 
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and anticipated future rewards and punishments for their actions. Reinforcers and 
punisher can be non-social. However, whether or not these effects are experienced 
positively or negatively are contingent upon previously learned expectations. There 
may be a physiological basis for the tendency of some individuals more than others 
to find certain form of deviant behavior intrinsically rewarding.  

 Imitation 

Refers to the “modeling” of certain behaviors. This modeling occurs by observing 

others’ actions (i.e. social groups or other sources). According to Akers, imitation tends 

to be more important in the initial stages of the learning deviant behavior, and less 

important in the maintenance and/or cessation of the behavior. Furthermore, behavior is 

strengthened through rewards or avoidance of punishment (Akers et al., 1979). Whether 

or not a behavior will be imitated depends on the characteristics of the person being 

observed, the behavior the person engages in, and the observed consequences of that 

behavior. 

Research has also shown support for the Social Learning Theory’s variables. For 

example, Akers et al., (1979) tested Social Learning Theory on a self-report questionnaire 

to almost 3,100 respondents (males and females) attending grades 7 through 12. The 

authors argued that social learning is complementary to other sociological theories and 

could be used to achieve more comprehensive explanations of criminal behavior. Results 

provided support for the Social Learning Theory of students alcohol and drug use when 

looking to abstinence/frequency of use. The model explained 55% of the variance in 

drinking behavior and 68% of the use of marijuana. 

In 1989, Akers et al., decided to test the theory on a sample of older adults. The 

authors argued that “the social learning explanation examined here is applied to the 

whole range of alcohol behavior, abstinence, drinking, and high frequency/quantity of 

drinking, among the elderly” (1989:626). Results showed that all of the drinking 



 
 

52 

measures were moderately to strongly related to each of the social learning variables with 

the exception of the general definition variable - this variable measured religiosity, 

beliefs, and morals. The authors confirmed that the “social learning model applies very 

well to the drinking and abstinence behavior of elderly men and women, just as it has 

been shown to do with adolescents” 1989:631).  

In another study, Skinner and Fream (1997) examined the lifetime, past year, and 

past month occurrence of five illegal computer activities and the ability of social learning 

to explain these behaviors. They administered a questionnaire to a sample of 581 

undergraduates at a Southern university. The authors found that measures of differential 

association, differential reinforcement/punishment, definitions, and sources of imitation 

were significantly related to computer crime. For example, associating with friend who 

participated in computer crime is the strongest predictor of piracy and the computer crime 

index.  

Social learning theory was also put side by side with other theories to see if its 

variables could explain the variance in deviant behavior more or less than other theories. 

For example, in 1990, Akers compared rational choice, deterrence, and social learning 

theories. He determined that “[t]he basic ideas and central positions of deterrence and 

rational choice theories…have already been captured in the social learning approach to 

deviant and criminal behavior” (1990:675). Furthermore, Akers argued that social 

learning is not only tapping those concepts integrated on these two theories, but it has 

also incorporated new concepts and processes that the other two never did8. In addition to 

the previous study, Conger (1976) compared and studied social learning and social 

                                                   
8 See Akers. Rational Choice, Deterrence, and Social Learning Theory in Criminology: The Path not 
Taken, in The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 81:653-676 
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control and how each would predict delinquent behavior. The results from the study 

showed that the social learning measures further specify the control perspective.   

There is a large body of research that lends fairly strong support for social learning 

theory (see Akers and Sellers, 2004; Akers and Jensen, 2006) that includes some 

conducted outside North America. For example, Hwang and Akers (2003) conducted 

research comparing Social Learning and self-control, and Social Bonding Theory in 

South Korea in order to explain students’ drug use. The findings indicated that the social 

learning variables strongly explained both drinking and smoking behaviors among 

Korean young adults (58% of the variance in alcohol use, and 67% of the variance in 

tobacco use). These levels of explained variances are as high as or higher than the levels 

found in tests of social learning models on young adults drug use in the United States. In 

regards to the social bonding and self-control models, the latter appear to have a 

moderate explanatory power (15% and 20% of the variance explained in alcohol and 

tobacco use respectively). The former explained about 12% of the variance in alcohol use 

and tobacco use. When the authors examined the relative explanatory power of the 

independent variables from each of the theories placed in the same regression model, the 

differential peer association variable had the strongest effect on teenage drinking and 

tobacco use in all of the models. Only one or two social bonding and self-control 

variables showed significant effects. 

In another study Kandel and Adler (1982) examined the correlates of marijuana use 

among adolescents in France and the United States using social learning variables as a 

tool to explain this difference, if there was any. The statistical analyses showed that 

marijuana use itself was associated with similar characteristics in each country (e.g. users 
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are less likely to attend religious events, more likely to be distant from their parents); 

however, the modeling effect was stronger in the United States than in France. Parental 

effects on peers’ alcohol use were not significant in the American sample but were 

significant in the French sample. Overall, the level of marijuana use was lower among 

French adolescents compared with adolescents in the United States and the learning 

variables were statistically significant in the direction expected. 

In addition, Winfree et al., (1989) examined the adequacy of social learning as an 

explanatory model of Indian-Americans and American young adults’ alcohol and 

marijuana use. A total of 485 students were interviewed (113 Indian-Americans and 372 

Caucasians). Results showed that the personal definitions and differential associations 

had a significant impact in India-American students. Female Indian-Americans were 

more likely to have higher levels of alcohol involvement than males. On the other hand, 

for Caucasian only parental definitions failed to make a significant impact; differential 

association had the higher level of significance. These results seemed to support that the 

patterns of Caucasian alcohol use are more consistent with the principles of social 

learning than the alcohol use patterns of Indian-Americans. This did not mean that social 

learning variables failed to explain American Indians use of alcohol; they were only 

slightly strong in comparison with the Caucasian sample. When looking at marijuana use, 

all social learning variables were far stronger predictors of the level of American Indian 

involvement with marijuana than alcohol compared with Caucasians.  

Wang and Jensen’s (1995) study wanted to understand patters of juvenile 

delinquency in Taipei, Taiwan using self-report methods of analysis with social learning 

variables. Data was collected from 935 students in nine junior high schools. The 
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questionnaire was written in English then translated to Chinese. The analysis suggested 

that the correlates of self-reports of delinquency were in fact similar across societies. This 

study incorporated in its analyses the presence of the grandparent as a possible influential 

source of learning behavior. Results found that this presence was associated with the 

decrease in delinquency scores in broken homes, but not among youth who reported 

living with both natural parents. The correlates of delinquency in Taiwan are very similar 

to those observed in the United States. The authors explain this by suggesting that 

“[w]hile there may be variations in the salience of various social institutions and groups 

across societies, variation in delinquent behavior within a social system is likely to be 

shaped by variations in experiences within such contexts that are common across 

settings” (p. 81). In other words, the influences by institutions such as the family, school 

and peer groups seemed to be identified and applicable cross societies and cultures. 

Social learning variables in this study were statistically significant in the direction 

predicted by the theory.  

From this review of literature of social learning theory, the predictive variables of 

the theory are strongly correlated to various forms of deviant behavior, that is, delinquent 

and drug use. This strong correlation applies both in the United States and other countries 

(although not always at the same level). Furthermore, the social learning variables 

produced high levels of explained variance compared to those of other theoretical models 

with which it was compared. A general hypothesis that social learning theory expects that 

one or more of the measures of social learning will be related to the dependent variables 

of substance use and violence in the expected direction 
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General Strain Theory 

General Strain Theory (hereinafter GST) has roots in the work done by Emile 

Durkheim. Durkheim (1895) introduced the term anomie into the sociological lexicon to 

refer to a state of normlessness, or lack of social regulation in modern societies as one 

condition that promotes higher homicide rates. Anomie is caused by social change that 

could have economic or non-economic reasons. Durkheim’s theory is based, in part, on a 

social control assumption, asserting that deviance is normative since human beings have 

self-interested desires and that rates of deviance and crime will be high unless society 

regulates behavior. Furthermore, he believed that deviance and crime were intrinsic 

attributes of modern societies experiencing rapid social change and an ever increasing 

complex division of labor due to technological advancements, which weakened 

normative regulations and diminished the ability of social institutions to provide clear 

norms for conduct.  

Maintaining Durkheim’s notion, Merton (1938) applied this same concept to 

explain crime in modern industrial societies (refocusing it on the disjuncture between 

cultural ends and acceptable means and on the relatively low access to acceptable means 

by some segments of the population to achieve the goal of monetary success). Merton 

sought to explain how these conditions of social structure that is anomie, exerts a definite 

pressure strain on members of society to deviate from culturally defined norms (Merton, 

1938:672; Farnworth and Leiber, 1989). According to the Merton, for example, societies 

are composed of two elements, 1) cultural structure which consists of societal goals that 

the members of society value, and 2) social structure, which consist on the means by 

which goals are supposed to be achieved. Therefore, everyone—poor as well as rich—is 

encouraged to pursue the goal of monetary success or middle class status through legal 
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channels. In a well balanced society, these two elements will be integrated and work 

together. Everyone in the group will know the goals and how these are achieved, 

unfortunately, not everyone is able to achieve those goals through legitimate means 

(Merton, 1938, Cloward and Ohlin, 1960). The interplay between the cultural goals and 

structural means is best illustrated in what Merton termed “the ends-justifies-means 

doctrine” (1938:681). 

While others offered widely accepted modifications and variations on Merton’s 

general anomie theory as applied to delinquent subcultures (Cohen, 1955, and Cloward 

and Ohlin, 1960), the most accepted modification is that offered by Robert Agnew (1985) 

which he labeled General Strain Theory (GST).   Agnew approaches deviant and criminal 

behavior from a micro-level, social psychology perspective, that is, it focuses on the 

individual and his or her immediate social environment, although the macro implications 

are explored as well. According to the GST, people engage in crime because they 

experience strains or stressors, without regard to the source of strain, and, as a result of 

this, some individuals are pressured into crime. GST argues that criminal, delinquent, and 

deviant behavior are reactions to or ways of coping with strain (Agnew; 2006; Agnew 

and White, 2001).  

A central point is that strain leads to negative emotional states. For example, when 

individuals are in desperate need of money or they believe they are being mistreated by 

family members, teachers, peers, employers, or others they become upset, experience 

stress and negative emotions—including anger, frustration, and depression (Agnew, 

1985).   
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The way some individuals cope with their strains and negative emotions is through 

crime or other deviant behavior (Agnew et al., 2002), which helps in trying to reduce or 

escape from strain. Agnew argues that crime may be a way of revenge, a way to alleviate 

the negative emotions that result from strain: “anger is the most critical emotional 

reaction for the purposes of the GST” (Agnew, 1992:59; Broidy, 2001).  

Crime may allow individuals to reduce or escape from their strains (e.g., run away 
from abusive parents, obtain the money they want), retaliate against those who 
have wronged them or others, or alleviate their negative emotions (through illicit 
drug use). (2006:29) 

These negative relationships generate negative emotions in the person and the 

negative emotions cause crime. Furthermore, the theory focuses in explaining the 

variations in social class, social economical structures and the tendencies to commit a 

crime. For example, for young adults, their actions are often associated with living at 

home and being in school; they need to follow rules but are blocked from partaking in 

adult pleasures.  

Certain of the strains that increase crime affect juveniles. Some of these strains 
involve relations with family members. They include parental rejections of the 
child, parental punishments that are erratic, excessive, and/or harsh; child abuse and 
neglect; family conflict; and parental separation and divorce...other strains involve 
relations with school officials other strains involve relations with peers (2006:54) 

For Agnew, strains “refer to events or conditions that are disliked by individuals” 

(2006:9; Agnew, 1992:48). What leads to crime, according to Agnew, is the fact that 

strains are directly connected to a variety of negative emotions; these negative 

emotions—anger, frustration, envy, jealousy, depression, and fear—create pressure, and 

when individuals cope with strain, they can do so either legally, or illegally. Crime may 

allow individuals to reduce or escape from their strains (Agnew, 2001b). For example, 
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when a person reacts against those who have offended him/her, the techniques they may 

employ to lessen their negative emotions could be crime.  

Agnew (2006) identifies three types of strains that may predict an individual’s 

response to them to be through crime: 

1. Failure to achieve positively valued goals. This includes the disjunction between 
aspirations and expectations, the gap between expectations and actual achievements 
which leads to anger, and the discrepancy between what one views as a fair or just 
outcome and the actual outcome. For example, individuals may be unable to 
achieve their goals; especially monetary and authority goals.  

2. Removal of positively valued stimuli. Here the individual may lose something they 
value. This means that individuals are removed from or are threatened to remove 
from positively valued stimuli that they posses. For example, money or property is 
stolen, a friend or family member dies or a romantic relationship is broken). 

3. Individuals may be treated in an aversive (noxious) or negative manner by others. 
This includes relationships in which the individual is not treated as he or she wants 
to be treated. For example, sexual abuse, maltreatment, employer disrespect, etc. 
This is also known as confrontation with negative stimuli9.  

In addition, Agnew argued that repeated exposure to strains increases the 

predisposition to crime. Strains create some pressure or incentive for criminal coping; 

                                                   
9 Although Robert Agnew identified three main types of strains, he elaborated on the specific strains that 
may cause crime (2006:71-74); 

For juveniles 

1. Parental rejection. 
2. Supervision/discipline that is erratic, excessive, and/or harsh 
3. Child abuse and neglect 
4. Negative secondary school experiences 
5. Abusive peer relations, especially among youth 

Those that affect mainly adults 

1. Work in the secondary labor market. 
2. Unemployed, especially when it is persistent and blamed on others 
3. Marital problems 

Strains that affect both juveniles and adults 

1. The failure to achieve selected goals, including thrills/excitement, high levels of autonomy, 
masculine status, and the desire for much money in a short period of time. 

2. Criminal victimization. 
3. Residence in economically deprived communities. 
4. Homelessness. 
5. Discrimination based on characteristics such as race/ethnicity and gender. 



 
 

60 

certain strains are more easily resolved through crime and/or less easily resolved through 

legal channels than others (Broidy and Agnew, 1997). Whether individuals respond to 

strain with crime depends not only on the types of strains they experience, but also on the 

characteristics of the individuals and their environment. Experiencing two or more strains 

at once is especially likely to generate negative emotions and obstruct the ability to cope 

in a legal manner (Agnew, 2001). Additionally, the impacts of strains occur in interaction 

with, and are moderated by, social control, self-control, and social learning theories 

(Agnew, 2006). 

While some people cope with strain through illegitimate channels, the majority do 

so through legitimate ways. In 1992, Agnew presented three coping mechanisms: (1) 

cognitive; (2) behavioral; and (3) emotional. Here, the author is presenting ways that 

people could learn to better cope with strain. The first strategy includes trying to ignore 

and minimize the importance of adversity, maximizing positive outcomes, and 

minimizing negative outcomes by lowering one’s goals or by claiming that their losses 

are small and their noxious experiences are mild and finally accepting responsibility for 

adversity. The second strategy includes maximizing positive outcomes/minimizing 

negative outcomes and avoiding vengeful behavior. And the last strategy refers to acting 

directly on the negative emotions that result from adversity; for example, listening to 

music, exercising, etc. 

The possibilities here are infinite. Some individuals often make use of more than 

one coping strategy—that is, avoidance (not thinking about the strain), positive appraisal 

(reinterpreting the strain in a more positive light), embracing religion, engaging in 

different conventional activities to reduce the strain, and seeking social support.  
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Robert Agnew states “GST was developed with the United States in mind, but the 

theory can be used to explain crime in other societies” (Agnew, 2006:162). With this 

assumption we can expect that GST can also explain crime rates cross-nationally, 

including developed societies, societies in the process of becoming industrialized, and 

underdeveloped or preindustrialized societies. However, Agnew points out that there are 

some variations across societies as to which strains are conducive to crime. That is, an 

event or condition which functions as a strain conducive to crime in one society may not 

do so in another.  

In his theory, Agnew provided the factors that may affect whether events and 

conditions are considered strains conducive to crime in different societies. First, he 

argued that the event or condition would have to be an extreme stressor or traumatic 

event (Agnew, 1985; 1992; 2006)—in other words, the event would have to disrupt all 

usual activities and put all of the individual’s goals in jeopardy. He continued by stating 

that there is much inequality in the experience of an event, so people frequently evaluate 

their own situation (they determine if they are experiencing strain) by comparing their 

situation to others who have experienced similar situations. Finally, the cultural values or 

beliefs of the society have a large impact on whether events and conditions function as 

strains conducive to crime. This may be the most important explanation of the variations 

of crime cross-nationally.  

There are a number of researches reported in the literature that tested Agnew’s 

theory and provided support for the theory. For example, Agnew (1992) provided the 

tools on how strain could be measured. He said strain could be measured by looking at its 

magnitude, recent events (i.e. certain events are more significant than older events and 
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have little effect), the duration of the event, and how close certain events are from one to 

another (clustering). In this article he also mentioned how individuals can cope with 

strain. Agnew said individuals should cope with stress through cognitive, behavioral or 

emotional coping strategies. The first strategies include trying to ignore and minimize the 

importance of adversity, maximizing positive outcomes and minimizing negative 

outcomes by lowering one’s goals or by claiming that their losses are small and their 

noxious experiences are mild and finally accepting responsibility for adversity. The 

second strategies include maximizing positive outcomes/minimizing negative outcomes 

and avoiding vengeful behavior. And the last strategies refer to acting directly on the 

negative emotions that result from adversity, for example use of alcohol or drugs, 

revenge, exercise, reading a book, etc. Some individuals often make use of more than one 

coping strategy.  

These factors are also affected by a range of individual and environmental 

characteristics, such as poor coping skills and resources, low constraint and negative 

emotionality, low socio-economic status, low levels of conventional social support, low 

social control, association with criminal others and exposure to situations where the costs 

of crime are low and the benefits are high. Following Agnew’s coping mechanisms, 

Harnish et al., (2000) claim that there are different ways to cope with strain: avoidance 

(not thinking about the strain), positive appraisal (reinterpreting the strain in a more 

positive light), religiosity, active cognitive coping (trying to think of ways to deal with 

the strain), active behavioral coping (doing things to reduce the strain), and social 

support. 
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Agnew and White in 1992 display the first attempt to test GST. Data were used 

from the first wave of the Rutgers Health and Human Development Project (HHDP, 1979 

and 1981). This cross-sectional and longitudinal data focused on drug and alcohol use 

with a total of 1,380 young adults aged 12, 15, and 18. The study tested the following 

strain measures: negative life events, life hassles, and negative relations with adults, 

parental fighting, neighborhood problems, being unpopular with the opposite sex, 

occupational strain, and clothing strain. Although many other strain variables were not 

tested in this study due to the available data, support for the GST was found. The authors 

found that the strain measures were positively associated with both delinquency and drug 

use. In regards to the longitudinal study, the authors found less support for the theory, 

because, as they argued, these negative findings are likely because the effect of strain on 

delinquency is fairly proximate. 

Broidy and Agnew’s (1997) study on female delinquency, argued that gender 

discrimination is one of the potential sources of deviance-producing strain. The findings 

showed that women who were involved in crime were also more likely to report being a 

victim of discrimination and gender-based discrimination than those who were not. In 

addition, women who experienced substance use disorders reported greater exposure to 

both day-to-day discrimination and gender-based discrimination experiences. 

Furthermore, females who reported being a victim and experienced gender-based 

discrimination were more likely to cope with this strain through crime. 

In a study examining the relations among strain, anger and other types of negative 

effect, legitimate coping and illegitimate outcomes cross-sectionally and longitudinally,  

Broidy (2001) tests negative emotions and legitimate coping strategies. Data was 
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collected from a nonrandom sample of 896 undergraduate students from a northwestern 

university in 1995. A follow up survey was conducted three months later to allow for 

longitudinal analyses. Results suggested that strains are associated with anger and other 

negative emotions, however the results differed by type of strain and by type of negative 

emotions. Broidy found that strain, negative emotions, and legitimate coping are all 

related, although not always in the expected direction. When she looked at male/females 

differences, controlling for levels of strain, levels of anger were similar across sex, 

although some negative emotions were more likely among females than among males.   

In similar cross-sectional and longitudinal studies looking at the relationship among 

negative life events, attachment, and delinquent behavior and drug use, Hoffman and Su 

(1997) found that the effects of GST variables on delinquent outcomes are similar across 

gender. These findings do not hold for the longitudinal study, however, but they appear to 

be invariant across gender. 

Agnew et al., (2002) article looked at the personality traits that may have a 

fundamental effect on the experience of and reaction to strain. Traits refer to relatively 

stable ways of perceiving, thinking about, and behaving toward the environment and 

oneself. This is the first study that examines the impact of strain while controlling for 

negative emotionality/low constrain, as well as a range of social control and social 

learning variables. This research used the conception of personality advanced which 

focuses on the master traits of negative emotionality, constraints, and positive 

emotionality; being the former the most relevant to GST – individuals high in negative 

emotionality are much more likely than the others to experience events as aversive, to 

attribute these events to the malicious behavior of others, to express intense emotional 
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reactions to these events, and to be disposed to respond to such events in an aggressive or 

antisocial manner. Results showed that the negative emotionality/low constraint had a 

significant positive correlation with delinquency and was significantly correlated with all 

of the strain, social control, and social learning measures in the expected direction. In 

particular, delinquency was higher among those who experience family, school, and 

neighborhood strain. 

Using a sample of college-aged youth, Mazerolle and Piquero conducted two 

studies, one in 1997 and the other in 1998, on college undergraduates. The first study 

exhibited support and was consistent with GST and helped understand the importance of 

both noxious stimuli and negative emotions in understanding the potential for malicious 

behavior. The results of the second study showed partial support for GST. Similarly, 

Capowich et al., (2001) based on a sample of university undergraduates, exhibited similar 

results as those found by Mazerolle and Piquero. For example, situational anger was 

related to intentions to engage in assault and fighting but negative emotions were not. 

Mazerolle et al., (2003) looked at anger as a critical component in the process 

leading to crime and delinquency, because anger increases the felt injury and generates 

the need for adaptive responses including delinquency and crime (Agnew, 2006). The 

core assumption of GST variables is that crime and delinquency can occur in response to 

noxious circumstances and situations. Experiencing strain, according to Agnew, may lead 

to negative affective states including the emotions of anger, depression, and frustration; 

when anger occurs in response to strain the possibility of delinquent or deviant behavior 

outcomes increases substantially. This research explored the relationships between strain, 

trait anger, situational anger, and various deviant adaptations. In other words, it explores 
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whether the relationship between strain, anger and deviant outcomes vary as a function of 

whether trait-based or situational-based measures of anger are used. The data used came 

from a random sample of undergraduates registered for classes in the spring of 1997. The 

questionnaires included brief scenarios describing common situations that college 

students may experience or have experienced. Multivariate results showed that males 

were more likely to intend to shoplift, as are individuals who experienced different types 

of strain. Also, situational anger related to the scenarios (vignettes) is significantly related 

to behavioral intentions to shoplift. In the final stage of their analysis, results revealed 

that the relationship between anger and deviant outcomes is attenuated when trait-based 

measures of anger are used. It also revealed that trait anger increases deviant outcomes 

independent of the effects of strain or situational anger, which suggests that different 

mechanism are operating. 

In 2004, Stephen Baron tested the theory using a sample of homeless street youth 

and their propensity to commit a crime or use drugs. Central to GST is the argument that 

strain lead to anger (being anger on of the main predicting variables of the theory). 

Boron’s study showed that strain was related to anger and the latter, consistent with the 

arguments of GST, was a significant predictor of total crime. “Anger tended to be related 

to strains associated with measures of child abuse, violent victimization on the street and 

subjective interpretations of financial situations” (2004:473). These findings underline 

the importance of Agnew’s GST.  

Slocum et al., (2006) using 36 months of retrospective data collected from female 

inmates, tested whether or not individuals will be more likely to offend during periods of 

high strain, as hypothesized by the theory. The results suggested that changes in levels of 
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strain predict changes in participation in offending, that is, strain has a significant and 

positive effect on females’ criminal behavior. 

Among the few empirical studies that have tested Agnew’s General Strain Theory 

cross-nationally, Bao et al., in 2004 assessed the applicability of Agnew’s General Strain 

Theory to juvenile delinquency in the People’s Republic of China. This research is the 

first application of the mediating model in GST to adolescents in a non-Western culture. 

It looks at how interpersonal strain among Chinese adolescents affects their negative 

emotions, and the likelihood of a delinquent behavior. The authors started by explaining 

the composition of the Republic of China society; they argue that China has undergone 

various changes in the past century (economic, political and social development), 

especially social change in the form of “increased inequality, cultural beliefs, and norms, 

disruption of traditional social control mechanisms, decreases social integration, and 

massive migration of the rural population to the urban areas” (p. 284).  Data was obtained 

from 615 students, males and females, in public schools in China ages 13-18 years old 

from both rural and urban areas. Most of the students from the urban area had working 

mothers compared with those students from the rural area. Few of the students reported 

living in poverty on both rural and urban areas. The variables used to test GST were: a) 

exposure to negative stimuli; b) negative emotions; c) delinquency and deviance 

variables; and d) control variables. As expected, negative relations with people on young 

adults’ immediate life environments, especially in the family and school, had significant 

impact on delinquency. Resentment does not generate retaliatory outbreak leading to 

violence as easily as anger does. Anxiety and depression do not predict serious 
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delinquency, either violent or non violent. In sum, the results supported the central 

hypotheses of GST in the context of non-Western culture. 

In addition, Maxwell (2001) used Agnew’s General Strain Theory to examine two 

types of familial strain: witnessing interparental violence and direct parent-to-child 

violence, specifically on children’s antisocial behavior in the Philippines. The author 

argued that family experiences could influence the children’s behavior in a negative way 

and could predict delinquent behavior. Such family measures could represent stressful 

dynamics in the home that are experienced by the children and could include measures 

such as parent-to-children violence, interparental aggression, a divorce, and others. 

Clinical studies have shown that children react negatively to conflict between adults, 

often with fear or anger and that these negative affective states tended to be especially 

high when there were no reasonable means of alleviating the negative relationship 

(Cummings, 1987; McNeal and Amato, 1998). Data were gathered from urban and rural 

schools on the southern Philippines. A total of 921 surveys were administered to sixth-

grade students. Results showed strong support for a specific indicator of familial strain, 

i.e. witnessing violence, on varying levels of the children’s self-reported antisocial 

behaviors and the teacher’s predictions score, even when controlling for social control 

and differential association variables. The dependent variable parent-to-child aggression, 

although found in various Western studies to have an important effect on delinquency, 

was not found significant in this study. Probably the cultural acceptance of spanking and 

physical forms of punishment in the Philippines may have attenuated this relationship. In 

sum, all but parent-to-child aggression were significant predictors of violence when the 

individuals had higher levels of stress (strain). 
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Finally, Özbay and Özcan (2006) tested the classical strain theory on gender in 

relation to assault, school delinquency, and public disturbance in a sample of high-school 

students in Turkey. The authors besides testing the elements of strain theory also tested 

the different levels of contextual class measures ad low, medium, and high districts. 

Contrary to what Agnew predicted, the findings showed that the strain measures did not 

appeared to be associated consistently with delinquency and gender, except for perceived 

blocked opportunity and monetary strain. Interestingly though, social class variables were 

associated positively with delinquent behavior for both genders; lower-class males and 

females were less likely to commit delinquent behavior.  

Literature on strain theory has showed both strong and weak relationships between 

the predictive strain variables and deviant behaviors. The general theory measures string 

variables that will account for substance use and violence in both the US and Bolivia.  

Consideration of Cultural Differences 

Many sociologists (see Andersen and Taylor, 2009; Kendall, 2010; Witt, 2009) 

refer to culture as the knowledge, shared language, values, customs, material objects, and 

behavior that are passed from person to person and from one generation to the next. Witt 

expands this definition, referring it to: 

Culture shapes our perception, knowledge, and understanding of the external word. 
We do not perceive nature directly; we perceive the world around us through the 
lens of culture (2009:44) 

 
Thus, in this dissertation project, the differences in the culture of Bolivia and the 

United States, is expected to be reflected in the samples of university students in the two 

societies.  According to Villamor (1991) the study of modern criminological principles, 

departs from the concept of culture or “cultura,” in Spanish. This, he argues, 
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encompasses the character, aptitudes, and behavior of an individual. These characteristics 

determine the way an individual will react and adapt to his/her environment. Middendorf 

(1970) argues that every human being is designed to live in groups; that is socialization. 

Furthermore, he says that every individual is being influenced by many socio-cultural 

factors and these determine and explain the variations in his/her behavior.  

Factors that are related with the different cultures and thus, different patterns of 

behavior, include, among others, infancy, religiosity, social interaction, socio-economic 

status, family interaction, etc. These factors can and will influence individuals in their 

deviant behaviors. The main influential factors in Bolivia, compared to the United States 

are: family and religion. More specifically, in terms of family patterns, due to the socio-

geographical characteristics of Bolivia, few high school graduates leave the home to 

enroll in a university away from home, which, in its majority, is the opposite in the 

United States. Most college students live with their parents throughout their college 

experience and thus, the mother father relationship is stronger. They have to abide by the 

norms and regulations of the parents. These living conditions can continue even when the 

individual has graduated from college and he/she is getting married. Secondly, although 

the Bolivian Constitution recognizes not only Catholicism but other religious preferences, 

almost everybody is catholic. This is a very important aspect in Bolivia culture as they 

think that religion will always play an important role in their lives.  

The question is to what extent these cultural differences play a role in determining 

whether or not college students engage in different deviant behaviors, including the use 

of alcohol, marijuana, other drugs, and hitting and beating someone. Do these cultural 

differences mean that the explanations of variations in criminal and deviant behavior 



 
 

71 

produced and developed in one culture will not apply in another culture?  Will the main 

criminological theories reviewed above apply only to the American sample? Will there be 

significant differences in the empirical support for explanation of such behavior in the 

American sample for the same behavior in the Bolivian sample? Therefore, the analysis 

includes examination of the main and relative effects of the explanatory variables from 

these four main criminological theories within each of the Bolivian and American 

samples and the examination of similarities and differences in the level of empirical 

support for the theories in the two societies. Since each of the theories purports to be, at 

least to some extent general social psychological theory of crime and deviance, each 

should apply in both societies. If they are culture-bound, they should apply only to the 

American sample, since that is the culture within which each was developed
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS 

Sampling and Data Collection Procedures 

The self-report questionnaire used in this dissertation project was exactly the same 

in the sample of students in the American university in English and the sample of 

students in the Bolivian universities in Spanish translation. (See Appendices J and K, for 

the questionnaire in English with examples of translated questions in Spanish).1 

Translation is a difficult task in any cross-national research and it requires special 

consideration and detail. The researcher did the best to assure that the measurements were 

clear in both English and Spanish languages. For this purpose, the questionnaire was first 

created in English and then translated to Spanish. It was later back-translated from 

Spanish to English by a Hispanic student in the University of Florida. The back-

translation material was later compared with the original version to assure it is a correct 

match. Furthermore, the Spanish translation was sent to Bolivia and a former law student 

judged its content.  

Another problem with cross-sectional research when using the same measurement 

instruments in two or more different countries with different languages and cultures is to 

what extent the question were interpreted differently in each country. As stated in the 

previous paragraph, the questions were carefully translated so the responses given reflect 

similar interpretations in eh of the countries. The questions could have been modified 

more to fit the cultural and interpretative responses but it will also have affected the 

actual measurements of the explanatory variables of each theory.  

                                                   
1 In the Spanish questionnaire the question “I’m actively involved in a fraternity or sorority” was deleted. 
In Bolivia and most South American countries colleges or universities do not have these student 
organizations.   
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After obtaining the Institutional Review Board approval, a pre-test on a small 

sample (N=25) of college students in the United States was conducted. Similarly, in 

Bolivia a pre-test was conducted in a sample (N=14) of college students. The main 

objective with the pre-test was to detect any questions that may be confusing or had 

inappropriate response alternatives as well as to determine the estimate time needed to 

complete the questionnaire. Certainly, the independent variables derived from these four 

theoretical models were well established in the United States, it was believed that not all 

these variables were equally applicable in Bolivia. Thus, a reliability analysis was used to 

confirm conceptualizations of the variables.  

The data in this study were gathered by administering this self-report survey 

instrument to university students at two Bolivian and one American university in the 

spring of 2008. It is evident that time and money prevented a national sample. For the 

purpose of the study, two cities in Bolivia were selected as the research sites and only one 

city in the United States. The first site was La Paz, the political capital of Bolivia2 and the 

second was Santa Cruz; both are metropolitan areas. La Paz contains 20 administrative 

districts with close to 2, 4000,000 residents. Santa Cruz contains 15 administrative 

districts with a little bit more than two million residents (INE, 2001). The idea of 

collecting data in two different cities in Bolivia was to see if there were any differences in 

students’ behavior, whether criminal or non-criminal for future research. In the United 

States, data were collected from a southeastern city in the state of Florida. The target 

                                                   
2 Bolivia is one of the few countries with two capitals. Sucre is home to the judicial branch of the 
government, making it the constitutional capital. La Paz is where the president and congress are stationed, 
making it the administrative and political capital. 
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population for the study from all sites consisted of college students from three 

colleges/universities3.  

The target population for this dissertation project consisted of lower and upper 

division college students. The sample design is two staged. In the first stage, it was 

selected arbitrarily, the following colleges in the American sample: College of Liberal 

Arts and Science, College of Engineering, College of Fine Arts, and College of Business 

Administration. For the Bolivian universities, the sample design was different. The 

organizational status of the college is different in the United States and Bolivia. Bolivian 

universities do not have different colleges, like in the United States; there are only two 

colleges, called Facultades: Facultad de Ingenieria (college of Engineering) and Facultad 

de Ciencias Exactas (college of natural sciences and mathematics). Within those colleges 

data were collected from the Department of Economics, Department of Electric 

Engineering, and Department of Architecture. Furthermore, besides those colleges, data 

were collected from the Department of Law and Department of Psychology.  

The second stage consisted in first contacting the different chairs of each 

department. Once communication was established, an information letter, the IRB 

approved letter, and tentative schedule for data collection was sent to different professors 

and teacher assistants in each of the contacted departments. The same procedure was 

done in Bolivian. The only difference was that the communication with the different 

                                                   
 

3 In Bolivia data were collected from private and publ ic universities. It is necessary to explain that there are 
marked differences between public and private universities in Bolivia. It is assumed that private universities 
have a better academic curriculum, instructors are paid more, and students usually come from middle to 
upper-middle socio-economic households. Education in public universities is free in Bolivia.  

In the United States data was collected from a public university. 
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departments’ chairs and professors was done via e-mail and long distance calls. The total 

sample size of this study is 8074 college students. While this sampling method does not 

yield a true random sample of students, it is nevertheless allows for prevent of some 

systematic selection bias. 

The questionnaire was administered to all students in attendance in the selected 

class who had obtained permission from the department’s chair prior to the day of the 

survey. In each selected class, the researcher introduced himself as a graduate student 

from the sociology department or the professor introduced him to the students. It was also 

explained that the researcher was engaged in a study of deviant behavior. The 

questionnaire instruments and the consent form5 were distributed by the researcher, 

sometimes with the help of the professor or other students. The professor was not present 

while the survey was being completed by the students. The consent statement was read to 

the students, they were informed the complete anonymity and confidentiality of their 

responses and were shown a ballot-box or envelope style receptacle for the questionnaire 

instrument. Once the students completed the questionnaire they placed the instrument in 

the box or envelope. Respondents normally took between fifteen to twenty five minutes 

to complete their questionnaire.  

After collection, each questionnaire was scanned6 and examined for completeness 

and stray marks. Any multiple responses were coded as missing data and all cases which 

were significantly incomplete were deleted. 

                                                   
4 374 college students from the United States and 433 from Bolivia  

5 The Institutional Review Board approved form was also distributed and students were told to keep it for 
their record. 
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 Data Entry, Cleaning, and Coding 

It was observed during data cleaning that thirteen cases from the Bolivian sample 

were significantly incomplete to the point where analysis would be impossible. These 13 

cases were excluded from analyses and total cases included from the Bolivian sample 

were 420 college students. Similarly, during data cleaning seven cases from the American 

sample were significantly incomplete. They were also excluded from analyses, making a 

total sample of 367 American college students. The total sample used for this project is 

787 college students. 

All questions and variables were coded in the direction of relationship expected by 

each of the four theories. For self control theory, the higher the impulsivity, simple tasks, 

risk-seeking behavior, physical activity, self-centered, and tolerance, the higher the levels 

of deviant behavior. For the social learning models, the learning predictors were coded 

such that a positive coefficient indicates that the higher score on social learning variables, 

the higher the levels of reported deviant behavior. That is, the greater the reinforcement, 

the more favorable the definitions, the more exposure to models, and the greater the peer 

behavior supportive to deviant behavior, the greater the deviant behavior observed. 

Therefore, positive coefficients indicate the theoretically expected direction of the 

association.  

For strain theory, the higher the parental rejection, the abusive peer relations, the 

negative effect (depression), and the failure to achieve selected goals, the higher the 

levels of deviant behavior. For self-control, strain, and social bonding theories, the 
                                                                                                                                                       
6 For this dissertation project, it was used a software to create the questionnaire called ExpertScan. This 
software gives the researcher the possibility to create an up to six pages questionnaire (letter size or legal 
size paper) of any style, i.e., open ended or multiple choice questions. Once the survey is completed by the 
respondents, each questionnaire has to be scanned. This will create a data base in an Excel file format that 
could later be used using any data analysis software.  
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variables were coded so that a positive coefficient indicates that the relationship is in the 

theoretically expected direction. Lastly, for the social bonding variables were coded in a 

way that negative coefficients are in the direction expected by the theory. That is, the 

greater the attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief, the lower will deviant 

behavior be.  

Measurements 

Dependent Variables 

In this dissertation project, college students’ behavior was measured by self-report 

on twenty four items of behaviors7. Substance use was measured on the use of one legal 

drug – alcohol – and six types of illegal drugs – marijuana, depressants (barbiturates, 

sedatives), stimulants (methamphetamine), tranquilizers (seconal, barbital), inhalants 

(sniffers, glue), other drugs (cocaine and heroin). In the Bolivian sample other drug use 

scale was composed by tranquilizers, depressants, and stimulants (α=.776). For the 

American sample the scale was composed by tranquilizers, stimulants and other drugs 

variables (α=.666). All drugs used in the United States questionnaire, whether legal or 

illegal, were also being used in Bolivia and young adults are familiar with them. Each 

behavior was measured by one question measuring the frequency of the past year deviant 

behavior; the respondents were asked: “These questions ask you about doing or not the 

following behaviors. For each of the behaviors listed below, please check the box which 

comes closest to how often you have done it in the past 12 months”. 

                                                   
7 Due to the complexity and extensiveness of the data, only four deviant behaviors were used: alcohol use, 
marijuana use, other drugs use (scale of tranquilizers, depressants, and stimulants for the Bolivian sample; 
tranquilizers, stimulants, and other drugs for the American sample), and a scale of two violent behaviors 
(hit or threatened to hit and beaten or attacked someone). 
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Some substance use by college students is deviant behavior and a second type of 

deviant behavior was also measured in this study. Two questions measured a scale of 

violent behavior: “have you ever hit or threatened to hit a person (including a relative or 

friend) with the intention of hurting that person?”; and “have you ever beaten or attacked 

someone (including instances where you felt you were defending yourself) so badly that 

the person required medical attention?”. The response options were – never, once or 

twice, occasionally less than once a month, monthly once or twice a month, weekly at 

least once a week but not every day, every day or nearly every day. Cronbach’s Alpha for 

this scales was α=.644 for the Bolivian sample and α=.476 for the American sample. 

Given the low alpha coefficients the items were not used as a scale but rather entered in 

data analysis as single items. 

Socio-Demographic and Control Variables 

The researcher used various socio-demographic variables that are included here as 

control variables for the models. Both the American and Bolivian questionnaires had nine 

different control variables that dealt with, gender, age, race, religious preferences, grade 

level, residency, general field education, home town location, and grade point average 

(GPA)8.  

For the American sample, gender was coded as zero (0) for females and one (1) for 

males. Race was coded as one (1) for whites, two (2) for black, three (3) for 

Latino/Hispanic, and four (4) for Asian. Religious preference was coded as (1) for 

Catholics, (2) for Jewish, (3) for Protestants (i.e., Baptist, Methodists, and Episcopalian), 

                                                   
8 Socio-economic status measurements, even though considered to be an important control variable, were 
not included in this dissertation investigation because we didn’t expect that much variation among college 
students in family income and status in either the United States or Bolivia. 
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and (4) for no religion. Grade level was coded as (1) for freshman, (2) for sophomore (3) 

for junior, and (4) for senior. Location of residency was coded as (1) for On-campus 

student housing, (2) for on-campus fraternity or sorority, (3) for off-campus apartment, 

and (4) for off-campus fraternity or sorority. General field of education was coded as (1) 

for natural sciences or math (i.e., physics, chemistry, etc.), (2) for social or behavioral 

sciences (i.e., sociology, psychology, criminology, etc.), (3) for humanities (i.e., 

language, history, etc.), (4) for business (i.e., accounting, business administration), and 

(5) for other field. Home town location was coded as (1) for small – rural, (2) for 

medium, and (3) for large metropolitan. Grade point average was coded as (1) for A, (2) 

for B+, (3) for B, (4) for C or C+, and (5) for below C.  

For the Bolivian sample, gender was coded as zero (0) for females and one (1) for 

males. Race9 was coded as one (0) for whites and two (1) for black (i.e., mestizo and 

Indio). Religious preference was coded as (1) for Catholics and Christians, (2) for 

Protestants (i.e., Baptist, Methodists, and Lutherans), and (3) for no religion. Grade 

level10 was coded as (1) for first year, (2) for second year (3) for third year, and (4) for 

fourth and sixth year. College residency11 was coded as (1) for south of college campus, 

(2) for north of college campus. General field of education12 was coded as (1) for natural 

                                                   
9 The race makeup in Bolivia is totally different than the one in the United States. Although there are some 
dark-skinned colored people in Bolivia, these are called mestizos. There are very few black people in 
Bolivia and they rarely enroll in universities. Indios is another ethnicity in Bolivia and even though a big 
number of the population is Indio, they still classify themselves as Mestizos.  (See appendix D for actual 
composition of race in Bolivia).  

10 In Bolivia universities’ programs last a minimum of 5 years. The last two years are similar as the senior 
year in college or university in the United States. Furthermore, the categories freshman, sophomore, etc. are 
not used in Bolivia.   

11 There are not any fraternities or sororities in Bolivia. Furthermore, there is only one off-campus 
residency. Thus, students, most likely, live with their parents. 
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sciences or math (i.e., physics, chemistry, etc.), (2) for social or behavioral sciences (i.e., 

sociology, psychology, criminology, etc.), (3) for architecture, (4) for law, and (5) for 

other field. Home town location was coded as (1) for small – rural, (2) for medium, and 

(3) for large – metropolitan. Grade point average was coded as (1) for A, (2) for B+, (3) 

for B, (4) for C or C+, and (5) for below C. These socio-demographic questions were 

included in the instrument to provide a demographic description of the sample and as 

statistical control variables. In addition there were included the variables measuring the 

predictions from the three theoretical perspectives13. 

Independent (Theoretical) Variables 

Self-control variables were derived from Dr. Christopher Gibson, of the University 

of Florida, and reflect the self-control variables developed by Grasmick et al. (1993).  

Social learning variables used in the questionnaire were taken and modified from the 

Boys Town Study conducted by Akers and his associates in 197914  and an adaptation of 

this instrument by Sunghyun Hwang’s dissertation (2000).  Strain variables were adopted 

and modified from three different studies conducted in a Northwestern University, a Mid-

Atlantic state, and data from wave six of the National Youth Survey respectively.15 

                                                                                                                                                       
12 Law school is a five year program compared to a three year program in the United States. Additionally, 
high-school graduates can enroll to the program with out having to earn an undergraduate degree first. 
Although it is very difficult to enroll to the law program, many students take that route after high-school. 

13 For the purposes of this study the following socio-demographic variables were dichotomized in both the 
Bolivian and the American samples: religion 0 = the respondent has some religious believes, 1 =  the 
respondent has no religious believes; race 0 = white respondents, 1 = other race; home town location 0 = 
small town, 1 = large town; grade level 0 = 1st and 2nd year, 1 = 3rd and 4th year; and general point average 0 
= a grade of A or B, 1 = a grade of C+ or below. 

14 See, Hwang, 2000 “Substance Use in a Sample of South Korean Adolescents: A Test of Alternative 
Theories”. See, Akers, R., Krohn, M., Lanza-Kaduce, L., and Radosevich, M. (1979). “Social learning and 
deviant behavior: a specific test of a general theory” American Sociological Review 44:636-655 
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Social bonding variables were adopted and modified from a study using data from the 

Youth in Transition Study by Wiatrowski et al. (1981) 16 

Social Bonding Variables 

Attachment. Attachment was operationalized using three Likert scales measuring 

parental and family attachment, peer attachment, and school attachment. “Parental and 

family attachment” included three items on feelings towards the parents and family, 

asking “I’m very close to my mom; I’m very close to my mother; and I have a family that 

does lots of things together” (Bolivia α=.529; U.S. α=.609 ). “Peer attachment” was 

measured by one scale on their view point toward friends, asking “My friends are a very 

important part of my life”. Lastly, school attachment was measured by three items, asking 

the respondents about whether they like college, whether obtaining a good GPA is 

important, and their academic satisfaction (Bolivia α=.529; U.S. α=.474). 

Belief. Beliefs were measured by three items (belief in legal norms, value of 

religion, and parental rules and norms) designed to measure the respondent' view point 

toward the law, religious beliefs, and moral beliefs.  

Involvement. Involvement was determined by two items, in the American sample, 

measuring the respondent’s educational involvement, asking “I’m actively involved in 

student organizations, clubs, or community activities”; and “I’m actively involved in a 

fraternity or sorority” (α=.457). In the Spanish version, involvement was measured by a 

                                                                                                                                                       
15 See, Broidy, L. (2001). A test of general strain theory. Criminology 39:9-35; Robbers, M. (2004). 
Revisiting the moderating effect of social support on strain: a gendered test. Sociological Inquiry 74:546-
569; and Piquero, N. and Sealock, M. (2004). Gender and general strain theory: a preliminary test of 
Broidy and Agnew’s gender GST hypotheses. Justice Quarterly 21:125-158 
16 See, Wiatrowski, M., Griswold, D., and Roberts, M. (1981). Social control theory and delinquency. 
American Sociological Review 46:525-541 
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single item scale. The item asking about fraternities or sororities involvement was not 

included. In Bolivian colleges, fraternities or sororities do not exist. 

Commitment. Commitment was operationalized by four item scales related to their 

feelings towards educational aspirations, effort, and grade point average. “Educational 

aspirations” were measured by two items (Bolivia α=.437; U.S. α=454), asking if it is 

important to get a college degree and if they put a lot of effort into achieving their 

scholastic goals. “Effort” was measured by a single item scale, asking “whatever I do, I 

try hard” and responses range from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (4). The 

final measure was grade point average, asking if they have a high GPA. 

Self-Control Variables 

Thirteen questions were used in this dissertation project to measure the self-control 

components. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), argue that there are six components of self-

control: 

Impulsiveness. Impulsivity was measured using two indicators. The first one is how 

often the respondent acts on the spur of the moment without stopping to think. The 

second indicator is the level of concern on what could happen to the respondent in the 

short run than the long run.  

Simple tasks. Preference for simple rather than complex tasks was measured using 

one indicator “I dislike really hard tasks that stretch my abilities to the limit”.  

Risk seeking. Risk seeking behavior was measured using three indicators. All three 

indicators are related to the respondent’s likelihood for risky, exciting, and adventurous 

behavior. (e.g., I like to test myself by doing something a little risky; for Bolivia α=.652; 

for the U.S. α=.702). 
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Physical activity. Preference for physical rather than mental activities was 

measured by three indicators asking the respondent if he/she would almost always rather 

do something physical than something mental; if the respondent feels better when on the 

move than when sitting and thinking; and if the respondent likes to go out and do things 

instead of reading or contemplating ideas (for Bolivia α=.613; for the U.S. α=.784). 

Self-centeredness. Self-centered orientation ideas were measured by three 

indicators. The first is the respondent’s idea of being selfish and looking up for oneself 

even if this means making things difficult for other people. The second indicator is the 

respondent’s level of sympathy to other people when they are having problems. The last 

indicator asks if doing things upset people, it’s their problem not the respondent’s (for 

Bolivia α=.634; for the U.S. α=.650). 

Temper. Respondent’s temperament was measured by one indicator asking “when I 

have a serious disagreement with someone, it is usually hard for me to talk calmly about 

it without getting upset”. 

Each item asked the respondent to judge him/herself in terms of their closest 

attitudes for different types of behavior and were given four different response choices: 

“strongly disagree” (1), “disagree” (2), “agree” (3), and “strongly agree” (4). Responses 

were recoded as necessary to show that a low score indicated low self-control.  

Strain Variables 

Following Agnew’s model, the strains that are more likely to cause crime are: 

Parental rejection. Parental rejection was measured using four items. All four item 

scales measured if the respondent’s parents or guardians rejected them, showed little 

interest, provided little support, and often display hostility towards them. 
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Abusive peer relationships. Abusive peer relations were measured by asking the 

frequency of peer abuse that includes insults, ridicule, and threats of isolation. It asked if 

any of the following things have been done to the respondent by one or more friends, 

acquaintances, classmates, or others about his/her age. 

Negative college/law enforcement experiences. Negative college/law enforcement 

experiences was measured by three indicators that included, negative relations with 

professors or college administrators, negative relations with other students, and being 

unfairly treated by police. 

Negative secondary college experiences and failure to achieve selected goals. This 

scale was measured by five indicators measuring the negative secondary college 

experiences and failure to achieve selected goals. All five indicators were related to 

failing and having negative experiences with school related pressures, not being able to 

pursue the major or career goals, have receive an unfair grade, and failed to achieve 

academic goals. 

Each item asked the respondent to judge him/herself in terms of how often he/she 

felt being negatively treated, rejected, and failed to achieve certain goals and he/she was 

given four different response choices: “always” (1), “sometimes” (2), “rarely” (3), and 

“never” (4). Responses were recoded as necessary to show that a high score indicated 

high strain. 

Social Learning Variables 

Differential peer association. Differential association was measured by four 

indicators. The first is the proportion of close friends that have done any of the deviant 

behaviors (none or almost none, less than half, more than half, and almost all). Second 
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and third were the perceived behavior of the father17 and the mother18. Response scales 

ranged from “never” (1) to “everyday or nearly every day” (6). The fourth measure is the 

respondent’s view or attitude of close friend’s norms towards each behavior, asking “as 

far as you know, what is the attitude of your closest friend towards each of the following 

behaviors?” (“disapprove”, “sometimes approve, sometimes disapprove, depending on 

the circumstances”, and “approve”). 

Definitions. Definitions were operationalized following Akers’s model. 

“Neutralizing definitions” was a scale of six Likert items – four for substance use and 

tow for violent behavior – asking  “if it is all right for people to use alcohol as long as 

they control it”, “if it is all right for people to use drugs as long as they control it”, 

“people who use drugs or alcohol really shouldn’t be held responsible since they are 

under too much pressure”, “use of illegal drugs can be justified for some people or some 

situations”, “fighting or hurting someone is all right if they deserve it”, and “stealing 

expensive things is sometimes necessary and justified”. Response scales were ranged 

from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (4). “Proscriptive definitions” was a 

single Likert item measured by asking “it is always wrong to destroy things that don’t 

belong to me”. “Balance of positive-negative definition” was measured by asking the 

degree to which respondents’ own attitudes, on balance, were approving or disapproving 

twelve different deviant behaviors.   

Differential reinforcement. The concept of differential reinforcement was measured 

by two indicators. The first one was based on the respondent’s perceptions of a positive 

                                                   
17 Two questions were deleted because of attrition (engage in identity theft and force sex on someone). 

18 Five questions were deleted because of attrition (damage private, public property, steal expensive things, 
engage in identity theft, unlawful use of a computer, and force sex one someone). 
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or negative effect on the different behaviors, asking “for each of the items below, please 

check what usually happens to you after doing it. If you have never done it, check what 

you think would usually happen if you did do it” (for Bolivia α=.915; for the U.S. 

α=.787). Responses ranged from “mainly good things, such as feel good, fitting in better 

with others or achieving something” (1) to “mainly bad things, such as get into trouble or 

get bad reactions” (3). The second indicator is measured by the friend’s rewarding or 

punishing reactions. These are the respondent’s reports of positive or negative sanctions 

(rewarding and punishing) by their friends to the respondent’s behavior (for Bolivia 

α=.913; for the U.S. α=.875). It asked, “whether or not you have done it, check what your 

friends most likely would do if they were to find out about you doing each of the 

following behaviors” (“become closer friends”, “encourage doing it”, “do nothing”, 

criticize your behavior”, “tell your parents”, “stop being your friends”, and “turn you in 

to the authorities”).  

Imitation. Imitation was measured two ways. First by an index of all admired 

models, parents, adult, and peers, whom the respondent has observed the behavior “on 

video games, movies, Internet, or other media”, “parents or someone else in your family”, 

“some one about your age”, and “someone older” (for Bolivia α=.925; for the U.S. 

α=.855). Second, imitation was measure by two items asking “observing my friends using 

alcohol, drugs, or breaking the law has influenced me to at least try it”; and observing my 

parents using alcohol, drugs, or breaking the law has influenced me to at least try it”. 

Statistical Methods 

Different descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, percentages, and means are 

used to provide information on the characteristics of the respondents. Also, simple 

correlations among independent and dependent variables are carried out. Although most 
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of the measures yield ordinal data, this dissertation project uses multiple regression 

techniques. A series of multiple regression analyses are conducted in which the socio-

demographic variables as well as self-control, social learning, strain, and social bonding 

variables are entered into the equation in several statistical models.  

There are two steps to the multiple regression analyses. First, the relation between 

the independent variables, that is, social learning, social bonding, strain, and self-control 

and three substance use and two violent behaviors (alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs 

use, and hitting and beating someone, respectively) are assessed to test the hypotheses of 

each of the four theoretical models. Since we have more than twenty different dependent 

variables, and for some of them frequencies showed no use or violent behavior, these 

were excluded from the correlation and multiple regression analyses. Second, to better 

explain the relative explanatory power of variables from the four theoretical models, each 

dependent variable is regressed with the socio-demographic variables and then each 

theoretical variable is placed in the regression equations, separately, to observe the 

relative explanation power. Finally, all socio-demographic and independent variables are 

placed in a full model for each dependent variable.  

Standardized regression coefficients (Beta) are used in the regression analyses that 

allows a direct comparison of the relative importance of the theoretical variables that are 

measured in different unites that are not directly compared in a multiple regression 

analyses. As a means of measuring the combine effects of the independent variables on 

each of the dependent variables, the multiple coefficient of determination (R-square) are 

employed. Throughout these analyses, two-tailed test are used to evaluate the credibility 
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of the hypotheses. Statistically speaking, the standard level of .05 is accepted for 

determining the variable’s statistical significance19. 

                                                   
19 Some of the distribution of the dependent variables are somewhat skewed. I checked to see if this may 
make any difference by dichotomizing each dependent variable (0 = no; 1 = yes) and ran logistic 
regression. The results (seen in appendix K) did not show any major difference with the ones found in the 
OLS regressions. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: TESTING SOCIAL LEARNING, SELF-

CONTROL, STRAIN THEORIES, AND SOCIAL BONDING IN BOLIVIA AND THE 
UNITED STATES  

The purpose of this chapter is to report analyses and findings on the relation 

between the elements of the five theoretical models and deviant behavior by both 

American and Bolivian college students. Five analyses will be presented: (1) descriptive 

statistics on the characteristics and behaviors of the American and Bolivian respondents 

and their deviant behavior; (2) comparison of gender and race differences regarding the 

use of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs, and hitting and beating someone; (3) bivariate 

correlation coefficients of socio-demographic variables and each dependent variable; (4) 

correlations of socio-demographic variables and variables from social learning, social 

bonding, self-control, and strain theories; (4) a series of OLS multiple regression analyses 

for testing the hypotheses and exploring the relative explanatory power of the theoretical 

variables and substance use and violent behavior.  

In this first section, descriptive data are presented to understand the characteristics 

of both the American and Bolivian samples and to provide a basic framework for the 

demonstration and interpretation of results in this study. 

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of American Respondents 

As indicated in Table 4-1, for the American sample, 62% of the respondents were 

females (n=228) and almost 38% were males (n=139). The respondents’ age ranged from 

18 years of age (n=45) to 30 years of age (n=1), with a mean of 20. The majority of the 

respondents were 20years of age (n=92; 25%) followed by those with 21 years of age 

(n=79; 22%) and 19 years of age (n=78; 21%). 
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Table 4-1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of American Respondents 
Variables Frequencies 

(N) 
Percent 

(%) 
Range Mean 

Gender 367 100 0, 1  
Female 228 62.1   
Male 139 37.9   
Age 367 100   
18 45 12.3   
19 78 21.3   
20 92 25.1   
21 79 21.5   
22 38 10.4   
23 19 5.2   
24 5 1.4   
25 4 1.1   
26 2 0.5   
27 2 0.5   
28 1 0.3   
29 1 0.3   
30 1 0.3   
Race 367 100 1 ~ 4  
White 221 60.2   
Black 63 17.2   
Latino/Hispanic 63 17.2   
Asian 20 5.4   
Religious 
Preference 

355 100 1 ~ 4  

Catholic 104 28.3   
Jewish 22 6.0   
Protestant 108 29.4   
None 121 33.0   
Class Level 367 100 1 ~ 4 2.59 
Freshman 85 23.2   
Sophomore 64 17.4   
Junior 136 37.1   
Senior 82 22.3   
College 
Residency 

366 100 1.2  

On-campus 86 22.6   
Off-campus 283 77.1   
Major 366 100 1 ~ 5  
Natural science 
or math 
(physics, 
chemistry, etc.) 

45 12.3   
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Table 4-1. Continued 
Variables Frequencies 

(N) 
Percent 

(%) 
Range Mean 

Social 
behavioral 
sciences 
(sociology, 
psychology, 
criminology, 
etc.) 

201 57.2   

Humanities 
(language, 
philosophy, 
history, etc.) 

25 6.8   

Business 
(accounting,  
business 
administration, 
etc.) 

21 5.7   

Other 65 17.7   
Hometown 367 100   
Small-rural 54 14.7   
Medium 177 48.2   
Large 
metropolitan 

136 37.1   

Grade Point 
Average 

367 100 1 ~ 4 2.11 

A 108 29.4   
B+ 134 36.5   
B 103 28.1   
C or C+ 20 5.4   
Below C 2 0.5   

 
In regards to their racial or ethnic identity, 60% were White (n=221); 17% Black, 

17% Latino or Hispanic (n=17); and 5% Asian (n=20). In terms of the respondents’ 

religious preference, 28% were Catholics (n=104); 6% Jewish (n=22); 29% Protestant 

(108); and 121 respondents answered they did not have any religious preference (33%). 

With regard to the respondents’ class level in college, 23% were freshman (n=85); 17% 

were sophomore (n=64); 37% were junior (n=136); and 22% were senior (n=82). 
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For college residency, 23% of the respondents lived on-campus (n=83) but the 

majority of the respondents, 77%, lived off-campus (n=283). Also, 15% of the 

respondents’ home town were small or rural (n=54); 48% came from a medium size town 

(n=177); and 37% from a large metropolitan town (n=136). Most of the respondents were 

majoring in a social behavioral science field (n=201; 57%) followed by other fields (e.g., 

architecture) with 18% of the respondents (n=65); and 12% of the respondents majoring 

in a natural science or math field (n=45). In regards to the respondents’ grade point 

average (GPA), 29% of the respondents had a GPA of A (n=108); 37% a GPA of B+ 

(n=134); 28% a GPA of B (n=103); 5% a GPA of C or C+ (n=20); and only two 

respondents below C. 

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Bolivian Respondents 

Table 4-2 presents the socio-demographic characteristics of Bolivian respondents. 

43% of the total respondents were females (n=179) whereas 57% were males (n=241). In 

terms of the respondents’ age, the youngest was 18 years old and the oldest was 45 years 

old. The majority of the respondents, 27% of the sample, were 18 years of age (n=113) 

and it decreased steadily thereafter. With regard to the respondents’ race, 27% were white 

(n=112) and 73% were black (n=308). For their religious preferences, a large number of 

the respondents were Catholics (n=293; 70%) fallowed by protestants (n=61; 15%), and 

15% of the respondents did not have any religious preference (n=64). 

Class level in college was coded as (1) freshman; (2) sophomore; (3) junior; and (4) 

senior. The largest group in this sample came from the freshman class and senior class 

(n=125; 30%; and n=116; 28% respectively). For college residency, 53% of the 

respondents lived south of college campus (n=221) and 43% lived north of college 
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campus (n=180). The respondents were more likely to be enroll in a natural science fields 

(n=141; 34%); law (n=124; 30%), and social science fields (n=69; 16%). 

Table 4-2. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Bolivian Respondents 
Variables Frequencies 

(N) 
Percent 

(%) 
Range Mean 

Gender 420 100 0, 1  
Female 179 42.6   
Male 241 57.4   
Age 420 100 18 ~ 45 20.09 
18 113 26.9   
19 92 21.9   
20 83 19.8   
21 62 14.8   
22 35 8.3   
23 12 2.9   
24 5 1.2   
25 5 1.2   
26 3 0.7   
27 1 0.2   
28 2 0.5   
30 2 0.5   
31  2 0.5   
33 1 0.2   
42 1 0.2   
45 1 0.2   
Race 420 100 1, 2  
White 112 26.7   
Black 308 73.3   
Religious 
Preference 

 100 1 ~ 3  

Catholic 293 69.8   
Protestant 61 14.5   
None 64 15.2   
Class Level 419 100 1 ~ 4 2.46 
Freshman 125 29.8   
Sophomore 92 21.9   
Junior 86 20.5   
Senior 116 27.6   
College 
Residency 

401 100 1, 2  

On-campus 221 52.6   
Off-campus 180 42.9   
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Table 4-2. Continued 
Variables Frequencies 

(N) 
Percent 

(%) 
Range Mean 

Major 417 100 1 ~ 5  
Natural science 
or ma th 
(physics, 
chemistry, etc.) 

141 33.6   

Social 
behavioral 
sciences 
(sociology, 
psychology, 
criminology, 
etc.) 

69 16.4   

Architecture 7 1.7   
Law 124 29.5   
Other 76 18.1   
Hometown 408 100   
Small-rural 16 3.8   
Medium 82 19.5   
Large 
metropolitan 

310 73.8   

Grade P oint 
Average 

406 100 1 ~ 4 2.91 

A 26 6.2   
B ~ B+ 92 21.9   
C ~ C+ 181 43.1   
Below C 107 25.5   
 

Grade point average, a small number of the respondents had a grade of A (n=26). 

The majority had either a grade of C or C+, or below C (n=181; 43%; and n=107; 26% 

respectively). In regards to the respondents’ hometown, a large number of the sample 

(n=310) grew up or lived for a long period of time in a large metropolitan area. In 

contrasts, only sixteen respondents said they lived in a small-rural area (45).  

Comparisons Between Samples: the different socio-demographic characteristics of 

the American and Bolivian respondents are shown in Table 4-3.  The total sample is 

N=787 respondents. Compared to the American sample, a greater proportion of males 
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were sampled in Bolivia (30.6% vs. 17.6%). The Bolivian sample had older college 

students (>24 years of age) taking classes compared to the American college students 

(twenty three students vs. sixteen students respectively).  

Although, as was previously stated, the definition of race is somewhat different in 

Bolivia to the one in the United States, it can be said that there were more white students 

in the American sample (60%) compared to only 14% in the Bolivian sample. More 

interestingly, however, is the differences in religious affiliation. In the Bolivian sample, 

there were more students whose religious preference was Catholicism and there were less 

likely to be protestant or had no religious preference (33.4%; 7.6%; and 8.1% 

respectively).  

In contrast, American students were more likely to have no religious preference 

(15.4%), and slightly less likely to be Catholics than protestants (13.2% vs. 13.7%). In 

terms of the students’ hometown, in the Bolivian sample respondents were more likely to 

come from a large metropolitan area, followed by a medium size area and lastly from a 

small – rural area (39.4%; 10.4%; and 2.03% respectively). On the other hand, American 

students were more likely to come from a medium size area (22.5%) compared to a small 

– rural area or large metropolitan area (6.9% vs. 17.3%). Finally, with regard to the 

students’ grade point average, there were marked differences between these two groups. 

Students in the American sample were more likely to have a higher GPA score compared 

with students in Bolivian (43.8% vs. 15%). 

As noted, there are great differences between the two samples. Something that 

protrudes is with regard to religious affiliation. Here we see a remarkable difference 

between college students in Bolivia and the United States. This may explain if there are 
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any differences between the two groups. While religion may play an important role in 

explaining deviant or criminal behavior, another interesting difference is proportion of 

students in Bolivia that have a lower grade point average compared to those in the U.S. 

Thus, as stated before, these two groups are significantly different in terms of their socio-

demographic characteristics. 

Table 4-3. Characteristics of American and Bolivian Respondents 
Variables American Sample 

(N=367) 
Bolivian Sample 
(N=420) 

Gender   
Female 228 179 
Male 139 241 
Age   
18~23 351 397 
24~29 15 16 
>29 1 7 
Race   
White 221 112 
Black 63 308 
Religious Preference   
Catholic 104 293 
Protestant 108 61 
None 121 64 
Hometown   
Small – rural 54 16 
Medium 177 82 
Large metropolitan 136 310 
Grade Point Average   
A 108 26 
B – B+ 237 92 
C – C+ 20 181 
Below C 2 107 
 

The Distribution and Comparison of Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the 
American and Bolivian Samples 

The data in Table 4-4 and Table 4-5 presents the distribution of frequency of self-

reported American and Bolivian respondents’ deviant behavior and substance use. As can 

be seen from both data, in regards to alcohol, 45.5% Bolivian respondents reported using 
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it in the past 12 months. On the other hand, American respondents were about 10% more 

prone to use alcohol during the same time (53.9%). Most importantly, though, Bolivian 

college students reported using alcohol every day or nearly every day more often than 

American college students (1.9% vs. 0.8%).   

In terms of illegal drugs, the occurrence varies noticeably in both the Bolivian and 

American respondents. Marijuana use was common among American college students 

with 36.9% of the respondents doing it in the past 12 month. Similarly, 4.9% reported 

doing it every day o nearly every day. Depressants and stimulants were not used as 

regularly as marijuana was (8.6% and 2.4% respectively), however, use of other drugs 

(such as cocaine, heroin, LSD, and ecstasy) was considerably higher (10.1%); only 1.9% 

of the respondents reported doing it monthly and no student reported doing it either 

weekly or every day.  For the Bolivian respondents, marijuana use was not prevalent with 

only 11% of the sample reporting ever using it in the past 12 months. The use of 

depressants was also lower (3.5%) compared to their counterpart Americans, but 

interestingly enough, stimulant use was a bit higher for the Bolivian sample (3.8%). 

Other drugs, such as cocaine, heroin, LSD, and ecstasy were rarely used by Bolivian 

respondents (1.2% see appendix B) compared to the American sample. Also, college 

students in the U.S. were less likely to use tranquilizers (1.9% see appendix A) compared 

to college students in Bolivia (6.3%). 
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Table 4-4. Descriptive Statistics on Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of American Respondents in the Past 12 
Months 

Variable (1) 
Never 

(2) 
Once or Twice 

(3) 
Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

Threatened or 
hit someone 

78.8 18.3 1.9 1.3 -- 0.3 1.27 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

93 5.1 1.1 -- 0.3 0.5 1.11 

Used alcohol 46.1 19.9 14.8 12.9 5.4 0.8 2.14 
Marijuana 63.1 17 6.2 4.6 4.3 4.9 1.85 
*Depressants 91.4 5.7 1.3 1.1 0.5 -- 1.14 
*Stimulants 97.6 1.3 0.5 -- 0.3 0.3 1.05 
*Other Drugs 89.8 5.4 3 1.9 -- -- 1.17 
* Depressants, stimulants, and other drugs (cocaine, heroin, LSD, ecstasy) formed the scale “Other drug use” 
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In addition, American respondents were less likely to report threatening or hitting 

some and beaten or attacked someone (21.8% and 7% respectively) compared to college 

students in Bolivia (34.5% and 21.2% respectively). The logical explanation for this 

difference is due to law enforcement. In the United States attacking or beating someone 

has great consequences, legally speaking, and victims are more likely to either report the 

incident or police officers are more likely to apprehend the offender, especially if these 

activities happen on the streets (e.g., clubs, bars, or sporting events). Surely, if someone, 

in Bolivia, gets into a fight he/she is breaking the law.  

However, even when these fights are inside or outside clubs, bars, or sporting 

events and in the presence of police officers, the likelihood of being arrested is very slim; 

the likelihood of a victim reporting the event is also slim. People are less afraid of police 

officers when it comes to fights between two or more individuals and police officers 

rarely book anyone for these actions. Police officers will stop the fight, but will not take 

the offender to the police station.  
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Table 4-5. Descriptive Statistics on Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of Bolivian Respondents in the Past 12 Months  
Variable (1) 

Never 
(2) 

Once or Twice 
(3) 

Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

Threatened or 
hit someone 

65.5 26.7 5.1 1.5 1.2 -- 1.46 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

78.8 14.8 3.6 1.9 0.5 0.5 1.32 

Used alcohol 54.5 23.9 9.2 6.1 4.5 1.9 1.88 
Marijuana 89.0 7.3 1.4 0.9 1.2 0.2 1.19 
*Depressants 96.5 1.4 0.7 0.9 0.5 -- 1.08 
*Stimulants 96.2 1.2 0.5 0.9 0.5 0.7 1.10 
*Tranquilizers 93.7 4.9 0.5 0.7 0.2 -- 1.09 
* Depressants, stimulants, and other drugs (cocaine, heroin, LSD, ecstasy) formed the scale “Other drug use” 
 



 

 101 

Substance Use and Violent Behavior By Country 

Comparison of Gender And Race 

A comparison of gender and race by college type for substance use and violent 

behavior in the past twelve month is shown by analyses of percentage, means, and t-tests 

in Table 4-6, 4-7 and 4-8, 4-9 for Bolivia and the United States respectively. As seen on 

table 4-6 and 4-7 gender differences are significantly associated with substance use and 

violent deviance while race differences are not significantly associated with both deviant 

behaviors, with the exception of marijuana use. In general, males are more likely than 

females to use any substance use, that is, alcohol, marijuana or other drugs; and to hit or 

beat someone. On the other hand, marijuana use was moderately associated with race; 

whites were more likely to use marijuana than black respondents.  

For the American sample, results showed that gender differences are significantly 

associated with substance use and violent deviance. Males were more likely to use 

marijuana, alcohol, hit or beat someone compared to females. The latter, however, were 

more likely to use hard core drugs, defined as depressants, stimulants, cocaine, heroin, 

LCD, and ecstasy. Race was also significantly associated with substance use and violent 

deviance. Whites were more likely to use marijuana (t= 3.379, p< .001) and consume 

more alcohol (t= 5.904, p< .001) compared to those blacks, yet they were less likely to hit 

or beat someone (19.1% vs. 30.2% and 5.4% vs. 11.2%, respectively). 
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Table 4-6. Descriptive Statistics Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of Bolivian Respondents between Males and 
Females 

 
Variable 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

MALE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionall
y 

 
(4) 

Weekly or 
every day 

 
Mean 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

FEMALE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionally 

 
(4) 

Weekly 
or every 

day 

 
Mean 

 
t-value 

Threatened 
or hit 
someone 

52.6 34.1 8.6 4.8 1.68 82.3 17.1 0.6 -- 1.18 -6.77*** 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

66.1 23.0 5.9 4.1 1.52 95.4 4.0 0.6 -- 1.05 -6.64*** 

Used 
alcohol 

42.7 25.3 13.7 9.1 2.20 69.3 22.3 3.4 2.8 1.47 -6.04*** 

Marijuana 83.8 10.0 4.1 2.1 1.24 95.5 3.9 -- 0.6 1.06 -3.73*** 
Other 
Drugs 

90.5 4.9 1.2 3.3 1.13 91.6 7.8 -- -- 1.03 -2.66* 

    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-7. Descriptive Statistics Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of Bolivian Respondents between Whites and 
Blacks 

 
Variable 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

WHITE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionall
y 

 
(4) 

Weekly or 
every day 

 
Mean 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

BLACK (%) 
(3) 

Occasionally 

 
(4) 

Weekly 
or every 

day 

 
Mean 

 
t-value 

Threatened 
or hit 
someone 

64.5 24.3 6.5 4.6 1.52 65.4 27.7 4.7 2.0 1.44 .926 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

78.9 11.9 4.6 4.6 1.37 78.4 16.1 3.3 2.3 1.31 .701 

Used 
alcohol 

51.8 21.4 12.5 14.3 1.95 54.9 25.0 8.1 12.0 1.87 .572 

Marijuana 83.9 10.7 4.5 0.9 1.22 90.6 6.2 1.6 1.6 1.14 1.4* 
Other 
Drugs 

92.9 2.7 -- 4.5 1.12 90.3 7.4 1.2 0.9 1.08 .764 

    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Comparison of Gender and Race Between the Two Samples 

A comparison of samples, American and Bolivian, for using drugs and committing 

violent behavior in the past twelve months produced interesting findings. The two groups, 

in terms of gender, were significantly different in terms of using drugs and violent 

behavior. The t-tests results indicate the significant differences in hitting someone (t=-

6.771, p< .001; t=-4.39, p< .001), beating someone (t=-6.637, p< .001; t=-2.163, p< 

.001), alcohol use (t=-6.039, p< .001; t=-1.947 p< .001), marijuana use (t=-3.733, p< 

.001; t=-2.358 p< .001), and other drug use (t=-2.366, p< .05; t=1.719, p< .01) for the 

Bolivian and American sample respectively. For example, in Bolivia, male respondents 

were more likely, compared to the American college students to hit and beat someone 

(47.5% and 33% vs. 33.3% and 11.5% respectively) but college students from the U.S. 

were more likely to use alcohol (57.6% vs. 48.1%), use marijuana (39.6% vs. 16.2%), 

and use other drugs (13.7% vs. 9.4%). For the female college students, results were 

similar to those of the males. Bolivian females were less likely to use alcohol, use 

marijuana, and other drugs, whereas they were more likely to hit or beat someone.  

The comparison results between Bolivian college students and American college 

students in terms of race were also different. The idea was to understand if there were any 

differences between the two main races/ethnicities in both Bolivia and the United States. 

From the results of the Bolivian sample, it was clear that only marijuana use showed 

moderately significant differences, yet for the American sample all but one, other drug 

use, showed significant differences in hitting and beating someone, using alcohol, and 

using marijuana. Marijuana was more likely to be used by both with college students in 

Bolivia and the United States (t=1.400, p< .05 and t=3.379, p< .001).  
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In summary, as indicated in the comparison analyses of both samples for substance 

use and violent behavior and the demographic characteristics, the results revealed that 

males and females in Bolivia were more likely to hit and beat someone, whereas males 

and females in the United States were more likely to use alcohol, marijuana, and other 

drugs. Furthermore, in the United States, both white and black college students were 

more likely to use any of the drugs and hit or beat anyone.  

Correlation Analyses 

The bivariate correlation coefficients of all socio demographic variables for each 

substance use and violent behavior are presented in Tables 4-10 and 4-11 for the 

American and Bolivian samples, respectively. First, from table 4-10, alcohol, marijuana 

use, hit, and beat someone are correlated to gender; this same findings are consistent with 

the previous findings that the t-tests of gender are statistically significant with each 

substance use shown in Table 4-8. The correlations are statistically significant, with the 

magnitude of the relationships ranging from r=.10 to r=.22. In contrast, religion, the 

students’ hometown, and their major are not associated with any substance use or violent 

behavior. Age, class level, and college residency are statistically significant with alcohol. 

The same socio-demographic variables, with the exception of class level, are significantly 

associated with marijuana use. Other drug use is not associated with any socio-

demographic variable, and only race is significantly associated with the violent behavior 

hitting someone. Grade point average and gender show correlations that are statistically 

significant with beating someone.  
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Table 4-8. Descriptive Statistics Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of American Respondents between Males and 
Females 

 
Variable 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

MALE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionall
y 

 
(4) 

Weekly or 
every day 

 
Mean 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

FEMALE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionally 

 
(4) 

Weekly 
or every 

day 

 
Mean 

 
t-value 

Threatened 
or hit 
someone 

66.7 27.5 2.2 3.6 1.44 86.0 12.3 1.3 0.4 1.16 -4.39*** 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

88.5 10.1 -- 1.4 1.17 96.9 1.3 1.3 0.4 1.06 -2.16*** 

Used 
alcohol 

42.4 18.0 14.4 25.2 2.20 47.4 21.5 15.4 15.8 1.47 -1.95*** 

Marijuana 60.4 14.4 5.8 19.4 2.08 64.0 18.9 6.6 10.5 1.72 -2.36*** 
Other 
Drugs 

86.2 13.0 0.7 -- 1.14 84.4 12.0 2.1 1.3 1.07 1.72** 

    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-9. Descriptive Statistics Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of American Respondents between Whites and 
Blacks 

 
Variable 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

WHITE (%) 
(3) 

Occasionall
y 

 
(4) 

Weekly or 
every day 

 
Mean 

 
(1) 

Never 

 
(2) 

Once/ 
Twice 

BLACK (%) 
(3) 

Occasionally 

 
(4) 

Weekly 
or every 

day 

 
Mean 

 
t-value 

Threatened 
or hit 
someone 

80.9 17.7 0.5 0.9 1.21 69.8 25.4 3.2 1.6 1.40 -2.26*** 

Beaten or 
attacked 
someone 

94.6 5.4 -- -- 1.05 88.9 4.8 3.2 3.2 1.25 -3.05*** 

Used 
alcohol 

38.0 20.8 16.3 24.8 2.36 79.4 12.7 4.8 3.2 1.32 5.90*** 

Marijuana 58.8 17.6 5.9 17.6 2.00 81.0 12.7 3.2 3.2 1.32 3.38*** 
Other 
Drugs 

85.8 11.0 2.3 1.0 1.12 80.6 19.4 -- -- 1.10 .308 

    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-10. Bivariate Correlation Coefficient of Socio-Demographic Variables for Each 
Substance Use and Violent Behavior for the American Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Age .16*** .14** -.02 -.02 -.04 
Race -.09 -.06 -.02 .11* .06 
Class Level .21*** .05 -.04 .05 -.07 
Hometown .07 .08 -.05 -.02 .03 
GPA .00 .02 -.06 -.02 .11* 
Gender .10* .12* -.09 .22*** .11* 
Religious 
Preference 

-.08 .09 -.04 .03 .05 

College 
Residency 

.16** .10* .01 -.01 -.02 

Major -.04 -.02 .09 .00 -.02 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

Table 4-11 presents the bivariate correlation coefficients of socio-demographic variables 

for each substance use and violent behavior for the Bolivian sample. Similarly to the American 

sample and t-tests findings, gender is statistically significant with each substance use and violent 

behavior (r= .12 to r= .32). The students’ general field of major is not significantly associated 

with any of the substance use or violent behavior. Contrary to the American sample, other drug 

use is statistically significant with gender only. Marijuana use is correlated with the students’ 

religious preferences and their college residency.  

Strain, Social Bonding, Self-Control, and Social Learning Theories 

Tables 4-12 and 4-13 present the bivariate correlations of strain, social bonding, self-

control, and social learning theories for alcohol, marijuana, other drugs, hit someone, and beat 

someone for the American and Bolivian sample, respectively. In general, in the American 

sample, the strongest relationships are found on the social learning variables and each of the 

substance use and violent behaviors variables with coefficients ranging as high as .42. However, 
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some of the coefficients are weak ranging as low as .10 which is also one of the lowest in the 

bivariate correlations among all theories. 

Table 4-11. Bivariate Correlation Coefficient of Socio-Demographic Variables for Each 
Substance Use and Violent Behavior for the Bolivia Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Age -.01 .02 .05 -.07 -.06 
Race -.03 -.07 -.04 .05 -.04 
Class Level -.04 .00 .08 -.04 -.06 
Hometown .13** .07 -.01 .07 .07 
GPA .09 -.01 .04 .01 .06 
Gender .28*** .18*** .12* .32*** .31*** 
Religious 
Preference 

.10 .13** .01 .06 .06 

College 
Residency 

-.02 -.10* .03 -.03 .03 

Major .03 .01 -.03 -.02 .06 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  

For strain theory, parental rejection, abusive peer relationship, and negative college/law 

experiences are statistically significant with other use of drugs (r= .10), marijuana use (r= .14), 

and once again other use of drugs (r= .11), respectively. For social bonding, only on explanatory 

variable of attachment, school attachment, is statistically significant with alcohol use (r= .12). 

Beliefs variables are the most significantly correlated with all deviant behaviors, but other drug 

use and beating someone, particularly the explanatory variables legal norms and values of 

religion.  

Almost all social learning variables are statistically significant with the violent behavior 

beating someone with bivariate correlation coefficient between .10 and .17. None of the strain, 

social bonding, and self-control variables, with the exception of risk seeking for self-control, is 

statistically significant with beating someone. 
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Table 4-12. Bivariate Correlation Coefficient of Strain, Social Bonding, Self-Control, and Social 
Learning Variables for Each Substance Use and Violent Behavior for the American 
Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Strain      
Parental Rejection -.01 .05 .10* .02 .01 
Abusive Peer relationship .02 .14** .04 .03 .05 
Negative College/law exp. .05 .07 .11* .06 .01 
Negative Secondary exp. .04 .07 .08 .02 -.01 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment .02 -.03 .05 -.10 .02 
Peer Attachment .01 .03 -.02 -.09 -.01 
School Attachment .12* -.01 .01 -.09 -.07 
Belief      
Legal Norms -.19*** -.29*** -.05 -.14** -.01 
Value of Religion -.20*** -.31*** -.08 -.04 .12 
Parental Norms -.02 -.11* .04 -.10 .03 
Involvement      
Educational Involvement -.01 -.13* -.05 -.08 -.07 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average -.00 -.09 -.06 .05 .01 
Effort .05 -.05 -.14** .01 -.04 
Educational Aspirations -.03 .00 -.16*** .05 -.04 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks .07 .12* -.01 .05 .06 
Low Temper -.02 .01 -.05 .10* .01 
Impulsivity .13* .10* -.03 .15** .10 
Risk Seeking .26** .20*** -.04 .15** .12* 
Physical Activity .15** -.10* -.04 -.02 -.02 
Self-Centered .10 .13* -.01 .11* .07 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc. .28*** .23*** .07 .21*** .11* 
Father’s Use .01 .09 .04 .13* .05 
Mother’s Use .07 .18** .05 .02 -.10* 
Peer Norm Qualities .03 .08 .35*** -.07 .02 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions .29*** .42*** .03 .21*** .17** 
Positive/Negative Def. .08 .04 .36*** -.08 -.02 
Proscriptive Definitions .04 .02 -.08 .18*** .11* 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs -.21*** -.28*** -.04 -.15** -.10* 
Friends Reactions .14** .20*** -.02 .21** .09 
Imitation      
Advertisement .20*** .17** -.01 .13* -.06 
Peer Imitation .32*** .38*** .05 .03 -.04 
Parental Imitation .22*** .24*** .07 .04 -.02 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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In relation to the violent behavior hitting someone, most social learning and self-control 

variables are strongly correlated with it, but none of the strain variables are. For social bonding 

only one is, legal norms (-.14).  

Table 4-13 presents the bivariate correlations of strain, social bonding, self-control, and 

social learning theories for alcohol, marijuana, other drugs, hit someone, and beat someone for 

the Bolivian sample. Similarly to the American sample, the strongest relationships are found on 

the social learning variables and each of the substance use and violent behaviors variables, with 

coefficients varying as high as .45 and as low as .10. Interestingly, every single social learning 

variable, with the exception of proscriptive definitions, are highly correlated with substance use 

and violent behavior variables. 

This is not the case with the American sample. Moreover, the bivariate correlation 

coefficients of social learning variables are higher compared to the American sample 

counterparts.  

There are also differences in terms of the strain theory variables. In the Bolivian sample 

there are more variables that are statistically correlated with the substance use and violent 

behavior variables. For example, negative college and law experiences are highly correlated with 

all the substance use and violent behavior variables, which is not the case in the American 

sample. 

For social bonding theory, all but peer attachment and educational involvement are 

significantly correlated with any of the substance use and violent behavior variables. The 

explanatory power ranges from .10 to .25. Here, again, there are notable differences with the 

American sample. Parental attachment is correlated with alcohol and marijuana; there is no 

correlation in the American sample, more than half of the social bonding variables are not 
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significantly correlated; educational aspirations, commitment to obtain a high GPA, and effort 

are also highly correlated with almost all substance use and violent behavior variables. 

Self-control variables are significantly associated with alcohol (impulsivity r= .18; risk 

seeking r= .22), marijuana use (risk seeking r= .21), hitting someone (impulsivity r= .16; risk 

seeking r= .25; and self-centered r= .12), and beating someone (impulsivity r= .14; risk seeking 

r= .26; and physical activity r= .12). None of the substance use and violent behavior variables is 

statistically correlated with simple tasks and lower temper. In the American sample all self-

control variables are correlated with at least one substance use or violent behavior. 

The primary purpose of this study is to test the propositions of the four major theories of 

crime and deviance in two different societies to see to what extent they apply cross-cultural and 

to determine how well they do separately and in comparison to one another in explaining 

criminal and deviant behavior. There are some clear differences between the Bolivian and 

American respondents in terms of socio-demographic composition and distribution on the 

dependent variables.  The Americans are more prone to substance use and the Bolivians are more 

prone to violent behavior.  These differences may reflect cultural differences between the two 

countries.  

Given these differences, to the extent that the theories of crime and deviance are culture-

bound, one would expect that they would apply only to the American sample or there might be 

some difference in the extent to the theories are able to account for variations in deviant behavior 

would be less in the United States than Bolivia. However, the bivariate analyses revealed that all 

of the theories are supported to some extent in both the Bolivian and American samples, 

indicating cross-cultural generalizability. Nevertheless there are also some indications that the 

social psychological processes or traits are moderated to some extent by the cultural context 
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because there is some variation in how well the different theories account for variations in 

deviant behavior in Bolivia and in America.  

But the interesting thing is that where there is some difference, the main effects of the 

theoretical variables tend to be stronger, not weaker, in the Bolivian sample.  To the extent that 

the theories produced by American scholars are expected to be culture-bound their explanatory 

variables should have weaker effects in a South American culture.  But not only do the findings 

show effects in the expected direction among the Bolivian sample but often those effects are 

stronger than in the American sample.   This may be a function of the disproportionate number of 

women in the American sample. Multivariate analysis for separate models will check this.   In 

both societies, the bivariate main effects of the social learning variables are most consistently 

and usually stronger than the variables derived from the other theories. 

It is noticeable to see how well the theories do at the bivariate level. Bivariate analysis 

involves the examining the ways in which the characteristics of one variable are associated with 

the characteristics of another variables. This correlation is determined by the statistical 

significance between the variables. It is important to note, that even when the relationship is 

statistically significant, it does not mean that the relationship is important (Sweet, 1999); the 

researcher, in this case, will rule out chance as the explanation of the relationship. In order to test 

the influence of multiple factors and the importance of the variables, multivariate analyses are 

needed. With multivariate analysis, it will be possible to control for the influence of potential 

spurious factors associated with the variables. 
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Table 4-13. Bivariate Correlation Coefficient of Strain, Social Bonding, Self-Control, and Social 
Learning Variables for Each Substance Use and Violent Behavior for the Bolivian 
Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Strain      
Parental Rejection .05 -.02 -.02 -.05 -.10* 
Abusive Peer relationship -.06 -.05 -.06 -.16** -.10* 
Negative College/law exp. -.26*** -.19*** -.18*** -.19*** -.15** 
Negative Secondary exp. -.10* -.01 -.14** -.01 -.08 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment -.14** -.15** -.07 -.08 .02 
Peer Attachment .00 -.03 -.02 .03 .02 
School Attachment -.11* -.01 -.09 -.05 .01 
Belief      
Legal Norms -.22*** -.16*** -.18*** -.13** -.16** 
Value of Religion -.18*** -.17*** -.04 -.18*** -.18** 
Parental Norms -.22*** -.18*** -.25*** -.11* -.10* 
Involvement      
Educational Involvement -.04 -.03 .00 .04 .01 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average -.16** -.04 -.18*** -.06 -.10* 
Effort -.15** -.08 -.19*** -.07 -.02 
Educational Aspirations -.21*** -.15** -.15** -.13** -.06 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks -.02 -.05 .05 -.05 .03 
Low Temper .04 .05 .03 .06 .09 
Impulsivity .18*** .09 .07 .16** .14** 
Risk Seeking .22*** .21*** .08 .25*** .26*** 
Physical Activity .08 -.03 -.07 .05 .12** 
Self-Centered .04 .07 .03 .12* .05 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc. .32*** .27*** .15** .26*** .23*** 
Father’s Use .24*** .13** .30*** .24*** .27*** 
Mother’s Use .14** .16*** .26*** .16*** .23*** 
Peer Norm Qualities .45*** .27*** .20*** .30*** .20*** 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions .28*** .25*** .13*** .19*** .12* 
Positive/Negative Def. .44*** .31*** .23*** .29*** .25*** 
Proscriptive Definitions -.07 -.03 .09 -.02 -.05 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs -.28*** -.19*** -.12* -.16** -.13* 
Friends Reactions .22*** .10* .01 .12* .15** 
Imitation      
Advertisement .17*** .17*** .16*** .13** .09 
Peer Imitation .32*** .24*** .10* .15** .11* 
Parental Imitation .13** .03 .16*** .01 .03 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Multiple Regression Analyses 

While the bivariate analysis has provided some initial insights into the relative 

applicability of the theories in both societies and in comparison to one another, multivariate 

analysis was done to examine the net effects of the explanatory variables. Thus, in this section, 

alcohol use, marijuana use, other drug use, and violent behaviors (hitting someone and beating 

someone) will be regressed on four separate models for each sample (American and Bolivian) 

derived from strain, social bonding, self-control, and social learning theories. The analysis will 

provide the relative predictive value of single variables and the total amount of variances 

explained by the theoretical model. 

Strain and Self-Control Theory Models 

Table 4-14 and 4-15 display the results for ordinary least squares (OLS) models for both 

American and Bolivian sample, respectively, of each substance use and violent behaviors 

regressed on measures of strain (abusive parental rejection, abusive peer relationship, negative 

college and law experiences, and negative secondary experiences) and low self-control (simple 

task, lower temper, impulsivity, risk seeking, physical activity, and self-centered).    

In Table 4-14, for the American sample, the strain theory variables appear to have almost 

no predictive power for either substance use or violent behavior. The main effects of strain 

variables as seen from Table 4-12 were weak and Table 4-14 shows that only abusive peer 

relationships have a significant net effect on only marijuana use. None of the strain variables 

indicates any significant beta coefficients for alcohol, other drug use, hitting someone or beating 

someone. The direction of this single relationship is positive and as predicted by the theoretical 

approach. But, the level of explained variance by all of the strain variables combined on each of 

the dependent variables is miniscule (1% or less). Based on these findings one must conclude 
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that strain theory as measure by the variables in this study is not supported for the American 

sample.  

Table 4-14 also presents the results of multiple regression analyses of self-control variables 

for each type of substance use and the two measures of violent behaviors as the dependent 

variables for the American sample. The explanatory power of self-control variables (primarily 

due to the effects of the risk-seeking measure) is greater than that of the strain variables, ranging 

from a very low 1% for alcohol use to 12% for other drugs use. However, while the effects of 

risk-seeking and most of the other coefficients in the table are in the theoretically expected 

direction, the net effects of preference for physical activity on marijuana use and on physical 

aggression are opposite to what would be expected from self-control theory. The findings 

indicate that those with higher self-control as indicated by a lower preference for physicality are 

more likely, not less likely, to have used marijuana or to have engaged in hitting someone or 

beating someone. Similarly, while not statistically significant, none of the net effects of temper 

on the dependent variables, with the exception of hitting someone, are in the expected direction. 

Also, none of the self-control variables has a statistically significant relationship with other drugs 

use and beating someone. 

To the extent that risk-seeking is an important dimension of self-control theory, the 

findings offer some support for this theoretical perspective as an explanation of criminal and 

analogous behavior in the American sample, but support is undermined by the lack of significant 

net effects for most of the other dimensions of self-control. That support is most seriously called 

into question by the negative effects on physicality and temper that contradicts the theory. 
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Table 4-14. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Strain and Self-Control 
Theory Variables for the American Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Strain      
Parental Rejection -.068 -.048 .079 .000 -.009 
Abusive Peer relationship .012 .309* -.017 .011 .048 
Negative College/law exp. .118 .041 .050 .061 -.011 
Negative Secondary exp. .086 .147 .027 .007 -.006 
R2 .007 .012 .010 .008 .008 
N 364 364 368 363 364 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks .022 .163 .005 .012 .028 
Low Temper -.096 -.081 -.025 .061 -.008 
Impulsivity .036 .072 -.007 .124* .060 
Risk Seeking .483*** .746*** -.020 .119* .086 
Physical Activity .116 -.497*** -.016 -.094* -.064 
Self-Centered .129 .189 .010 .054 .040 
R2 .063 .120 .011 .036 .010 
N 361 361 357 360 361 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  

Table 4-15 presents the regression analyses of substance use and violent behavior with 

strain and self-control variables for the Bolivian sample. In this table, the strain models 

predictive power is low. This result is very similar to the American sample predictive power. 

Although, for the Bolivian sample more than one theoretical variable is showing a significant 

effect on the dependent variables the results are similar to the findings for the American sample. 

The levels of explained variance are generally low (the most explained variance in the table, 7% 

for alcohol, is still fairly low). However, unlike the findings for the American sample, the 

significant net effects of strain variables (abusive peer relationships, negative college/law 

experiences) on the Bolivian’s deviant behavior is opposite from strain theory expectations. The 

findings of the relationship of these measures with substance use and aggressive behavior are not 

supportive of general strain theory. In the American sample, the relationships are week and non-

significant. In the Bolivian sample the relationships, for the most part, are also weak and non-
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significant and in those cases where it is significant, the findings contradict the theory. This 

would suggest that to the extent that general strain theory applies to these forms of deviance, it 

does so in different ways in the two societies. The cross-cultural applicability of strain theory is 

called in to question by these findings.  

Table 4-15 also presents the results of OLS models of each substance use and violent 

behavior regressed on self-control variables for the Bolivian sample. The low magnitude of the 

net effects and the overall explained variance in the dependent variables by the self control 

variables in the Bolivian sample is similar to that in the American sample.  The effects of risk 

seeking on the dependent variables in particular is significant and about the same magnitude for 

both sample, and therefore not very dependent on cultural context. There are some differences in 

the findings for the two countries, however, that should be noted. In the Bolivian sample, 

impulsivity has significant effects in the expected direction for two of the dependent variables 

while in the American sample it has significant net effects on only one dependent variable.  Self-

control theory receives mixed and inconsistent support, and shows some signs of not being 

generalizable, to both societies. 

Social Bonding Models 

Table 4-16 and 4-17 presents the results of OLS models for the American and Bolivian 

sample, respectively, of each substance use and violent behaviors regressed on measures of 

social bonding (attachment, beliefs, involvement, and commitment). In Table 4-16, for the 

American sample, the predictive power of the social bonding variables appear to be moderate to 

weak. In this table, the level of explained variance, however, by all the social bonding variables 

is low, ranging from 2% for hitting someone to a high 14% for marijuana use. None of the social 

bonding variables indicate any significant correlations for other drugs use and beating someone. 
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Of the social bonding variables that have the statistical effect on the dependent variables, 

only beliefs on legal norms and values of religion, commitment to education, and educational 

involvement are in the theoretically expected direction, though, the net effects of school 

attachment on marijuana and alcohol use, and the element of effort are opposite to what would 

be expected from social bonding theory. The theory argues that the higher the affection ties and 

commitment to others the less likely is the individual to deviate. The findings indicate that those 

with higher school attachments and those who showed more effort in commitments are more 

likely to have used alcohol and marijuana. This would suggest that although social bonding 

variables applies to substance use and violent behavior, in the American society, it does it in 

different way predicted by the theory. 

Table 4-17 also presents the regression analyses of substance use and violent behavior for 

the Bolivian sample. Compared to the American sample, the explained variance is lower (the 

highest explained variance is 9% for alcohol). However, at least one social bonding variable is 

correlated in the regression equations. For both samples, the net effects of the theoretical 

variables on the dependent variables are similar, that is, moderate to weak. 

Interestingly, school attachment and peer attachment are opposite of that expected by 

social bonding theory In the American sample this was the case with school attachment. In both 

societies, the relationships between the dependent variables and the theoretical model are 

moderate to weak and even in those cases where there are significant and non-significant 

correlations, the findings are opposite of those explained by the theory. Overall, the findings 

offer some support for social bonding theory in Bolivia and the United States, but the effects 

contradict the theory. 
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Table 4-15. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Strain and Self-Control 
Theory Variables for the Bolivian Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Strain      
Parental Rejection .135 -.038 -.012 -.042 -.142 
Abusive Peer relationship .072 .016 .031 -.160* -.024 
Negative College/law exp. -.826*** -.280*** -.166*** -.320*** -.222* 
Negative Secondary exp. .015 .099 -.066 .179* -.007 
R2 .073 .042 .036 .046 .021 
N 392 392 392 382 386 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks -.115 -.056 .032 -.111* -.024 
Low Temper -.039 .009 .003 .012 .023 
Impulsivity .311*** .066 .016 .158*** .098 
Risk Seeking .392*** .195*** .044 .281*** .271*** 
Physical Activity .070 -.057 -.063 -.041 .068 
Self-Centered -.028 .012 .013 .095 -.009 
R2 .066 .059 .002 .080 .071 
N 393 393 393 382 387 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  

Table 4-16. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Social Bonding Theory 
Variables for the American Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment .067 .193 .030 -.037 .011 
Peer Attachment -.065 .010 .001 -.098 .009 
School Attachment .539*** .349* .025 -.076 -.054 
Belief      
Legal Norms -.322** .491*** -.020 -.111* .000 
Value of Religion -.297*** -.347*** -.036 .033 .010 
Parental Norms .185 .098 .031 -.033 .020 
Involvement      
Educational Involvement .006 -.173* -.018 -.039 -.041 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average -.025 -.218* -.003 .034 .006 
Effort .265** .071 -.018 .013 -.025 
Educational Aspirations -.175 .141 -.088 .050 -.002 
R2 .085 .143 .009 .020 .009 
N 359 359 357 358 359 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Social Learning Models 

Tables 4-18 and 4-19 display the results of ordinary least squares models for the American 

and Bolivian samples, respectively, of all three substance use and two violent behaviors on social 

learning (differential association, definitions, differential reinforcement, and imitation). 

Table 4-18, for the American sample, the net effects of social learning variables appear to 

be high to moderate. Of all the variables, two had the greatest effect: peer imitation on alcohol 

and marijuana use, and neutralizing definitions on other drugs use. The levels of explained 

variance are higher than those seen for strain, self-control, and social bonding variables, ranging 

from a low 9% for other drugs use to a high 25% for marijuana use. Also, the results show that 

more than one theoretical variable is statistically correlated with the dependent variables which 

indicates that in all the models the social learning theory is supported as an explanation of 

substance use and violent behavior. However, none of the differential reinforcement variables 

indicate any significant beta coefficient on any of the dependent variables. The direction of the 

relationships is positive and as predicted by the theory with some exceptions. It is interesting to 

note that for certain dependent variables, the direction is opposite to that expected by the theory. 

This peculiarity is seen only with social learning theory for the American sample. For example, 

peer imitation has statistically significant effects on alcohol and marijuana use, and in the 

direction suggested by the theory, yet for beating someone, although still statistically significant, 

the direction is now opposite. These same results are seen for fathers and mother’s use, and 

imitation to advertisement. These findings once again suggest that social learning theory as 

measure by the variables in this study supports these forms of deviant behavior in the United 

States, with some oddness. 
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Table 4-17. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Social Bonding Theory 

Variables for the Bolivian Sample 
Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment -.035 -.053 .013 -.023 .111 
Peer Attachment .209** .026 .030 .068 .018 
School Attachment .124 .125* .048 .090 .195* 
Belief      
Legal Norms -.217* -.066 -.049 -.078 -.137 
Value of Religion -.107 -.045 .032 -.105* -.125* 
Parental Norms -.232** -.070 -.124*** -.022 -.043 
Involvement      
Educational Involvement .015 .005 .008 .075 .046 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average -.239* -.005 -.031 -.047 -.13* 
Effort -.026 .008 -.077* -.004 .032 
Educational Aspirations -.132 -.112 -.005 -.186* -.051 
R2 .091 .046 .071 .033 .046 
N 397 397 397 388 392 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  

Table 4-19 also presents the results of multiple regression analyses of social learning 

variables for each type of substance use and violent behaviors as the dependent variables for the 

Bolivian sample. The explanatory power of social learning variables is greater than that of the 

American sample ranging from a low 8% for beating someone to 28% for alcohol use. 

Furthermore, the level of explained variance presented in this table is by far the highest among 

all the regressions analyses presented thus far, including those from the other theoretical models. 

Similar to the American sample the predictive net effect power for either substance use or violent 

behavior is high to moderate. Unlike the findings for the American sample, one of the 

differential reinforcement variables indicates significant beta coefficients on alcohol and 

marijuana. The effects of imitating parents on the dependent variables are significant and about 

the same magnitude for both sample, yet the direction are opposite in the Bolivian sample on 
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alcohol use, marijuana use, and hitting someone. Results from Table 4-16 and 4-17 show some 

slight differences for the two countries that are important to note. In the American sample, the 

direction of some of the social learning variables is what would be expected by the theory and 

those same variables present an opposite direction. In the Bolivian sample, only parental 

imitation is opposite to the direction expected by the theory. Although, social learning theory has 

less mixed results, it shows a more consistent support and generalizability in both societies. That 

is, less culturally-bound compared to the other theories. 

In summary, the results of the OLS regressions analyses in Tables 4-14 through 4-19 show 

strong support for the social learning explanatory variables for all the substance use and violent 

behavior in both American and Bolivian sample; moderate support for social bonding and self-

control, almost equally in both samples. Finally, the strain model for the American sample show 

no support with four out of the five dependent variables compared to the Bolivian sample. 

Table 4-18. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Social Learning Theory 
Variables for the American Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc. .496** .167 .067 .133 .166* 
Father’s Use -.264* -.126 .024 .146* .092 
Mother’s Use .145 .250* .000 -.079 -.171* 
Peer Norm Qualities .035 .167 .246*** -.138 .101 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions .298* .737*** .012 .160* .179** 
Positive/Negative Def. .130 -.107 .183* -.077 -.080 
Proscriptive Definitions .022 -.018 -.025 .074** .022 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs -.208 -.377 .001 -.203 -.148 
Friends Reactions -.018 .022 -.029 .082 .023 
Imitation      
Advertisement .225* .179 -.017 .071 -.081* 
Peer Imitation .284*** .417*** -.019 -.061 -.092* 
Parental Imitation -.039 -.138 .027 -.040 -.017 
R2 .168 .251 .090 .114 .109 
N 323 323 322 322 323 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-19. OLS Regressions of Substance Use and Violent Behavior on Social Learning Theory 
Variables for the Bolivian Sample 

Variables Alcohol Marijuana Other Drugs Hit Beat 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc. .196 .066 -.003 .069 .164* 
Father’s Use .316* -.036 .094* .274** .064 
Mother’s Use -.144 .111 .040 .028 .129 
Peer Norm Qualities .407 -.242 -.009 .367 -.258 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions .108 .081 .015 .220* .021 
Positive/Negative Def. .588 .591*** .210* .092 .627** 
Proscriptive Definitions .019 .023 .023 .027 .006 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs -.376** -.119* -.044 -.143 -.037 
Friends Reactions .107 .036 .022 .000 -.014 
Imitation      
Advertisement .071 .036 .022 .000 -.014 
Peer Imitation .379*** .113** -.007 .089 .024 
Parental Imitation -.235** -.130** .040 -.199** -.042 
R2 .285 .202 .131 .152 .081 
N 321 321 321 319 317 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

Combined OLS Models of Strain, Self-Control, Social Bonding, and Social Learning 
Theories 

As previously indicated, the social learning model is well supported as an explanation of 

substance use and violent behavior in both samples compared to the other models. More 

specifically, for the American sample, the analyses showed no support for social bonding on 

other drugs use and beating someone. There was no support for the self-control model for 

beating someone; and the strain model supported for only one of the dependent variables, 

marijuana use. In the case of the Bolivian sample, contrary to their American counterparts, social 

bonding model was moderately supported for substance use and violent behavior. Self-control 

had no support for other drugs use. While in the American sample the strain model had no 

support for all but marijuana use, in the Bolivian sample it had support for all the dependent 
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variables. Thus, we can reasonably state that at least as the models are presently operationalized, 

strain theory does not provide a strong model for the American sample but it does have some 

support for the Bolivian sample. Also, we can express that self-control and social bonding 

theories provide moderate to low levels of explanation for substance use in both the United 

States and Bolivia. These findings on the relative empirically validity of the theoretical models 

are consistent with findings in previous American studies, but of course, these are the first 

findings on these models. 

I now show an examination of the relative explanatory power of the independent variables 

from each of the theoretical models combined into a single regression equation for each 

substance use and violent behavior. All of the independent and socio-demographic variables will 

be placed in a single regression equation and then successively eliminate each separate set of 

theoretical variables from the full equation. What this does is evaluate the relative explanatory 

power of the independent variables to see which theoretical models show the strongest net effects 

on the dependent variables. 

Combined OLS Regression Models of Alcohol Use 

Tables 4-20 through 4-25 and appendix E through H will answer the question: To what 

extent is the level of substance use and violent behavior associated with strain, self-control, 

social bonding, and social learning explanatory variables after controlling for the socio-

demographic variables. To assess this, the table first show a model with only the socio-

demographic variables and then enters in successive models variables taken from the different 

theoretical models based on the strength of the models as shown in Tables 4-14 to 4-19. I 

recognize that the amount of added explained variance by each model is partly a function of 

when it is added to overall model. 
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Table 4-20 and 4-21 summarizes the results of OLS model of alcohol use and all of the 

independent and socio-demographic variables for the American and Bolivian sample, 

respectively. Model 1 shows the results of alcohol use regressed on the socio-demographic 

variables. In the American sample, race, class level in college, and home town are statistically 

significant with alcohol use. That is, those in higher class level in college and those who lived in 

a larger city are more likely than those from lower level college class and those living in small-

rural areas. Furthermore, blacks coded “1” as dummy variable are less likely to drink alcohol 

than their white counterparts. In the Bolivian sample, hometown is correlated with alcohol use. 

Gender and religious preferences are also highly correlated. This means that males and those 

without a religious preference coded “1” as dummy variables are more likely to drink than 

females and those who are religious. 

Model 2 presents the results of the socio-demographic variables and strain variables. 

Similar to model 1 for the American sample, race, class level in college, and hometown are 

statistically significant and in the same direction with alcohol use. However, in the Bolivian 

sample, religious beliefs have no significant impact on the dependent variable; hometown and 

gender still have significant effects on alcohol use. Of the strain factors, in the American sample, 

none are statistically significant, whereas in the Bolivian sample negative college or law 

experiences are highly correlated with alcohol use. Interestingly, however, the correlation 

between the dependent variable and the strain variable is in the direction opposite of that 

expected by the theory. 

Model 3 summarizes the partial model including the socio-demographic variables, strain 

factors, and social bonding factors. Strain still does not have any effect on alcohol use in the 

American sample but has some effect on the Bolivian sample. Of the social bonding variables, 
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school attachment, beliefs in legal norms, and beliefs in the values of religion are statistically 

significant in the model. School attachment is correlated with alcohol use but in the direction 

opposite at the one predicted by the theory. In the Bolivian sample only beliefs in parental norms 

is significant with alcohol use. 

The fourth model includes all the previous variables from model 3 and self-control factors. 

All the same socio-demographic variables, from the previous models, are correlated with the 

dependent variables with the exception of hometown for the American sample. For the Bolivian 

sample, the socio-demographic variables correlated with alcohol use are the same as models 2 

and 3. Of the self-control variables, in samples, two, simple task and risk seeking for the 

American sample; and impulsivity and risk seeking for the Bolivian sample, are significant in the 

model in the direction predicted by the theory. 

Social learning variables are added to the fifth model which is the full equation that 

includes all the socio-demographic variables and all the theoretical variables. Almost everything 

remains similar to the other models with the exception of self-control. In model 5, for both 

samples, only one self-control factor is correlated with alcohol use. Furthermore, in the Bolivian 

sample, none of the social bonding variables indicates any significant beta coefficients on 

alcohol use. Of the social learning variables, differential peer association, imitation from 

advertisement, and peer imitation are statistically significant. For the Bolivian sample, father’s 

use, rewards/costs and peer imitation are also correlated with the dependent variables. 

At last, when looking at the explanatory power of each model and, therefore, each theory, 

the first model explains a mere 7.6% of the variance in alcohol use. When strain factors are 

included the explanatory power is reduced by 0.6% (7%); when social bonding variables are 

included in model 3, the explanatory power increases to a 13.7%. Self-control increases the 
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explanatory variance to a 19.8%; while social learning, in model 5, explains 26.4% of the 

variance in alcohol use. Similar results are seen in the Bolivian sample, with the only difference 

that the explanatory power in each model is higher than the explanatory power in the American 

sample (i.e., 12.4% in model 1, 16.8% in model 2, 19.2% in model 3, 21.4% in model 4, and 

33.6% in model 5). Like the previous OLS model of alcohol use regressed on all of independent 

variables in tables 4-12 through 4-17, social learning and social bonding variables are more 

powerful predictors in the American sample, while social learning and strain variables are more 

powerful predictors in the Bolivian sample. Furthermore, compared to the variables measuring 

the other theories, the explanatory variance in alcohol use is higher and the overall explained 

variance is increased more for social learning variables in both the American and Bolivian 

samples. Of the major theoretical perspectives included here social learning theory is most 

generalizable to alcohol use in different cultures. 

Combined OLS Regression Models of Marijuana Use 

Tables 4-22 and 4-23 present the results of OLS equations for marijuana use. In Table 4-

22, in model 1, race, home town, and religious beliefs have statistically significant effects on 

marijuana use. That is, blacks are less likely to use marijuana compared to white, and those 

living in a large metropolitan area and those who don’t have any religious preferences are more 

likely to use marijuana. For the Bolivian sample, only gender and religious preferences are 

correlated with marijuana use. Males and those who don’t have any religious preferences are 

more likely to use marijuana. The results in both samples show that 6.1% and 4.9%, respectively, 

of the variance in marijuana use is explained by the socio-demographic variables.  
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Table 4-20. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Socio-Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Alcohol as the Dependent Variable 
(American Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .003 .002 .002 .007 .013 
Race -.663*** -.652*** -.530*** -.343* -.242 
Class Level in College .229** .241** .226** .284*** .227** 
Hometown .213* .218* .127 .144 .109 
GPA .08 .100 .217** .190* .178* 
Gender .025 .040 .067 -.052 -.148 
Religious Preference .131 .129 -.198 -.239 -.216 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.228 -.241 -.218 -.193 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.002 -.055 -.087 -.148 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .099 .150 .186 .142 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .061 .057 .011 .098 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.030 -.005 .038 
Peer Attachment   -.066 -.013 -.042 
School Attachment   .654*** .744*** .701*** 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.345** -.312** -.235* 
Value of Religion   -.265*** -.297*** -.228** 
Parental Norms   .141 .136 .110 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .010 -.018 -.019 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .045 .046 .087 
Effort   .158 .118 .136 
Educational Aspirations   -.270 -.194 -.155 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .207* .181 
Low Temper    -.076 -.129 
Impulsivity    -.010 -.056 
Risk Seeking    .410** .243 
Physical Activity    .206 .272* 
Self-Centered    .012 -.027 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-20. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning     .327* 
Differential Association     -.223 
Differential Peer Assoc.     .093 
Father’s Use     -.153 
Mother’s Use      
Peer Norm Qualities     .193 
Definitions     .225 
Neutralizing Definitions     .028 
Positive/Negative Def.      
Proscriptive Definitions     -.182 
Differential Reinforc.     -.041 
Rewards/Costs      
Friends Reactions     .227* 
Imitation     .236** 
Advertisement     .006 
Peer Imitation     .327* 
Parental Imitation     -.223 
R2 .031 .069 .154 .199 .289 
R2 Change .083 .020 .110 .058 .110 
Sig. F Change .001 .172 .000 .002 .000 
N 303 314 341 306 304 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

Model 2 includes the strain variables in the equation. For both samples, the results for the 

socio-demographic variables are similar to model 1. In the American sample, however, only 

abusive peer relationships variable is correlated with marijuana use, while in the Bolivian sample 

two strain variables are statistically significant with marijuana use: negative college and law 

experiences and negative secondary experiences. It’s interesting to note that the direction of the 

strain variable negative college and law experiences is opposite of that expected by the theory; 

similar results were found in Table 4-21. 
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Table 4-21. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Alcohol as the Dependent Variable 
(Bolivian Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .003 -.008 -.003 .011 .020 
Race -.154 -.213 -.154 -.080 -.014 
Class Level in College .008 -.052 -.036 -.049 -.080 
Hometown .328* .345** .294* .279* .037 
GPA .155 .132 .068 .070 .049 
Gender .713*** .586*** .566*** .522*** .275 
Religious Preference .482** .345 -.069 .012 .005 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .022 .139 .186 .108 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .088 .141 .160 .264 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.717*** -.677*** -.625*** -.471** 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.062 -.017 .004 -.060 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.187 -.156 -.166 
Peer Attachment   .180 .185 .122 
School Attachment   .026 -.055 -.207 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.024 .000 .026 
Value of Religion   -.073 -.051 .021 
Parental Norms   -.299** -.262* -.138 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.038 -.046 .027 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.089 -.087 -.037 
Effort   .034 .062 .081 
Educational Aspirations   -.077 -.090 .053 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.114 -.117 
Low Temper    .025 .020 
Impulsivity    .249* .226* 
Risk Seeking    .277* .099 
Physical Activity    .043 .089 
Self-Centered    -.061 -.098 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-21. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning     .224* 
Differential Association     .374* 
Differential Peer Assoc.     -.128 
Father’s Use     .263 
Mother’s Use      
Peer Norm Qualities     .019 
Definitions     .669 
Neutralizing Definitions     .018 
Positive/Negative Def.      
Proscriptive Definitions     .332* 
Differential Reinforc.     .074 
Rewards/Costs      
Friends Reactions     .025 
Imitation     .324*** 
Advertisement     -.155 
Peer Imitation     .224* 
Parental Imitation     .374* 
R2 .124 .168 .192 .214 .336 
R2 Change .147 .056 .053 .038 .140 
Sig. F Change .000 .002 .069 .050 .000 
N 266 259 255 245 239 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

The third model includes social bonding variables. The results show that none of the socio-

demographic variables, in both samples, are statistically significant. The same strain variables 

are correlated with marijuana use in the American and Bolivian sample. In Table 4-22, beliefs in 

legal norms and values of religions are correlated with marijuana use. In the Bolivian sample, 

school attachment and beliefs in parental norms are correlated with marijuana use. Similar to the 

results in Table 4-20, the direction of the correlation is opposite of that expected by the theory. 

In model 4, self-control variables are added to the equations. The results, nonetheless, are 

fairly similar to model 3. In the American sample none of the strain variables is correlated 

anymore with marijuana use, school attachment, from social bonding, is now statistically 

significant, and three self-control variables are also statistically significant with marijuana use: 
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simple tasks, risk seeking, and physical activity, although the latter is not in the direction of that 

predicted by the theory. 

For the Bolivian sample, the same strain variables correlated in model 3 are in model 4; 

only one social bonding variable is correlated with marijuana (school attachment) and only risk 

seeking, from self-control, is statistically significant. The results also show that 19.9% and 

14.5% of the variance in marijuana use is explained in the American and Bolivian samples 

respectively. 

When social learning variables are included in model 5, the variance explained in 

marijuana use increases to a 28.9% and 26.5% for the American and Bolivian sample 

respectively; that’s almost a 10% increase in the variances after taking into account all of the 

other socio-demographic and theoretical variables in the samples. The results are somewhat 

similar to model 4; none of the socio-demographic and strain variables are correlated with 

marijuana use; parental attachment, school attachment, and beliefs on legal norms are 

statistically significant; impulsivity and physical activity from self-control are also significant. In 

the Bolivian sample, the same strain theories in model 4 are correlated in model 5. Only parental 

attachment is statistically significant with marijuana use, and none of the self-control variables 

are. Four (mother’s use, neutralizing definitions, advertisement, and peer imitation) and three 

(mother’s use, peer norms, and positive negative definitions) social learning variables are 

correlated with marijuana use in the American and Bolivian sample respectively.  Again, while 

all of the variables in none of the theoretical model operate the same in both societies, the social 

learning variables come closer to doing that any other set of variables. 

Combined OLS Regression Models of Other Drugs Use and Hitting Someone 

The results of the OLS regression of other drugs use and hitting someone are shown in 

appendix D through G. Appendix D and E summarizes the results of OLS regressions equation 
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on other drugs use defined as use of cocaine, ecstasy, heroin, and LSD, for the American and 

Bolivian sample, respectively. Across the board, the results show little to no significant net 

effects of either the socio-demographic variables or theoretical variables with other drugs use in 

both societies. For the American sample, gender is statistically correlated with the dependent 

variables, but, interestingly, in the opposite direction. The findings indicate that males are less 

likely to use other drugs compared to females. None of the strain or self-control variables are 

correlated with the dependent variable, and social bonding and social learning variables appear to 

have almost no predictive power for other drugs use. Appendix E, for the Bolivian sample 

presents almost similar results to those in Appendix D. Of the socio-demographic variables race 

is statistically significant in model 2 and the respondents’ class level in college is in almost all 

the models. Of the strain theory, negative college and law experiences is statistically correlated 

with the dependent variable, but in the opposite direction as predicted by the theory. Contrary to 

the American sample, however, social bonding and social learning variables show moderate 

predictive powers on other drugs use.  

Overall results for the American sample suggest that the theories receive mixed results and 

show signs of weak inconsistency, with the exception, to an extent, of social learning variable 

(the only statistically significant effects were in the expected direction). For the Bolivian sample 

social learning variables present a more valid and consistent explanation of other drugs use in 

than strain, social bonding, and self-control variables. Even though, social bonding theories net 

effects were higher than strain and self-control, the relationships are opposite of that expected by 

the theory. This means that for others drugs use, social learning theory does indeed apply cross-

nationally. 
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Table 4-22. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Marijuana use as the Dependent 
Variable (American Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .071 .079 .069 .081 .096 
Race -.502** -.496** -.288 -.211 -.098 
Class Level in College -.016 -.030 -.044 .009 -.053 
Hometown .281* .268* .197 .160 .146 
GPA -.026 -.036 .032 .057 .060 
Gender .237 .195 .177 .122 .053 
Religious Preference .464** .488** .050 -.093 -.156 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.151 -.131 -.109 -.041 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .364* .312* .265 .195 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.068 -.053 -.027 -.101 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .117 -.034 -.095 -.026 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .163 .185 .241* 
Peer Attachment   .087 .084 .012 
School Attachment   .344 .458* .438* 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.492*** -.319* -.182 
Value of Religion   -.310*** -.306*** -.212* 
Parental Norms   .057 .060 .017 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.122 -.063 -.027 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.211 -.163 -.131 
Effort   .004 -.038 -.005 
Educational Aspirations   .073 .102 .074 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .231* .193 
Low Temper    -.029 -.117 
Impulsivity    -.044 -.078 
Risk Seeking    .602*** .434** 
Physical Activity    -.320* -.296* 
Self-Centered    .105 .096 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-22. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     -.001 
Father’s Use     -.003 
Mother’s Use     .264* 
Peer Norm Qualities     .105 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .472** 
Positive/Negative Def.     -.164 
Proscriptive Definitions     .000 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.165 
Friends Reactions     -.053 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .195* 
Peer Imitation     .409*** 
Parental Imitation     -.155 
R2 .061 .069 .154 .199 .289 
R2 Change .083 .020 .110 .058 .110 
Sig. F Change .001 172 .000 .002 .000 
N 303 314 341 306 304 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

Appendix F and G also present the combined multiple regressions models of hitting 

someone regressed on the socio-demographic and theoretical variables. In Appendix F, for the 

American sample, age, race, and gender are statistically significant in the models. Younger black 

males are more likely to hit someone compared to older white males and females. 

Similar to Appendix D, strain variables have no predictive power for hitting someone and 

social bonding variables appear to have almost no net effect on the dependent variable. When 

social learning variables are entered in the regression analyses none of its theoretical variables 

are significant in the model. Only self-control variables emerge as the ones with the most 

predictive power. The relationships of the two self-control variables have a significant net effect 

on hitting someone and the direction is as predicted by the theoretical model. 
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Table 4-23. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Marijuana use as the Dependent 
Variable (Bolivian Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .010 .010 .003 .013 .019 
Race -.098 -.117 -.085 -.068 -.007 
Class Level in College -.014 -.016 .000 .001 -.009 
Hometown .067 .068 .055 .057 -.043 
GPA .023 .022 .024 .017 .009 
Gender .174** .130* .107 .097 .051 
Religious Preference .178* .143* -.033 -.020 -.038 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.078 -.040 -.010 -.069 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .049 .069 .080 .107 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.300*** -.310*** -.282*** -.243*** 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .141* .147* .142* .133* 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.079 -.075 -.090* 
Peer Attachment   .039 .047 .053 
School Attachment   .163* .145* .090 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .021 .025 .050 
Value of Religion   -.065 -.055 -.028 
Parental Norms   -.100* -.085 -.042 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.022 -.027 -.020 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .016 .015 .024 
Effort   .018 .026 .046 
Educational Aspirations   -.091 -.083 -.068 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.002 .000 
Low Temper    -.021 -.012 
Impulsivity    .063 .033 
Risk Seeking    .101* .050 
Physical Activity    -.045 .037 
Self-Centered    .037 .031 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
 
 
 
 



 

 138 

Table 4-23. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .068 
Father’s Use     -.136 
Mother’s Use     .174** 
Peer Norm Qualities     -.376* 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .052 
Positive/Negative Def.     .763*** 
Proscriptive Definitions     .040 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.101 
Friends Reactions     .004 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .023 
Peer Imitation     .054 
Parental Imitation     -.077 
R2 .049 .100 .139 .145 .265 
R2 Change .074 .063 .070 .025 .141 
Sig. F Change .005 .001 .021 .268 .000 
N 267 278 334 273 281 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

In Appendix G, for the Bolivian sample, results are somewhat similar to the ones from 

other drugs use (Appendix E).  Of the socio-demographic variables, gender is the only that is 

statistically significant on hitting someone. In both societies, social bonding variables have 

almost no net effects on the dependent variable. Self-control, strain and social learning variables, 

on the other hand, show the greatest net effect on hitting someone in the Bolivian sample. The 

findings on the relationships of these measures with the dependent variable, however, are 

moderate to weak. Furthermore, even when the strain variables are significant or non-significant, 

the directions of the relationships are opposite to that expected by the theoretical model. The 

levels of explained variance are once again higher for social learning variable in the American 

and Bolivian societies (15% and 26% respectively) compared to strain (7% and 15%), social 
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bonding (9% and 15%), and self-control (11% and almost 20%). Interestingly, all the levels of 

explained variance are higher in Bolivia than those in the United States.  

These findings suggest that in Bolivia and the United States, when looking at the 

dependent variable hitting someone, social learning theory receives the most consistent support 

and shows some signs of being generalizable. 

Combined OLS Regressions Models of Beating Someone 

Tables 4-24 and 4-25 display the results of OLS regression equations on beating someone 

for the American and Bolivian college students respectively. In model 1, only the socio-

demographic variables are regressed with the dependent variable. Race and gender are correlated 

with beating someone. That is, black and male college students are more likely to beat someone 

compared to white and female students. Male Bolivian college students are also more likely to 

beat someone compare to their female counterparts. These results are consistent with the findings 

on hitting someone in appendix D and G.  

Model 2 includes strain variables. Consistent with all but marijuana use, in the American 

sample, the strain theory does not have any explanatory power on hitting someone. On the other 

hand, consistent with the previous results for the Bolivian sample, strain variables are 

statistically significant. Of the socio-demographic variables, age is now correlated with the 

dependent variable, showing that younger Bolivian college students are more likely to beat 

someone compared to the older ones.  

For the American sample, model 3 (includes social bonding variables) and 4 (includes self-

control variables) do not show any statistical significance with the dependent variable with the 

exception of the same socio-demographic variables in model 1, 2 and 4 (race and gender) and 

self-control variables in model 4. Of the self-control variables, risk seeking and physical activity, 

are statistically correlated in the regression equation. In the Bolivian sample, strain and social 
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bonding variables show correlations with the dependent variable (parental rejection, and parental 

attachment and values of religion respectively). In the forth model, strain variables are no longer 

correlated with beating someone, and one social bonding and self-control variable is statistically 

significant.  

Lastly, the results of model 5, which includes the social learning variables, indicate that 

none of the demographic or the strain variables is statistically significant in the regression 

equation. Of the social bonding variables, only school attachment is correlated with the 

dependent variable. Three self-control variables are also correlated with beating someone: 

impulsivity, risk seeking, and physical activity. In the Bolivian sample at least one independent 

variable for the socio-demographic, strain, social bonding, and self-control variables is 

significant in the model. Most importantly, the social learning variables, in both samples, have 

the greatest effect on the violent behavior, bearing someone. Of the social learning variables, 

differential peer association, father’s behavior, mother’s behavior, neutralizing definitions, and 

peer imitations are significantly correlated with the dependent variable.  

In the Bolivian sample, on the other hand, only differential peer association and 

neutralizing definitions are correlated with the violent behavior. In terms of the variance 

explained by the models, the addition of social learning has the greatest explanatory power. In 

the American sample, the results indicate that 12% of the variance in the violent behavior is 

explained, whereas in the Bolivian sample, 20% of the variance is explained. 

Overall Analysis of the OLS Regression Models of Substance Use and Violent Behavior in 
the United States and Bolivia 

There are several remarkable findings from the OLS regression equations on the substance 

use and violent behaviors in the American and Bolivian samples. The majority of these findings 

corroborate support for the major elements of social learning theory. By far the best predictors of 
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students’ substance use and violent behavior, with the exception of hitting someone in the 

American sample, in the United States and Bolivia are the differential association variables, 

imitation variables, and to an extent the definition variables. These findings suggest that 

respondents alcohol, marijuana, other drugs use, hitting and beating someone in Bolivian society 

just as in the American society conform to the behavioral and value structure of, mainly, the peer 

influence groups, peer and parental imitation, and mother’s and father’s use.  

It is also interesting to note, that besides the social learning variables, in the American 

sample, for alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs use, social bonding variables are also highly 

correlated with the dependent variables, while in the Bolivian sample few social bonding 

variables are correlated, largely when the social learning variables are not included in the model. 

Once the social learning variables are included in the model, just one or none of the social 

bonding variables are correlated in the regression equations. Also, strain variables, in the 

American sample are not correlated with the dependent variables in any of the model equations 

but two from the dependent variable marijuana use. In Bolivian, on the other hand, the strain 

variables are correlated with all the dependent variables in almost all the model equations 

including the full models. 

Self-control variables have the most influence in the American sample compared to the 

Bolivian sample. Impulsivity and risk seeking self-control variables are more likely to predict 

any relationship with the dependent variables in the Bolivian sample, whereas impulsivity, risk 

seeking and physical activity variables are in the American sample. 

In terms of the explanatory power of each theory, social learning variables have the higher 

explained variance in all the model equation in both American and Bolivian samples, followed 

by the self-control variables, social bonding and finally strain variables; that is, all but social 
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learning variables, add little explained variance beyond that accounted for by social learning 

variables. When these three theories are placed in the same equations with social learning 

variables, most of their net effects weaken or disappear while social learning variables retain 

their strength. Again, these findings reflect similar results in both American and Bolivian 

samples. Moreover, the explained variances are higher in the Bolivian sample that the American, 

with the exception of marijuana use.  The question of to what extent do the American developed 

theories of substance use and deviance apply to that same behavior in another society has been at 

least partially answered.  All apply to some extent in both societies, but only social learning 

theory seems to do so with some consistency for the different dependent variables.  It is 

especially interesting for this question of generalizability to societies other than the one in which 

the theories were first applied that when the theories seem to have weaker explanations it is for 

the American sample.  If the theories are culture bound because of where the theories were 

developed, the variables they specify should have weaker effects in that society. 
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Table 4-24. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Socio-Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Beating Someone as the Dependent 
Variable (American Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .013 -.012 -.015 -.010 -.003 
Race .157** .153** .170** .175** .114 
Class Level in College -.019 -.025 -.027 -.018 -.040 
Hometown -.041 -.041 -.042 -.059 -.052 
GPA .018 .022 .036 .035 .028 
Gender .168** .166** .162** .150* .036 
Religious Preference .002 .014 .021 .010 .012 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.002 -.002 .012 .045 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .047 .050 .031 .011 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.035 -.040 -.035 -.025 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.039 -.042 .054 .053 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .054 .060 .054 
Peer Attachment   .022 .019 .025 
School Attachment   .006 .028 .040 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -006 .036 .097* 
Value of Religion   -.019 -.012 .000 
Parental Norms   .016 .018 .022 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.046 -.026 .005 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .005 .013 .024 
Effort   .007 .001 -.025 
Educational Aspirations   -.013 -.002 -.020 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .024 .003 
Low Temper    .006 .021 
Impulsivity    .077 .102* 
Risk Seeking    .140** .106* 
Physical Activity    -.109* -.113** 
Self-Centered    -.009 .026 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-24. Continued  
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .129* 
Father’s Use     .127* 
Mother’s Use     -.179*** 
Peer Norm Qualities     .100 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .242*** 
Positive/Negative Def.     -.122 
Proscriptive Definitions     .016 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.155 
Friends Reactions     .026 
Imitation      
Advertisement     -.059 
Peer Imitation     -.105** 
Parental Imitation     -.022 
R2 .028 .020 -.003 .020 .120 
R2 Change .050 -.008 -.015 .040 .127 
Sig. F Change .032 .808 965 .057 .000 
N 303 314 341 307 304 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table 4-25. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Beating Someone as the Dependent 
Variable (Bolivian Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age -.044 -.052* -.051* -.040 -.035 
Race -.111 -.119 -.121 -.076 -.016 
Class Level in College .049 .038 .024 .014 .005 
Hometown .041 .089 .065 .067 .001 
GPA .010 -.002 .005 .003 -.009 
Gender .500*** .468*** .405*** .366*** .292*** 
Religious Preference .138 .089 .014 .061 .056 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.192* -.198* -.168 -.212* 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .002 -.051 -.060 -.020 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.096 -.103 -.072 -.015 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.097 -.139 -.115 -.104 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .198** .223* .214*** 
Peer Attachment   .001 .003 .011 
School Attachment   .122 .071 .041 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.108 -.089 -.090 
Value of Religion   -.098* -.085 -.066 
Parental Norms   -.026 -.014 -.004 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.049 -.058 -.034 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .005 .010 .019 
Effort   -.015 .009 .068 
Educational Aspirations   -.015 .009 .068 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.043 -.027 
Low Temper    .001 .005 
Impulsivity    .115 .105 
Risk Seeking    .172* .152* 
Physical Activity    .087 .117 
Self-Centered    -.050 -.067 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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Table 4-25. Continued  
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .186* 
Father’s Use     .077 
Mother’s Use     .125 
Peer Norm Qualities     -.319 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     -.029 
Positive/Negative Def.     .574* 
Proscriptive Definitions     .018 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .002 
Friends Reactions     -.011 
Imitation      
Advertisement     -.021 
Peer Imitation     .020 
Parental Imitation     -.052 
R2 .114 .130 .152 .177 .200 
R2 Change .137 .028 .053 .042 .057 
Sig. F Change .000 .073 .093 .039 .098 
N 266 274 332 281 280 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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CHAPTER 5 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: COUNTRY DIFFERENCES ON SUBSTANCE USE 

AND VIOLENT BEHAVIOR 

To examine further the relative difference in the theoretical models between the countries, 

the data were merged and a dummy variable was created: 0= for the United States and 1= for 

Bolivia; then we placed this dummy variable in separate and combined regression equations for 

each substance use and violent behaviors. This allows for controlling for county effects. 

The results are presented in Tables 5-1 through 5-3 and Appendix H and I. In Table 5-1 

results show the regression analyses of alcohol use on the country variable, socio-demographic 

variables, and theoretical variables. Similar to previous findings, strain theory once entered in the 

model has little to no net effects on alcohol use. By the time the social learning variables are 

entered in the full model, virtually all of the differences between countries are mediated. Self-

control and social learning variables, compared to social bonding and strain variables, appear to 

have the most effect when regressed on measured of alcohol use. More importantly, the 

relationships have a positive significant net effect as predicted by the theoretical approaches.  

Table 5-2 also present the regression of main effect of country, socio-demographic, and the 

each of the theoretical variables on marijuana use. The results in this table are very different 

from those on Table 5-1. In model 1 and 2 (when the strain variables are entered) six socio-

demographic variables show significant net effects on marijuana use.  

The results show that whites, males, those living in a metropolitan area and with less 

religious preferences are more likely to use marijuana compared to blacks, females, those living 

in a small rural area, and with more religious preferences. Country also has an effect on 

marijuana use: in Bolivia, respondents are less likely to use marijuana than the American sample. 

By the time all of the theoretical variables are entered in the full regression equations, only 

country and age are significantly correlated with marijuana. Just one of the strain variables is 
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statistically significant across the models (abusive peer relationships) and in the direction 

predicted by the theory. Social bonding variables appear to have moderate to weak predictive 

power for marijuana, but not in the direction predicted by the theory. This result is also seen with 

the self-control variables. Two self-control variables are statistically significant, but one of them 

is in the opposite direction. Those with higher self-control as indicated with lower physical 

activity are more likely, not less likely, to use marijuana. Social learning variables are also 

statistically significant and in the direction predicted by the theory. Furthermore, the explanatory 

power of social learning variables (almost 30%) is greater than that of strain, social bonding, and 

self-control variables (15%, 20%, and 24% of the explained variance of marijuana use 

respectively).  

These results would suggest that to the extent that strain, social bonding, self-control 

theories applies for marijuana use, it does it in different ways.  The cross-cultural applicability of 

the theories is called in to question by these findings. Social learning variables and to a lesser 

extent other variables retain significant net effects when controlling for country. However, even 

in model 5 country effects are still significant indicating that all of the variables combined still 

leave significant country effects unmediated. 

In the results from the regression analyses of country, socio-demographic and theoretical 

variables with other drug use and hitting someone, not shown here (see Appendix H and I), by 

the time all the variables are entered in the model, only one socio-demographic variable is 

statistically significant (gender; females are more likely to use other drugs), and none of the 

strain or social bonding variables are correlated with other drugs use. Furthermore, the 

differences between countries are practically mediated, and only one self-control variable is 

statistically significant, but the relationship is opposite of that expected by the theoretical 
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approach. Interestingly, the finding of the full model equation provides evidence that the social 

learning variables not only are statistically significant but in the direction predicted by the 

theory. The cross-cultural applicability of social learning theory is supported. In Appendix I, the 

full model shows that age and gender are statistically significant. That is, younger and male 

respondents are more likely to hit someone. The differences between countries are largely 

mediated. Similar to Appendix H, none of the strain or social bonding variables shows any 

statistical correlations with the dependent variable. However, even with the low magnitudes of 

the net effects of self-control variables and the high to moderate net effect of the social learning 

variables, these two theories show their support for hitting someone in the expected direction. 

The theories, therefore, receive some support of being generalizable. 

Table 5-3 presents the results for the regression analyses of country, the socio-

demographic, and independent variables regressed on the dependent variable beating someone. 

Across the board, country and two socio-demographic variables are significant in all five models. 

Contrary to Table 5-1 where the results show that the Bolivian respondents are less likely to use 

marijuana, the Bolivian respondents are more likely to show physical aggression compared to 

their counterparts Americans. This is a very interesting finding and we assume that is because of 

the cultural differences condoning this type of behavior more than using illegal drugs. At the 

subset analysis, once again the strain theory variables have no predictive power for beating 

someone in any of the regression models. When social bonding variables are entered in the 

model, parental attachment and belief in the values of religion show significant net effects on the 

dependent variable, however, the predictive direction of values of religion are opposite to the 

predicted by social bonding theory. By the time self-control and social learning variables are 

added to the full model, only parental attachments for social bonding, and impulsivity and risk 
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seeking for self-control indicate significant beta coefficients on beating someone. All this 

statistically significant variables are positive and in the direction expected by the theories. 

In the case of the social learning variables, differential peer association, father’s 

association, and positive/negative definitions all are statistically correlated with beating 

someone. They are also in the direction predicted by the theory. The differences between 

countries, in this full model, are not mediated by the inclusion of the different theoretical 

variables. The findings from this table show moderate support for self-control and social learning 

in the behavior of the respondents in both societies. 

These finding suggest that these theoretical variables worked to some extent in both 

samples. However, it seems once again that the social learning variables have better explanatory 

power followed by the self-control variables. Furthermore, we can argue that the differences 

between the two samples reflect cultural differences that are mediated to an extent. Even the 

learning variables are moderated or conditioned to some extent by cultural context and the social 

demographic variables do not mediate the country effect enough to reduce it to statistical 

insignificance. 

Something that is important to note is the effect of the country variable in Table 5-2 and 5-

3. In both tables the coefficient effect of the dummy variable country increases after entering the 

theoretical independent variable. This may mean that there is some interaction of country with 

the theoretical variables. Other findings show that there is some mediation of cultural differences 

by the explanatory variables but those tables suggests that there are moderated effects of society 

and culture on those variables. 
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Table 5-1. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Country, Socio-Demographic, Strain, Social 
Bonding, Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Alcohol Use as the 
Dependent Variable 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Country -.204* .374 .244 .032 .052 
Age .008 .005 .008 .021 .019 
Race -.372*** -.402*** -.348*** -.243* -.192 
Class Level in College .203 .187 .167 .187 .167 
Hometown .203 .194 .126 .151 -.012 
GPA .131 .140 .180 .142 .096 
Gender .419*** .402*** .334*** .233* .088 
Religious Preference .259* .248* -.117 -.105 -.123 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.065 -.011 .030 -.027 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .005 -.019 -.039 -.052 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.249* -.200 -.174 -.159 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.015 -.069 -.062 -.012 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.038 -.003 .002 
Peer Attachment   .090 .116 .057 
School Attachment   .314** .286* .224* 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.238** .208** -.135 
Value of Religion   -.191** -.188** -.112* 
Parental Norms   .051 .045 .017 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.013 -.032 -.004 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.048 -.028 -.025 
Effort   .113 .117 .130 
Educational Aspirations   -.297* -.286* -.117 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.021 -.016 
Low Temper    -.036 -.046 
Impulsivity    .129 .119 
Risk Seeking    .336*** .169* 
Physical Activity    .139 .177* 
Self-Centered    -.025 -.072 
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Table 5-1. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .391** 
Father’s Use     .011 
Mother’s Use     -.007 
Peer Norm Qualities     .033 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .065 
Positive/Negative Def.     .501* 
Proscriptive Definitions     -.001 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .344* 
Friends Reactions     .054 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .101 
Peer Imitation     .292** 
Parental Imitation     -.115 
R2 .069 .072 .114 .148 .253 
R2 Change .082 .010 .057 .042 .115 
Sig. F Change .000 .210 .000 .000 .000 
N 569 569 569 569 569 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table 5-2. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Country, Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Marijuana Use as the Dependent 
Variable 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Country -.650*** -.694** -.679* -.857*** -.674* 
Age .046 .053* .055* .064* .067** 
Race -.299*** -.293** -.213* -.183* -.156 
Class Level in College -.088 -.095 -.128 -.073 -.101 
Hometown .376* .347* .253 .231 .128 
GPA .032 .016 .032 -.011 -.006 
Gender .212* .192* .116 .073 .014 
Religious Preference .378*** .405*** .052 .030 -.013 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.105 -.069 -.014 -.036 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .245*** .222** .216** .224** 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.164 -.162 -.110 -.139 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .122 .064 .036 .050 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .045 .071 .077 
Peer Attachment   .075 .082 .017 
School Attachment   .268** .278** .267** 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.264*** -.201** -.151* 
Value of Religion   -.226*** -.197*** -.146** 
Parental Norms   .011 .027 .034 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.058 -.054 -.024 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.087 -.069 -.071 
Effort   .021 .008 .014 
Educational Aspirations   -.013 .008 .047 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .081 .083 
Low Temper    -.028 -.043 
Impulsivity    .033 .021 
Risk Seeking    .365*** .224* 
Physical Activity    -.247*** -.228** 
Self-Centered    .098 .061 
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Table 5-2. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .134 
Father’s Use     -.067 
Mother’s Use     .206* 
Peer Norm Qualities     -.067 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .215* 
Positive/Negative Def.     -.032 
Proscriptive Definitions     .019 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.191 
Friends Reactions     .003 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .002 
Peer Imitation     .253** 
Parental Imitation     -.107 
R2 .144 .151 .205 .240 .299 
R2 Change .156 .013 .067 .041 .071 
Sig. F Change .000 .062 .000 .000 .000 
N 569 569 569 569 569 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table 5-3. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Country, Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Beating Someone as the Dependent 
Variable 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Country .140* .510*** .573*** .494*** .494*** 
Age -.028* -.031* -.032* -.030* -.030* 
Race .045 .034 .053 .082 .087 
Class Level in College .003 -.004 -.016 .000 -.012 
Hometown .070 .081 .067 .051 .042 
GPA .023 .028 .039 .026 .014 
Gender .313*** .313*** .287*** .261*** .199*** 
Religious Preference .041 .044 -.008 .000 .012 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.088 -.088 -.070 -.093 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .015 .005 -.001 -.007 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.061 -.063 -.001 -.007 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.075 -.083 -.085 -.070 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .096* .113** .118** 
Peer Attachment   -.005 .001 .005 
School Attachment   .047 .038 .016 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.048 -.028 -.019 
Value of Religion   -.055* -.049 .027 
Parental Norms   -.007 -.002 .010 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.045 -.049 -.037 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.015 -.010 -.008 
Effort   .014 .015 .030 
Educational Aspirations   -.003 .003 .022 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.015 -.008 
Low Temper    .023 .028 
Impulsivity    .078 .076* 
Risk Seeking    .159*** .141*** 
Physical Activity    -.012 -.005 
Self-Centered    -.036 -.040 
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Table 5-3. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .152** 
Father’s Use     .120* 
Mother’s Use     -.058 
Peer Norm Qualities     .016 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .078 
Positive/Negative Def.     .247* 
Proscriptive Definitions     .017 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.039 
Friends Reactions     .003 
Imitation      
Advertisement     -.018 
Peer Imitation     -.050 
Parental Imitation     .226 
R2 .100 .108 .113 .137 .169 
R2 Change .112 .014 .021 .032 .048 
Sig. F Change .000 .062 .215 .002 .001 
N 569 569 569 569 569 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 

The next phase is to observe the significance of differences between coefficient regression 

effects in the two samples. I hypothesize that the non-significance on the coefficient effects 

indicates less country effect and greater generalizability of the theoretical variables. To do so, I 

am using the variables that are statistically significant in both the United States and Bolivia from 

Tables 4-18 through 4-23 and Appendices D through G model 5 only (where all the socio-

demographic and independent variables are regressed at the same time). 

I am using Paternoster et al. (1998) model for testing these differences between regression 

coefficients among two samples.  The authors argue that when trying to determine an empirical 

relationship between two samples to estimate its casual effect we can accomplish this by looking 

at the differences between two regression coefficients across the independent samples. The 
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previous analyses presented in this dissertation project determined the explanatory power of each 

of the independent variables regressed with the dependent variables for each of the samples, that 

is, the US and Bolivia and ran models controlling for country. This next analysis uses a formula 

provided by Paternoster et al., (1998) to explore the differences between two regression 

coefficients obtained for dependent variables in the separate US and Bolivian samples.  

 

The sample is big enough to use the Z-score that will allow us to compare if the regression 

coefficients obtained for the U.S. students is significantly different from the coefficients for the 

Bolivian students. Using the 95% confidence intervals is similar to .05 p-value (1.96 or -1.96 for 

critical value). When judging whether the net effects are significant, .05 is used as the standard 

measurement.  

In Table 5-4 none of the differences between coefficients showing standardized effects of 

social learning or social control variables in the two samples are statistically significant.  This 

indicates that these variables affect the dependent variables the same in both societies.  Their 

effects are not significantly moderated by the societal or cultural context.   The effects of the 

social bonding variable of parental attachment on marijuana use are significantly different in the 

two samples.  This means that in America the effects on the students’ parental attachment on 

marijuana are statistically different than that of the Bolivian students’ parental attachment, 

indicating that this variable operates somewhat differently in the two countries and is less cross-

culturally generalizable than the other variables. One can conclude that the effects of the 
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theoretical variables substance use and violent behavior in the U.S. and Bolivia are similar with 

the exception of peer attachment.  

Table 5-4. Significance of Difference in OLS Regression Coefficients between the American and 
Bolivian Samples 

  US 
Sample 

  Bolivian 
Sample 

 

Theory Variable B Standard 
Error 

B Standard 
Error 

Z-Score 

Social 
Learning 

Peer 
Imitation 
(Alcohol) 

 
.236 

 
.097 

 
.324 

 
.105 

 
.804 

Social 
Bonding 

Parental 
Attachment 
(Marijuana) 

 
.241 

 
.132 

 
-.090 

 
.048 

 
2.357* 

Social 
Learning 

Mother’s 
Use 
(Marijuana) 

 
.264 

 
.144 

 
.174 

 
.071 

 
.561 

Self-
Control 

Impulsivity 
(Hitting) 

.139 .067 .175 .078 1.108 

Self-
Control 

Risk 
Seeking 
(Beating) 

 
.106 

 
.058 

 
.152 

 
.078 

 
.473 

Social 
Learning 

Differential 
Peer Assoc. 
(Beating) 

 
.129 

 
.068 

 
.186 

 
.099 

 
.475 

*p < .05 (one-tailed) 
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CHAPTER 6 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The foci of this study were: (1) to examine the relative empirical validity of four of the 

central and most empirically tested theories of crime and delinquency (Ellis, et al., 2008), strain, 

social bonding, self-control, and social learning theories, as explanations of substance use and 

violent behavior among university students; (2) to examine how well these theories do in 

explaining this kind of behavior different societies with different cultures, the United States and 

Bolivia. 

Social bonding theory gives emphasis to the idea that deviant behavior is lessened when 

people have strong bonds with other members of society, even if those bonds are with deviant 

others. It is an individual’s ties to the different social institutions that inhibit or control him or her 

from committing deviant acts. Consequently, an individual with strong parental, peer, and 

academic attachments, with strong beliefs in societal norms, with a commitment to conformity, 

and with a strong involvement in conventional activities, will be less likely to use any drugs or 

commit any violent behavior than those with lower bonds in the aforementioned areas.  Again, 

this is proposed as a general theory that should account for deviance in any society. 

Self-control theory, or also known as “a general theory of crime,” (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1990)  proposes that low self-control can explain all crime at all times; this includes 

those behaviors referred as “analogous,” such as smoking, using alcohol, using drugs, and 

reckless behavior. That is, those with low-self control will have an increased the likelihood 

resisting the easy, immediate gratification that crime and analogous behavior present in everyday 

life. More importantly, the theory should predict any criminal or deviant behavior in all cultural 

and racial groups is based on individual differences in self-control. Clearly the theory argues that 

cultural patterns are not important determinants in the explanation of crime and delinquency. 
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Therefore, people who have more preference for simple tasks, more likely to have lower 

temperament, more impulsive, more risk seeking, more physically active, and more self-centered 

are also more likely to use drugs and commit violent behaviors. 

Social learning theory predicts that the criminal behavior is learned and maintained in both 

social and nonsocial situations. This learning process involves four main dimensions or concepts 

reflecting social learning – differential association, imitation, definitions, and differential 

reinforcement. There are other mechanisms at work in social learning theory, but these are the 

main ones with the most important influences posited to come from peers and family but with 

influences on what behavior is acquired, engaged in, and changed also coming from other groups 

and the media.  Those who are differentially associated with and more exposed to deviant 

models, hold attitudes or definitions favorable to deviance, and are differentially reinforced for 

deviant behavior are more likely to be deviant.   Social learning theory proposes that these are 

general explanatory variables that will account for individual variations in crime and deviance in 

any society 

Strain theory proposes that people engage in deviant behaviors because they experience 

strains or stressors and as a result of this some individuals are pressured into crime. The way 

individuals cope or adapt with their strains and negative emotions are through crime, which will 

help in trying to reduce or escape from strain. Therefore, criminal coping is more likely when 

individuals lack the ability to cope in a legal manner, when the costs of crime are low (i.e. 

sanctions), and when individuals are disposed to crime.  Although the source of the strain may 

not be the same, the theory proposes deviant reactions to that strain regardless of the society. 

Looking at the bivariate analyses for the American sample, social learning factors had the 

higher correlations with frequencies of alcohol, marijuana, other drugs use, hitting, and beating 
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someone. Social bonding and self-control factors were also correlated with the dependent 

variables, but not as highly correlated as social learning factors. Strain factors on the other hand 

were barely significant in the equation model. Almost all of the social learning variables were 

correlated in the expected direction with alcohol, marijuana, other drugs use, hitting, and beating 

someone, ranging from .10 to .38. For social bonding and self-control variables, only few were 

correlated with all the dependent variables; specifically speaking, none of the social bonding 

variables were correlated with other drugs use and beating someone; and none of the self-control 

variables were statistically significant with other drugs use and only one variable was with 

beating someone. Only one or two strain variables were correlated with marijuana and other 

drugs use respectively. None of the strain variables indicated any significant beta coefficients on 

alcohol use, hitting and beating someone. 

When looking at the Bolivian sample, bivariate analyses show different results, to an 

extent. Once again the analyses showed that social learning variables had the higher correlation 

with substance use and violent behaviors. Almost all the social learning variables were 

significant in the model and had the greatest net effect on the dependent variables, ranging from 

.10 to .44. These results, compared to the American sample, provide a higher explanation 

variance of substance use and violent behavior. Social bonding factors were also correlated with 

the dependent variables, similarly to the American sample, with the exception that in the 

Bolivian sample the variables showed significant correlations with all the dependent variables. 

Something that is interesting to note, is the fact that parental attachment and all of the belief 

factor, that is, legal norms, value of religion, and parental norms, were statistically significant 

with all substance use and hitting and beating someone. This is important as it was mentioned 
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that cultural differences exist between countries. These results could also be attributed primarily 

through their influences with social learning variables. 

Self-control variables were slightly correlated with the dependent variables with the 

exception of other drugs use; this was also the case in the American sample. Contrary to the 

results on the American sample, strain factors did show significant beta coefficients on all the 

dependent variables. For the other four dependent variables (i.e., alcohol, marijuana use, hitting 

and beating someone) impulsivity and risk seeking explanatory variables had the greatest effect 

in the models. 

Interestingly, contrary to the American sample, strain theory was statistically significant 

with substance use and violent behaviors. Particular interest has to be given to the strain variable 

“negative college and law experiences”, which has shown to be statistically significant with all 

the dependent variables. These results are very interesting, and presumably may indicate that 

college students in Bolivia have higher levels of stress compared to their American counterparts. 

This could be due to the strong relationships and shared experiences between parents, peers, third 

parties, and the individuals. These negative relationships and experiences may influence the 

individual to feel more pressure and cope with that pressure through illegitimate means. 

Multivariate analyses also indicated that social learning variables statistically accounted for 

significant amounts of the variances in college students’ substance use and violent behavior. 

When the theoretical variables were regressed by themselves with each dependent variable, 

social learning variables showed higher explanatory power compared to social bonding, strain 

and self-control. The social learning model explained 16.7% of the variance in alcohol use, 

25.1% of marijuana use, 9% of other drugs use, 11.4% of hitting someone, and 10.9% of beating 

someone. On the other hand, 6.3% of the variance in alcohol use, 12% of marijuana, 1.1% of 
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other drugs use, 3.6% of hitting someone, and 1% of beating someone were explained by the 

self-control variable, closely followed by social bonding.  Only with marijuana use did the strain 

variables account for than 1% (1.2%) of the variance. 

In the Bolivian sample, similar results were found in terms of the explanatory power of the 

social learning variable. However, the variance explained by social learning variables in the 

Bolivian sample was for all but marijuana use and beating someone, higher than the American 

sample; 25.5% of the variance was explained in alcohol use, 20.2% of marijuana, 13.1% of other 

drugs use, 15.2% of hitting someone, and 8.1% of beating someone. Overall, the other three 

theories, social boding, self-control, and strain, did not have an explanatory variance higher than 

10%. Yet, the explanatory power of strain theory was higher in the Bolivian sample than the 

American sample (0.7% of alcohol, 1.2% for marijuana, 1% of other drugs use, 0.8% of hitting 

someone, and 0.8% of beating someone for the American sample, vs. 7.3% of alcohol, 4.2% for 

marijuana, 3.6% of other drugs use, 4.6% of hitting someone, and 2.1% of beating someone for 

the Bolivian sample. 

When the dependent variables were regressed on variables from the four theories with the 

demographic variables, and each of the dependent variables, results were similar to those 

previously indicated above. Social bonding, strain, and self-control theories were supported by 

the findings, but most of the time when the effects of social learning variables are not considered. 

For alcohol, when all the independent variables and demographic variables are regressed (i.e., 

full model) self-control looses statistical significance whereas social learning and social bonding 

maintain their explanatory power. Strain variables do not show any statistical significance in any 

of the models. On the other hand, in the Bolivian sample, social bonding, and self-control loose 

statistical significance, yet strains and social learning variables maintain their statistical 
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significance. Similar findings are seen with marijuana use and beating someone models. When 

looking at other drugs use, it is interesting to note that one or more of the social learning 

variables were the most efficient predictors of other drug use in the Bolivian and American 

samples. One social learning variable was statistically significant in the American sample. In the 

Bolivian sample, three were significantly correlated with other drugs use. Similar results are seen 

when analyzing the dependent variable hitting someone. In terms of the variance explained by 

the theories, once again social learning theory has the highest explanatory power compared to the 

other three theories. For the American sample, 26.4% of the variance is explained in alcohol use, 

28.9% of marijuana, 17.3% of other drugs use, 15.6% of hitting someone, and 12% of beating 

someone. In the Bolivian sample, 33.6% is explained in alcohol use, 26.5% of marijuana use, 

18.2% of other drugs use, 26.7% of hitting someone, and 20% of beating someone. Yet again, 

the variance explained in the Bolivian sample is higher than the American sample. 

The principal conclusion based on testing these four theoretical models is that social 

learning theory offers an explanation of college students’ substance use in both the United States 

and Bolivia that is empirically supported to a much greater degree than is social bonding, self-

control, and strain theories. These results are in general accord with previous studies conducted 

in the United States and other countries (Krohn et al., 1984; Akers, and Gang, 1996; Kandel and 

Adler, 1982; Hwang, and Akers, 2003). These and other studies (see Akers, 1992; Ebbe, 1989; 

Cajías, 1997; Benda and DiBlasio, 1991; McGee, 1992; Elliot et al., 1985) show that one of all 

the elements of social learning theory are the best predictors of substance use in the United 

States. This study shows the same findings hold true in Bolivia using a more direct comparison 

using the same instrument and measures in both societies. 
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Looking at the OLS regression analyses full models, alcohol use in the United States was 

associated with race, class level in college and GPA, whereas in Bolivian none of the socio-

demographic variables were. Similar results were seen with marijuana use for both countries and 

beating someone for the American sample. Other drugs use was slightly associated with gender 

and class level in college in the American and Bolivian sample respectively. Gender 

differentiation has negative effects on other drugs use. Age, race, and gender are moderately 

significant on the dependent variable hitting someone in the full model. For the Bolivian sample, 

only gender is significant. Lastly, for the dependent variable beating someone, gender show 

significant effects on the dependent variable; while in the American sample, as previously 

indicated, none of the socio-demographic variables have any significance on beating someone. 

Other interesting findings are that the Bolivian respondents are more likely to hit and beat 

someone, while the American respondents are more likely to use alcohol, marijuana, and other 

drugs compared to the Bolivian respondents. Clearly this findings show a different behavioral 

pattern that could be due to the cultural differences between the United States and Bolivia. In 

Bolivia, hitting or beating someone is not a big deal. Perhaps, this may result from the idea that 

college students tend to react to different altercation through the use of force. The consequences 

are minimal in terms of the legal penalties. Most likely, if somebody is caught fighting, by a 

police officer; he or she can easily find their way out in a matter of minutes. In the United States, 

the consequences are higher and there is much more to lose; one can get arrested by a police 

officer or the victims can turn somebody in and face the legal penalties. 

In regards to marijuana and other drugs, the accessibility and availability, in the Unites 

States, of these substances is higher than in Bolivia. In Bolivia the perception of those who use 

marijuana or any other drug, illegal drugs that is, is twofold; first, they are rejected from society 
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and labeled as criminals, even though they never faced criminal charges; and secondly, and more 

importantly, there is the idea that if somebody is caught using any illegal substances, he or she 

does not only feels embarrassed, but the whole family do. People who use illegal drugs are 

considered abusive and worthless that will never amount to anything; they are an embarrassment 

for society, the community, and the family. Being Bolivia a small country, the family and 

societal values are still eminent, although that is changing steadily. 

In conclusion, this study gave a reasonably clear answer to the question of which theory or 

theories that has been developed and tested in western societies is capable of explaining criminal 

and deviant behavior in a Latin American society, Bolivia.  All of the theories apply to some 

extent in both societies and are not so culture-bounded that apply on in the American society 

where they were developed. 

It is especially noteworthy that, while there is considerable difference in how well the 

theories do in predicting the behavior in the expected direction, none of the theories fared better 

in the American sample than in the Bolivian sample.  These findings run counter to the notion 

that the theories are culturally limited to the society in which they were formulated. This may 

have been due to the difference in the gender makeup of the two samples, with a higher 

proportion of females in the American sample.  But analyses controlling for gender and separate 

male and females’ models do not support that conclusion. 

In Bolivia the role and authority the family plays on their children behavior is different and 

greater then western societies are, consequently, it was assumed that parents would play a more 

important role on the use of illegal substances or committing a violent act. This was not really 

the case, as we could see with the theoretical explanations suggested by social learning theory. In 

terms of testing four theoretical models in Bolivia, this research provides considerable support 



 

167 

for social learning theory. At the same time, this does not mean that the other three theories were 

not statistically supported; they have, however, some limitations to the explanation of substance 

use and violent behavior in Bolivia. Thus, this research contributes to the lengthy study of the 

main sociologically based criminological theories and provides support and evidence that social 

learning theory does relatively better as an explanation of substance use and violent behavior, 

and has greater cross-society generalizability than social bonding, strain, and self-control 

theories.  It has shown that social learning theory is a better perspective for this kind of 

investigation in other cultural settings than social bonding, strain, or self-control perspectives. 

However, even with social learning there are some differences in the magnitude of effects 

and which learning variables had greater or lesser effect in the two samples.  This and the 

differences found for the other theories in the American and Bolivian samples indicate that there 

may be cultural differences that moderate the effects of the social psychological variables of 

social learning theory and the other theories.   To check this, analyses controlling for country and 

checking the significance of difference in coefficients in the two samples were done. The 

findings suggested that there are cultural differences that are mediated by the explanatory 

variables (mainly the social learning variables) but unmediated differences by country still 

remains. 

Consequently, in trying to answer the question of why a theory is more generalizable 

(exportable) than the others, it is evident that the more a theory operates at the social 

psychological level rather than at the social structural level, the more generalizable (exportable) 

the theory is going to be valid across societies. In this analysis, it can be argued that social 

learning theory refers to a more a more general cognitive/behavioral process than the other 

theories. Of these theories, social learning, to some extent, shows that although there are 
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differences across cultures the general process indicated by differential association, imitation, 

differential reinforcement, and definitions, operates similarly in two different societies. This is 

true for a much less extent for the other theories in the study. 

Limitations of the Study 

This research study presents some obvious limitations. First we are going to start with the 

limitations with the data that was collected from the United States followed by the data collected 

in Bolivia. 

The data collected in the United States comes from medium sized city in Florida. The 

school is a public university with about 50,000 students. The university and the town have a 

“party” reputation. This could have considerably altered the frequencies of substance use and 

violent behavior reported by the respondents. Furthermore, additional research is needed to 

assess to the extent to which these findings would apply to college students in a larger urban 

metropolitan area in the United States. Also, future research should include samples from private 

universities as well. While there were no significant differences between the private and public 

universities in this study in Bolivia, perhaps there are differences between the respondents from 

public universities and respondents from private universities in term of substance use and violent 

behavior in the United States. In addition, research is needed to look at the differences not only 

between universities but also community colleges. There is an assumption that students are most 

likely to enroll in a community college when their SATs scores or overall grade are lower than 

the average required by universities, whether private or public. It would be interesting to see if 

the frequency of substance use and violent behavior changes due to the college environment and 

expectations. 

Data collected in Bolivia also presents some limitations. Most of the data come from 

private schools and just less than one hundred of the respondents were enrolled in a public 
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university. Although, analyses showed little to none disparity between the samples, further 

research should include more students from public universities for a more valid statistical 

analysis. Also, two of the three universities were considered to be catholic universities. This does 

not mean that enrollees are all catholic, but there is a strong religious indoctrination in these 

schools. This may have also influenced the responses. 

Also, future research should use more general population samples from the United States 

and other countries with the same instruments and measures. It is also important to consider the 

implications of restricting these analyses to only respondents enrolled in college and not having 

samples of those in the same age group who are not enrolled and samples of the general 

population in different age groups. 

In terms of the analyses, this study is cross-sectional and causal models are tested in both 

the United States and Bolivia. There are potential limitations with cross-sectional data in terms 

of inability to specify the changes in behavior. A study that collects its dependent and 

independent variables at the same time has a natural difficulty in assessing a causal direction 

when explaining the relationships. For instance, in trying to explain the respondents’ direct and 

indirect effects on substance use and violent behavior, this study did not assess the prevalence 

and patterns of behavior during the high school years. While during college people’s behavior 

may change, this process may be altered by the impact of parents during early adolescence. The 

parent-children relationships vary in Bolivia and the Unites States, this due to the cultural 

differences. Parent-children attachment is supposed to be stronger in Bolivia due to the values 

ingrained in the family unit compared to the individualistic nature of other societies (Chmiel, 

2005). 
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Another concern and limitation in this research study is the statistical analysis used to 

report these findings. We used the OLS regression analysis throughout the project with the 

assumption that it produces the clearest analysis of net effects of various theoretical variables and 

is more intuitively understood than other approaches. OLS regression equations are designed to 

find a formula which best approximates the linear relationship between the variables (Sweet, 

1999). Other possible regressions analyses that could have worked as well, based on the 

measurement of the variables, are Logistic Regressions. Logistic regressions seek to determine 

the odds that an event will or will not occur. Also, we could use Poisson Regressions, which are 

a more sophisticated analysis. We understand the possible violation of assumptions that OLS 

may make but we justify using OLS because of the potential loss of data using the 

aforementioned techniques. We consider this a limitation of the study and that in future research 

and analysis other statistical approaches could be used in addition to or as an alternative to OLS. 

Finally, another limitation is that the information gathered, in this study, on substance use 

and violent behavior was based on reports given by the participants. Self-report surveys are the 

most commonly used methods to gather data on crime limitations with this method are that 

respondents may not tend to answer the questions truthfully and they may exaggerate past 

criminal offenses. The questions also concerned with the respondents’ perception of their parents 

and peers; the accuracy of their statements may have been quite differently than those of their 

parents and peers. 

Future Research Implications 

Some implications for future research have already been mentioned, but there other 

implications for things that could be done utilizing the theoretical frameworks and methodology 

presented in this study for future research. 
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First, as previously stated, a broader population size should be used to test the theories, 

both in the United States and Bolivia. That means, looking not only a metropolitan areas but also 

rural areas. Having college students from both areas can present, first, a better explanation of 

substance use and violent behavior when applying the different theories; and second, the 

explanatory power may vary depending on the characteristics of the area being studied. As a 

result, that research may be more generalizable to those students in metropolitan areas and non-

metropolitan. 

Second, there were twenty-four different deviant and criminal behaviors collected from the 

respondents in this study and only seven were used. Future research should include all twenty-

four dependent variables as they may allow for insight into the nature and extent of college 

students and these different criminal and deviant behaviors. 

Third, as noted above, future research should include students that have dropped out from 

school or simply couldn’t enroll in college, particularly in Bolivia. This may present a new 

challenge in terms collecting the data, but the opportunity of analyzing this sample could provide 

a better understanding of the different theoretical models. Testing social learning, social bonding, 

strain, and self-control in samples that include these kinds of cases, may change the overall 

picture of the theories. 

Fourth, future research using college samples should collect data from both public and 

private schools in Bolivia and the United States. It would be useful to test the theories in each 

school, compare the findings between public and private universities within the same country, 

and then compared the results with the ones from the other country. Furthermore, doing a public-

public and private-private comparison between both countries may present different results as the 

ones found in this study. 
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Fifth, Future research should gather data from community colleges in the United States and 

technical schools in Bolivia. Technical schools in Bolivia are somewhat similar to community 

colleges in the United States. They have two to three year programs but the main difference is 

that students from a technical school cannot transfer their course credits to a university, private 

or public. This could be considered a new area of research to test the different theories. It could 

be assumed that behavioral differences may occur in these two settings compared to the ones in 

universities. 

Finally, not only samples from different college and school populations but samples of 

adolescents, young adults, and older adults would provide as good as or better samples for 

testing the relatively explanatory power and application to different cultures.   The issue of which 

theory or set of theories may apply to crime and deviance around the world has received and will 

received increased attention in criminology in the years to come.   Samples beyond university 

students will serve well to investigate that issue. 
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APPENDIX A 
ADDITIONAL DATA ANALYSIS 
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Table A-1. Descriptive Statistics on Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of American Respondents in the Past 12 
Months – Variables not Used 

Variable (1) 
Never 

(2) 
Once or Twice 

(3) 
Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

Fake ID 68.5 14.8 4.3 5.6 6.2 0.5 1.68 
Intentionally 
Damage or 
Destroyed 

 
94.1 

 
5.1 

 
0.8 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
1.07 

Stolen or 
Tried to Steal 
< $100 

 
87.6 

 
9.4 

 
1.3 

 
1.1 

 
0.5 

 
--- 

 
1.17 

Stolen or 
Tried to Steal 
> $100 

 
97.6 

 
1.9 

 
0.3 

 
0.3 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
1.03 

Illegal Use of 
Computer 

 
79.0 

 
9.7 

 
4.0 

 
1.6 

 
3.8 

 
1.9 

 
1.47 

Identity Theft 99.2 0.5 0.3 -- -- -- 0.4 
Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

 
99.7 

 
0.3 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 

Driven Car > 
15 m speed 
Limit 

 
15.1 

 
23.1 

 
16.7 

 
20.2 

 
16.9 

 
8.1 

 
3.25 

DWI 64.5 21.0 8.1 4.3 1.9 0.3 1.59 
Loud-Rowdy 55.5 24.0 10.8 7.5 1.3 0.8 1.78 
Gambled 
Illegally 

 
80.4 

 
11.3 

 
5.4 

 
2.4 

 
-- 

 
0.5 

 
1.32 

Smoked Cig 70.1 14.3 5.4 3.0 3.2 4.0 1.67 
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Table A-1. Continued 
Variable (1) 

Never 
(2) 

Once or Twice 
(3) 

Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

DUI Charges 99.2 0.8 -- -- -- --  
Forced Sex 99.7 0.3 -- -- -- --  
Paid for Sex 98.7 1.1 -- -- -- --  
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Table A-2. Descriptive Statistics on Substance Use and Violent Behavior in the Sample of Bolivian Respondents in the Past 12 
Months – Variables not Used 

Variable (1) 
Never 

(2) 
Once or Twice 

(3) 
Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

Fake ID 67.4 19.6 7.0 2.4 2.9 0.7 1.56 
Intentionally 
Damage or 
Destroyed 

 
87.4 

 
10.1 

 
1.0 

 
0.7 

 
0.2 

 
0.5 

 
1.18 

Stolen or 
Tried to Steal 
< $100 

 
89.7 

 
7.0 

 

 
1.4 

 
1.6 

 
-- 

 
0.2 

 
1.16 

Stolen or 
Tried to Steal 
> $100 

 
96.2 

 
2.1 

 
0.7 

 
0.5 

 
0.5 

 
-- 

 
1.07 

Illegal Use of 
Computer 

 
83.1 

 
10.3 

 
3.5 

 
1.6 

 
1.2 

 
0.2 

 
1.28 

Identity Theft 97.9 1.6 0.2 0.5 -- -- 1.04 
Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

 
97.9 

 
1.6 

 
-- 

 
0.5 

 
-- 

 
-- 

 

Driven Car > 
15 m speed 
Limit 

 
58.3 

 
17.3 

 
6.9 

 
5.2 

 
5.0 

 
7.3 

 
2.03 

DWI 85.2 8.9 3.1 1.2 1.4 0.2 1.25 
Loud-Rowdy 69.5 21.4 5.4 2.1 0.7 0.9 1.46 
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Table A-2. Continued 
Variable (1) 

Never 
(2) 

Once or Twice 
(3) 

Occasionally, 
less than once 

a month 

(4) 
Monthly, once 

or twice a 
month 

(5) 
weekly, at 

least once a 
week but not 

everyday 

(6) 
Every day or 

nearly 
everyday 

Mean 

DUI Charges 93.2 5.9 0.2 0.7 -- -- 1.08 
Forced Sex 97.6 1.9 0.2 0.2 -- --  
Paid for Sex 90.8 7.1 1.2 0.5 0.5 -- 1.13 
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Table A-3. Racial Composition Bolivian Sample 
Race Bolivian Sample 

(N=367) 
% 

 
White 
 

 
112 

 
2632 

 
Black 
 

 
2 

 
0.5 

 
Mestizo 
 

 
308 

 
72.6 

 
Indio 
 

 
2 

 
0.5 
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Table A-4. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Other Drugs Use as the Dependent 
Variable (American Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age .008 .007 .001 .003 -.001 
Race -.016 -.011 -.005 -.004 .002 
Class Level in College -.006 -.002 .000 -.007 -.012 
Hometown -.007 -.009 -.004 .002 .007 
GPA -.012 -.018 -.006 -.006 -.004 
Gender -.090* -.094* -.098* -.106* -.094* 
Religious Preference .025 .013 -.016 -.018 -.022 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .056 .046 .044 .038 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.024 -035 -.036 -.069 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .033 .049 .054 .052 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .038 .011 .017 .066 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .040 .035 .024 
Peer Attachment   -.027 .029 .035 
School Attachment   .020 .013 .026 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.003 -.015 -.010 
Value of Religion   -.052* -.050* -.037 
Parental Norms   .021 .018 .028 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.027 .029 .028 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.008 -.005 -.017 
Effort   -.017 -.018 .004 
Educational Aspirations   -.072 -.082 -.051 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .012 .002 
Low Temper    -.045 -.038 
Impulsivity    -.011 -.009 
Risk Seeking    -.045 -.050 
Physical Activity    .008 .005 
Self-Centered    .042 .031 
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Table A-4. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .085 
Father’s Use     .024 
Mother’s Use     -.009 
Peer Norm Qualities     .236* 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .045 
Positive/Negative Def.     .134 
Proscriptive Definitions     -.018 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.054 
Friends Reactions     -.026 
Imitation      
Advertisement     -.016 
Peer Imitation     -.037 
Parental Imitation     .043 
R2 .016 .030 .070 .084 .173 
R2 Change .016 .013 .040 .014 .089 
Sig. F Change .672 .415 .280 .642 .007 
N 302 313 339 305 303 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-5. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Other Drugs Use as the Dependent 
Variable (Bolivian Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age -.007 -.010 -.007 -.004 -.008 
Race -.071 -.082* -.065 -.071 -.032 
Class Level in College .046* .038 .043* .046* .045* 
Hometown .007 .016 .005 .010 -.010 
GPA .007 .004 -.018 -.026 -.038 
Gender .057 .035 .023 .013 -.009 
Religious Preference .081 .052 .028 .026 .027 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.021 .001 .022 .000 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.011 -.024 -.025 -.004 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.110* -.101* -.092 -.072 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.003 .000 -.002 .013 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.016 -.011 -.019 
Peer Attachment   .030 .032 .040 
School Attachment   .103* .108* .079 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.055 -.060* -.052 
Value of Religion   -.002 .004 .021 
Parental Norms   -.038 -.038 -.021 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.011 -.020 -.016 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.051 -.054 -.055 
Effort   -.068* -.057 -.040 
Educational Aspirations   .048 .048 .051 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .040 .029 
Low Temper    -.017 -.024 
Impulsivity    -.022 -.024 
Risk Seeking    .062 -.026 
Physical Activity    -.055 -.040 
Self-Centered    -.008 -.018 
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Table A-5. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     -.021 
Father’s Use     .129** 
Mother’s Use     .028 
Peer Norm Qualities     -.026 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .028 
Positive/Negative Def.     .256* 
Proscriptive Definitions     .035* 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.042 
Friends Reactions     -.018 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .012 
Peer Imitation     -.018 
Parental Imitation     .057 
R2 .022 .036 .063 .070 .182 
R2 Change .048 .028 .060 .028 .138 
Sig. F Change .075 .105 .078 .251 .000 
N 267 278 334 273 281 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-6. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Hitting Someone as the Dependent 
Variable (American Sample) 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Socio-Demographic      
Age -.056* -.057* -.060* -.059* -.049* 
Race .245*** .255** .248** .255** .209** 
Class Level in College .067 .066 .060 .072 .042 
Hometown -.064 -.059 -.067 -.088 -.077 
GPA -.048 -.054 -.072 -.076 -.073 
Gender .376*** .382*** .354*** .57*** .238** 
Religious Preference .003 .003 -.110 -.112 -.099 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .030 .010 .014 .041 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.009 -.036 -.051 -.054 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .111 .109 .093 .094 
Negative Sec. Exp.  -.039 .010 .009 .024 
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.077 -.065 -.037 
Peer Attachment   -.100 -.106 -.101 
School Attachment   -.087 -.051 -.065 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.129* -.093 -.038 
Value of Religion   -.001 .005 .031 
Parental Norms   .000 .005 -.002 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.025 .005 .029 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .048 .044 .059 
Effort   .056 .050 .011 
Educational Aspirations   .023 .033 -.012 
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .022 .015 
Low Temper    .084* .081* 
Impulsivity    .124* .139* 
Risk Seeking    .065 .013 
Physical Activity    -.067 -.076 
Self-Centered    .045 -.048 
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Table A-6. Continued 
Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .144 
Father’s Use     .140 
Mother’s Use     -.063 
Peer Norm Qualities     -.053 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .122 
Positive/Negative Def.     -.132 
Proscriptive Definitions     .054 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.123 
Friends Reactions     .067 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .066 
Peer Imitation     -.043 
Parental Imitation     -.045 
R2 .082 .076 .095 .112 .156 
R2 Change .103 -.007 .049 .033 .074 
Sig. F Change .000 .700 .100 .086 .013 
N 303 313 340 305 303 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-7. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Hitting Someone as the Dependent 
Variable (Bolivian Sample) 

 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age -.022 -.030 -.028 -.021 -.014 
Race -.107 -.154 -.139 -.071 -.013 
Class Level in College .059 .051 .043 .040 .030 
Hometown .042 .072 .069 .065 -.030 
GPA -.039 -.032 -.046 -.062 -.079 
Gender .616*** .543*** .507*** .493*** .335*** 
Religious Preference .087 -.029 -.196 -.135 -.086 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.028 -.019 .029 -.040 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.211* -.185 -.165 -.116 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.342** -.344** -.301* -.218 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .144 .139 .145 .155 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .048 .048 .060 
Peer Attachment   .065 .090 .064 
School Attachment   -.006 .067 -.151 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .054 .087 .069 
Value of Religion   -.078 -.060 .011 
Parental Norms   -.114 -.113 -.076 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .062 .065 .101* 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .031 .033 .067 
Effort   -.027 -.034 .033 
Educational Aspirations   -.119 -.100 -.109 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.050 -.021 
Low Temper    .043 .043 
Impulsivity    .204** .175* 
Risk Seeking    .175* .122 
Physical Activity    .014 .060 
Self-Centered    .103 .063 
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Table A-7. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .156 
Father’s Use     .311* 
Mother’s Use     -.003 
Peer Norm Qualities     .257 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .148 
Positive/Negative Def.     .269 
Proscriptive Definitions     .034 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.079 
Friends Reactions     .000 
Imitation      
Advertisement     -.036 
Peer Imitation     .076 
Parental Imitation     -.220* 
R2 .107 .155 .152 .192 .267 
R2 Change .131 .059 .029 .060 .096 
Sig. F Change .000 .001 .530 .004 .001 
N 265 276 328 280 279 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-8. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Country, Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Other Drugs Use as the Dependent 
Variable 

 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Country -.017 .027 .012 .001 .050 
Age .002 .002 .000 .002 -.002 
Race -.032 -.037 -.033 -.033 -.015 
Class Level in College .025 .023 .022 .025 .021 
Hometown .000 -.004 -.011 -.003 .005 
GPA -.021 -.019 -.023 -.022 -.031 
Gender -.024 -.027 -.043 -.049 -.061* 
Religious Preference .041 .035 -.020 -.027 -.028 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .028 .038 .045 .030 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.029 -.034 -.037 -.043 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.034 -.021 -.013 -.001 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .008 -.014 -.017 -.013 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .015 .016 .016 
Peer Attachment   .000 -.001 .000 
School Attachment   .057 .060 .050 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.029 -.029 -.022 
Value of Religion   -.033* -.031 -.018 
Parental Norms   -.003 -.004 .009 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   -.016 -.019 -.016 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.037 -.033 -.039 
Effort   -.037 -.034 -.026 
Educational Aspirations   -.032 -.032 -.001 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .021 .019 
Low Temper    -.029 -.031* 
Impulsivity    -.016 -.020 
Risk Seeking    .022 .008 
Physical Activity    -.018 -.015 
Self-Centered    .003 .002 
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Table A-8. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     -.007 
Father’s Use     .073* 
Mother’s Use     .004 
Peer Norm Qualities     .126* 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .004 
Positive/Negative Def.     .241** 
Proscriptive Definitions     .005 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.060 
Friends Reactions     -.027 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .011 
Peer Imitation     -.027 
Parental Imitation     -.047* 
R2 .000 .001 .018 .017 .104 
R2 Change .014 .006 .037 .009 .102 
Sig. F Change .428 .535 .022 .534 .000 
N 569 569 569 569 569 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-9. OLS Regressions of Main Effects of Country, Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, 
Self-Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Hitting Someone as the Dependent 
Variable 

 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Country .121 .445* .344 .194 .205 
Age -.033 -.036* -.035* -.036* -.034* 
Race .080 .064 .065 .100 .114 
Class Level in College .117 .120 .113 .135* .105 
Hometown .085 .079 .088 .047 .018 
GPA -.035 -.026 -.035 -.063 -.079 
Gender .466*** .460*** .442*** .428*** .328** 
Religious Preference .021 .000 -.132 -.121 -.117 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .006 .019 .037 .005 
Abusive Peer Rel.  -.010 -.096 -.092 -.095 
Negative Col/law Exp.  -.090 -.082 -.091 -.073 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .006 .023 .019 .047 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   -.039 -.026 -.013 
Peer Attachment   .001 .011 .000 
School Attachment   -.069 -.076 -.102 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.049 -.009 .018 
Value of Religion   -.025 -.010 .032 
Parental Norms   -.080 -.063 -.048 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .022 .039 .066 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .057 .057 .060 
Effort   .029 .010 .023 
Educational Aspirations   -.090 -.074 -.048 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    -.033 -.024 
Low Temper    .075* .073* 
Impulsivity    .157*** .159** 
Risk Seeking    .148** .095 
Physical Activity    -.074 -.062 
Self-Centered    .088 .076 
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 Table A-9. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .164* 
Father’s Use     .245* 
Mother’s Use     -.044 
Peer Norm Qualities     .103 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .146* 
Positive/Negative Def.     .151 
Proscriptive Definitions     .036 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.095 
Friends Reactions     .037 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .024 
Peer Imitation     .018 
Parental Imitation     .140** 
R2 .109 .113 .122 .163 .229 
R2 Change .121 .011 .024 .049 .078 
Sig. F Change .000 .140 .128 .000 .000 
N 569 569 569 569 569 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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Table A-10. Standard Errors for Tables 4-19 through 4-21 and Table 5-2 
Table 4-18 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age .053 .054 .053 .052 .051 
Race .159 .160 .164 .165 .164 
Class Level in College .091 .093 .091 .089 .088 
Hometown .110 .111 .111 .108 .105 
GPA .084 .086 .089 .086 .084 
Gender .157 .159 .157 .156 .163 
Religious Preference .155 .158 .184 .178 .175 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .169 .168 .163 .159 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .134 .133 .131 .128 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .166 .164 .160 .155 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .155 .170 .165 .162 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .128 .123 .120 
Peer Attachment   .119 .116 .114 
School Attachment   .187 .186 .180 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .116 .120 .121 
Value of Religion   .085 .083 .082 
Parental Norms   .109 .106 .102 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .097 .098 .095 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .113 .110 .108 
Effort   .133 .129 .128 
Educational Aspirations   .092 .187 .188 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .110 .107 
Low Temper    .086 .084 
Impulsivity    .128 .127 
Risk Seeking    .143 .146 
Physical Activity    .121 .118 
Self-Centered    .145 .142 
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Table A-10. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .170 
Father’s Use     .154 
Mother’s Use     .131 
Peer Norm Qualities     .274 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .172 
Positive/Negative Def.     .328 
Proscriptive Definitions     .056 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .302 
Friends Reactions     .103 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .097 
Peer Imitation     .097 
Parental Imitation     .106 
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Table A-11. Standard Errors Table 4-19 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age .045 .045 .045 .045 .042 
Race .164 .161 .160 .160 .152 
Class Level in College .079 .081 .082 .082 .076 
Hometown .141 .141 .142 .142 .139 
GPA .086 .085 .096 .097 .090 
Gender .155 .154 .160 .161 .157 
Religious Preference .193 .194 .239 .238 .221 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .166 .169 .170 .161 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .162 .166 .168 .161 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .187 .190 .191 .185 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .185 .189 .189 .178 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .127 .128 .119 
Peer Attachment   .102 .102 .098 
School Attachment   .175 .177 .167 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .121 .121 .114 
Value of Religion   .093 .092 .091 
Parental Norms   .120 .121 .114 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .082 .082 .078 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .139 .140 .078 
Effort   .138 .140 .132 
Educational Aspirations   .185 .184 .175 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .101 .095 
Low Temper    .089 .084 
Impulsivity    .116 .111 
Risk Seeking    .129 .125 
Physical Activity    .128 .120 
Self-Centered    .129 .120 
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Table A-11. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .160 
Father’s Use     .200 
Mother’s Use     .175 
Peer Norm Qualities     .387 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .160 
Positive/Negative Def.     .418 
Proscriptive Definitions     .058 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .172 
Friends Reactions     .089 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .076 
Peer Imitation     .105 
Parental Imitation     .119 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

195 

Table A-12. Standard Errors Table 4-20 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age .060 .060 .059 .058 .056 
Race .179 .179 .182 .184 .180 
Class Level in College .103 .104 .101 .100 .096 
Hometown .124 .124 .123 .121 .115 
GPA .095 .096 .098 .097 .092 
Gender .177 .178 .173 .174 .179 
Religious Preference .175 .177 .204 .199 .192 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .189 .186 .182 .175 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .150 .148 .146 .141 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .186 .181 .178 .171 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .173 .176 .184 .178 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .188 .138 .132 
Peer Attachment   .141 .130 .126 
School Attachment   .132 .208 .198 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .208 .134 .133 
Value of Religion   .129 .093 .090 
Parental Norms   .094 .0118 .112 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .121 .108 .104 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .107 .123 .118 
Effort   .125 .145 .140 
Educational Aspirations   .148 .208 .206 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .123 .118 
Low Temper    .096 .092 
Impulsivity    .143 .139 
Risk Seeking    .159 .160 
Physical Activity    .135 .130 
Self-Centered    .162 .156 
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Table A-12. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .182 
Father’s Use     .169 
Mother’s Use     .144 
Peer Norm Qualities     .301 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .189 
Positive/Negative Def.     .361 
Proscriptive Definitions     .065 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .332 
Friends Reactions     .113 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .107 
Peer Imitation     .107 
Parental Imitation     .116 
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Table A-13. Standard Errors Table 4-21 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age .018 .018 .018 .016 .017 
Race .066 .064 .063 .064 .061 
Class Level in College .032 .032 .032 .032 .033 
Hometown .056 .056 .056 .057 .056 
GPA .035 .034 .038 .039 .036 
Gender .062 .061 .063 .064 .063 
Religious Preference .077 .077 .095 .095 .089 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .066 .067 .068 .065 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .065 .066 .067 .065 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .075 .075 .076 .075 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .074 .075 .076 .072 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .050 .051 .048 
Peer Attachment   .040 .041 .040 
School Attachment   .069 .071 .067 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .048 .049 .046 
Value of Religion   .037 .037 .037 
Parental Norms   .048 .049 .046 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .032 .033 .032 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .055 .056 .053 
Effort   .055 .056 .053 
Educational Aspirations   .073 .074 .070 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .040 .038 
Low Temper    .036 .034 
Impulsivity    .046 .045 
Risk Seeking    .052 .051 
Physical Activity    .051 .048 
Self-Centered    .047 .048 
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Table A-13. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .065 
Father’s Use     .081 
Mother’s Use     .071 
Peer Norm Qualities     .156 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .065 
Positive/Negative Def.     .169 
Proscriptive Definitions     .023 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .069 
Friends Reactions     .034 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .031 
Peer Imitation     .042 
Parental Imitation     .048 
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Table A-14. Standard Errors Table 5-2 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Country .125 .320 .326 .327 .311 
Age .032 .032 .032 .032 .030 
Race .113 .114 .113 .114 .108 
Class Level in College .027 .130 .128 .126 .119 
Hometown .179 .180 .178 .177 .168 
GPA .116 .116 .119 .118 .111 
Gender .112 .112 .111 .112 .110 
Religious Preference .122 .124 .145 .143 .135 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  .121 .120 .119 .113 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .105 .104 .103 .117 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .125 .125 .123 .111 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .119 .119 .117 .084 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .090 .089 .074 
Peer Attachment   .078 .077 .117 
School Attachment   .124 .124 .081 
Belief      
Legal Norms   .085 .085 .060 
Value of Religion   .063 .063 .075 
Parental Norms   .081 .080 .059 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .063 .063 .074 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   .082 .081 .090 
Effort   .096 .095 .124 
Educational Aspirations   .132 .129 .071 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .076 .059 
Low Temper    .062 .082 
Impulsivity    .086 .093 
Risk Seeking    .096 .093 
Physical Activity    .087 .092 
Self-Centered    .097 .113 
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Table A-14. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

S.E 
(1) 

S.E 
(2) 

S.E 
(3) 

S.E 
(4) 

S.E 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .119 
Father’s Use     .105 
Mother’s Use     .222 
Peer Norm Qualities     .110 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     .250 
Positive/Negative Def.     .041 
Proscriptive Definitions     .152 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     .065 
Friends Reactions     .060 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .072 
Peer Imitation     .079 
Parental Imitation     .064 
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Table A-15. Logistic Regressions of Main Effects of Demographic, Strain, Social Bonding, Self-
Control, and Social Learning Variables, with Alcohol Use as the Dependent Variables 
(American Sample) 

Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Socio-Demographic      
Age .053 .061 .073 .078 .179 
Race -1.04*** -1.04*** -.798** -.458 -.295 
Class Level in College .381* .395* .421* .630*** .597*** 
Hometown .300 .312 .181 .190 .074 
GPA .153 .145 .317 .285 .234 
Gender -.210 -.199 -.203 -.448 -.764* 
Religious Preference .347 .380 -.294 -.389 -.406 
Strain      
Parental Rejection  -.574* -.781* -.896* -.1.082** 
Abusive Peer Rel.  .183 .209 .181 .104 
Negative Col/law Exp.  .058 .177 .321 .284 
Negative Sec. Exp.  .104 .109 -.011 .310 
      
Social Bonding      
Attachment      
Parental Attachment   .033 .096 .296 
Peer Attachment   .077 .161 -.044 
School Attachment   1.09*** 1.47*** 1.62*** 
Belief      
Legal Norms   -.453* -.408 -.403 
Value of Religion   -.767*** -.949*** -1.02*** 
Parental Norms   .439* .492* .529* 
Involvement      
Educational Involvem.   .029 -.014 -.006 
Commitment      
Grade Point Average   -.019 -.013 .112 
Effort   .024 -.014 .202 
Educational Aspirations   .120 .251 .493 
      
Self-Control      
Simple Tasks    .619** .625* 
Low Temper    -.034 -.248 
Impulsivity    -.109 -.121 
Risk Seeking    .942** .699* 
Physical Activity    .418 .655* 
Self-Centered    -.012 -.083 
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Table A-15. Continued 
 
Variables 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

Social Learning      
Differential Association      
Differential Peer Assoc.     .658 
Father’s Use     -.635 
Mother’s Use     .120 
Peer Norm Qualities     .888 
Definitions      
Neutralizing Definitions     -.064 
Positive/Negative Def.     -.354 
Proscriptive Definitions     .028 
Differential Reinforc.      
Rewards/Costs     -.918 
Friends Reactions     .217 
Imitation      
Advertisement     .457* 
Peer Imitation     .823*** 
Parental Imitation     -.221 
    * p< .05 
  ** p< .01 
*** p< .001  
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APPENDIX B 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT TESTING SOCIOLOGICAL THEORIES CROSS-

NATIONALLY: BOLIVIA AND THE UNITED STATES 

Conducted by Rohald A. Meneses 
Department of Sociology and Criminology & Law 

University of Florida 
 

TO THE STUDENT 
 
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. It is not required by the instructor or the 

university. Your completion of the questionnaire indicates your consent to participate.  
 

INSTRUCTIONS 
 
The survey is designed to study attitudes and behaviors of undergraduate students. You will be asked 
questions that deal with some of your past experiences and personal attitudes.  There are no correct or 
incorrect answers. Please answer each question honestly and to the best of your ability as to what is true 
for you. It will take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete the survey. 
 
Your responses will be anonymous. Please do not write your name, social security number, or any other 
identifying mark anywhere on the questionnaire. If you are UNDER 18 years of age DO NOT 
COMPLETE THE SURVEY. 
  
This research project poses no risk to the participant because the survey is anonymous. There are no 
potential benefits to you, other than having your opinion heard and contributing to the research project. 
There is no compensation to the participant for completing of the survey 
 
Directions for marking your answers are given. Some of the questions may seem to be repetitive; 
therefore you need to pay close attention to the directions at the beginning of each section.  
 
Mark your response for each question on the sheet by placing a check mark or an X by the answer which 
comes closest to being true for you. You may choose not to answer any question. You may withdraw 
from completing the survey at any time without penalty. 
 
When you are finished answering all of the questions, please review the questionnaire to make sure that 
you did not skip any of the sections. Place the survey in the envelope and turn it to the researcher 
 
Thank you very much for participating. 
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I would like to know some background information about you 
(Check only one answer for each question) 

 
1. What is your sex? 

________ Male 
________ Female 

 
2. What is your age? 

________ (Write in your age) 
 

3. Mark which of the following comes closest to describing your racial/ethnic identity 
________ Black 
________ White 
________ Latino/Hispanic 
________ Asian 
 

4. What is your religious preference? 
________ Catholic 
________ Jewish 

  ________ Baptist 
  ________ Methodist 
  ________ Episcopalian 
  ________ Lutheran 
  ________ None 
 

5. What is your class level in college?   
________ Freshman 
________ Sophomore 
________ Junior 
________ Senior 

 
6. Where do you live? 

________ On-campus student housing 
________ On-campus fraternity or sorority house 
________ Off-campus apartment, condo, or house 
________ Off-campus fraternity or sorority house 

 
7. In which of the following general fields is your major (first major if you have more than 

one)? 
________ Natural Science or Math (physics, chemistry, etc.) 
________ Social or Behavioral Science (sociology, psychology, 
                criminology, anthropology, etc.) 
________ Humanities (language, philosophy, history, etc.) 
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________ Business (accounting, business administration, etc.) 
________ Fine arts (music, drama, art, etc.) 
________ Other   

 
8. Is your home town, the one you grew up in or lived in for the longest period?... 

________ Small – rural 
________ Medium 
________ Large metropolitan 
 

9. What is your grade point average? 
________ A 

                        ________ B+ 
                        ________ B  
                        ________ C or C+ 
                       ________  Below C 
 

For each statement or question please mark only the one response that comes closest to being 
true for you  

For most of your life growing up, how often did each of the following happen to you: 
(Check only one response for each statement) 

 
 Never 

(1) 
Rarely 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3) 

Always 
(4) 

1. My parent(s) or guardian(s) paid 
little attention to me 

    

2. My parent(s) or guardian(s) were 
unloving and rejecting towards me 

    

3. My parent(s) or guardian(s) were 
physically abusive towards me 

    

4. My parent(s) or guardian(s) were 
strict and punished me unfairly 

    

 
How often have the following things been done to you by one or more of your friends, 

acquaintances, classmates, or others about your age? 
(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 Never 

(1) 
Rarely 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3)  

Always 
(4) 

5. Calling you names, constantly 
embarrassing you, or putting you 
down 

    

6. Always negatively comparing you 
to others 

    

7. Isolating you from others     
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How often have you been unfairly treated by any of the following? 
Check only one for each statement) 

 

 
How often have you… 

(Check only one for each statement) 
 

 
For each of the statements below check with comes closest to your attitude, do you strongly 

disagree, disagree, agree, or strongly agree with the statement? 
(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
Disagree 
(2) 

Agree  
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree  
(5) 

16. I’m very close to my mother     
17. I’m very close to my father     
18. I have a family that does lots 
of things together 

    

19. My friends are a very 
important part of my life 

    

20. I like college/university a lot     

 Never 
(1) 

Rarely 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3) 

Always 
(4) 

8. Professors or college 
administrators 

    

9. Other students     
10. The police (e.g., unfairly stopped, 
searched, questioned, physically 
threatened or abused) 

    

 Never 
(1) 

Rarely 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3) 

Always 
(4) 

11. Failed an exam?     
12. Had negative events happening to 
you related to college, for example 
admission problems, financial aid 
problems, school related pressures? 

    

13. Been unable to pursue the major 
or career you wanted? 

    

14. Received a grade that you think 
was unfairly lower than you 
expected? 

    

15. Failed to achieve your academic 
goals during your time at 
college/university? 
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21. Obtaining a high GPA is 
important 

    

22. I feel satisfied with my 
professors at my college/university 

    

23. We all have the moral duty to 
abide by the law 

    

24. Religious beliefs play an 
important role in my life 

    

25. The rules and moral beliefs 
which my parents live by are good 
for me too 

    

26. I’m actively involved in 
student organizations, clubs, or 
community activities 

    

27. I’m actively involved in a 
fraternity or sorority 

    

28. I have a high GPA     
29. Whatever I do, I try hard     
30. I have put a lot of effort into 
achieving my educational 
aspirations 

    

31. It is important to me to get a 
college degree 

    

 
For each of the statements below check with comes closest to your attitude, do you strongly 

disagree, disagree, agree, or strongly agree with the statement? 
(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
Disagree 
(2) 

Agree  
(4) 

Strongly  
Agree  
(5) 

32. I often act on the spur of the 
moment without stopping to think 

    

33. I’m more concerned with what 
happens to me in the short run than 
in the long run 

    

34. I dislike really hard tasks that 
stretch my abilities to the limit 

    

35. I like to test myself every now 
and then by doing something a 
little bit risky 

    

36. I sometimes find it exciting to 
do things for which I might get in 
trouble 

    

37. Excitement and adventure are 
more important than security 
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38. If I had a choice, I would 
almost always rather do something 
physical than something mental 

    

39. I almost always feel better 
when I am on the move than when 
I am sitting and thinking 

    

40. I like to get out and do things 
more than I like to read and 
contemplate ideas 

    

41. I try to look out for myself 
first, even if it means making 
things difficult for other people 

    

42. I’m not very sympathetic to 
other people when they are having 
problems 

    

43. If things I do upset people, it is 
their problem not mine 

    

44. When I have a serious 
disagreement with someone, it is 
usually hard for me to talk calmly 
about it without getting upset 

    

 
What is your attitude toward each of the following behaviors, do you approve, sometimes 

approve, sometimes disapproved, depending on the circumstances, or disapprove? 
(Check only one for each statements) 

 
 Approve 

(1) 
Sometimes approve, 
sometimes disapprove, 
depending on the 
circumstances (2) 

Disapprove 
(3) 

45. Drinking alcohol    
46. Smoking cigarettes    
47. Using marijuana    
48. Using other drugs 
(Meth, heroin, cocaine, 
etc.) 

   

49. Damaging private or 
public property 

   

50. Stealing expensive 
things 

   

51. Engaging in identity 
theft 

   

52. Unlawful use of a 
computer 

   

53. Fighting or attacking 
someone physically 
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54. Excessive or abusive 
use of alcohol or drugs 

   

55. Forcing sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to engage in 
sex 

   

56. Gambling illegally 
such as betting on 
sporting events, playing 
cards, or other gambling 
prohibited by law 

   

 

 
 
 

 Approve (1) Sometimes approve, 
sometimes disapprove, 
depending on the 
circumstances (2) 

Disapprove (3) 

57. Drinking alcohol    
58. Smoking cigarettes    
59. Using marijuana    
60. Using other drugs 
(Meth, heroin, cocaine, 
etc.) 

   

61. Damaging private or 
public property 

   

62. Stealing expensive 
things 

   

63. Engaging in identity 
theft 

   

64. Unlawful use of a 
computer 

   

65. Fighting or attacking 
someone physically 

   

66. Excessive or abusive 
use of alcohol or drugs 

   

67. Forcing sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to engage in 
sex 

   

68. Gambling illegally 
such as betting on 
sporting events, playing 
cards, or other gambling 
prohibited by law 
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As far as you know, how many of your close friends have done the following? 
(Check only one for each statement)  

 

 

 None or 
almost none 
(1) 

Less than half 
(2) 

More than 
half (3) 

Almost all 
(4) 

69. Drink alcohol     
70. Smoke cigarettes     
71. Use marijuana     
72. Using other drugs 
(Meth, heroin, cocaine, 
etc.) 

    

73. Damage private or 
public property 

    

74. Steal expensive 
things 

    

75. Engage in identity 
theft 

    

76. Unlawful use of a 
computer 

    

77. Fight or attack 
someone physically 

    

78. Excessive or abusive 
use of alcohol or drugs 

    

79. Force sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to engage in 
sex 

    

80. Gamble illegally 
such as betting on 
sporting events, playing 
cards, or other gambling 
prohibited by law 
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As far as you know, about how often has your father done the following? 

(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 
 

 Never 
(1) 

Once or 
twice (2) 

Occasionally, 
less than once 
a month (3) 

Monthly, 
once or 
twice a 
month 
(4) 

Weekly, at 
least once a 
week but not 
every day (5) 

Every day 
or nearly 
every day 
(6) 

81. Drink alcohol       
82. Smoke 
cigarettes 

      

83. Use marijuana       
84. Using other 
drugs (Meth, 
heroin, cocaine, 
etc.) 

      

85. Damage 
private or public 
property 

      

86. Steal 
expensive things 

      

87. Engage in 
identity theft 

      

88. Unlawful use 
of a computer 

      

89. Fight or attack 
someone 
physically 

      

90. Excessive or 
abusive use of 
alcohol or drugs 

      

91. Force sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to 
engage in sex 

      

92. Gamble 
illegally such as 
betting on sporting 
events, playing 
cards, or other 
gambling 
prohibited by law 
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As far as you know, about how often has your mother done the following? 
(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Never 
(1) 

Once or 
twice  
(2) 

Occasionally, 
less than once 
a month  
(3) 

Monthly, 
once or 
twice a 
month 
(4) 

Weekly, at 
least once a 
week but 
not every 
day (5) 

Every day or 
nearly every 
day  
(6) 

93. Drink alcohol       
94. Smoke cigarettes       
95. Use marijuana       
96. Using other 
drugs 
(Meth, heroin, 
cocaine, etc.) 

      

97. Damage private 
or public property 

      

98. Steal expensive 
things 

      

99. Engage in 
identity theft 

      

100. Unlawful use of 
a computer 

      

101. Fight or attack 
someone physically 

      

102. Excessive or 
abusive use of 
alcohol or drugs 

      

103. Force sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to engage 
in sex 

      

104. Gamble 
illegally such as 
betting on sporting 
events, playing 
cards, or other 
gambling prohibited 
by law 

      



 

213 

These questions ask you about doing or not doing the following behaviors. For each of the 
behaviors listed below, please check the box which comes closest to how often you have done it 

in the past 12 months 
 

 Never (1) Once or 
twice (2)  

Occasionally, 
less than once 
a month (3) 

Monthly, 
once or 
twice a 
month (4) 

Weekly, at least 
once a week but 
not every day (5) 

Every day 
or nearly 
every day 
(6) 

105. Lied about 
your age or used a 
fake ID to get into 
a nightclub or bar 

      

106. Intentionally 
damaged or 
destroyed property 
belonging to your 
college or 
university 

      

107. Stolen or tried 
to steal money or 
something else 
worth less than 
$100 from a store 
or persons  

      

108. Stolen or tried 
to steal larger 
amounts of money 
or something else 
worth more than 
$100 from a store 
or another person 

      

109. Stolen or tried 
to steal a motor 
vehicle (car or 
motorcycle) 

      

110. Engaged in 
“identity theft” in 
which you used 
persona 
identification 
information 
belonging to 
someone else 
without permission 
for your own 
benefit, purchase, 
or monetary gain 
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111. Used a 
computer or 
internet in any way 
which would be 
considered wrong 
by society or 
would lead to 
action taken 
against you if 
discovered by 
authorities (e.g., to 
get private 
information 
belonging to 
someone else, 
downloading 
hardcore 
pornography, using 
email to defraud 
someone, etc.) 

      

112. Hit or 
threatened to hit a 
person (including a 
relative or friend) 
with the intention 
of hurting that 
person 

      

113. Beaten or 
attacked someone 
(including 
instances where 
you felt you were 
defending 
yourself) so badly 
that the person 
required medical 
attention 

      

114. Driven a car 
more than 15 miles 
above the speed 
limit 

      

115. Driven a car 
while drunk or 
under the influence 
of drugs 
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116. Been arrested 
or charged with 
Driving Under the 
Influence (DUI) or 
similar charge 

      

117. Being drunk 
on the street, at a 
sporting event, or 
other public place 

      

118. Being loud, 
rowdy, or unruly 
on the street, at a 
sporting event, or 
other public place 

      

119. Forced sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to 
engage in sex with 
you 

      

120. Paid someone 
to have sex with 
you 

      

121. Gambled 
illegally such as 
betting on sporting 
events, playing 
cards, or other 
gambling 
prohibited by law 

      

122. Smoked 
cigarettes 

      

123. Used 
marijuana 

      

124. Used 
depressants 
(barbiturates, 
sedatives, etc.) 

      

125. Used 
stimulants (Meth) 

      

126. Used 
tranquilizers 
(seconal, barbital) 

      

127. Used 
inhalants (sniffers, 
glue, etc.) 
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128. Used other 
drugs (cocaine, 
heroin, LSD, 
ecstasy) 

      

 
For each of the items below, please check what usually happens to you after doing it.  

If you have never done it, check what you think would usually happen if you  
did do it. 

(Check only one for each statement) 

 
 

 Mainly good things such 
as feel good, fitting in 
better with others or 
achieving something (1) 

About as much as 
good as bad (2) 

Mainly bad things, 
such as get into 
trouble or get bad 
reactions (3) 

129. Drank alcohol    
130. Smoked cigarettes    
131. Used marijuana    
132. Used other drugs 
(Meth, heroin, cocaine, 
etc.) 

   

133. Damaged private or 
public property 

   

134. Stole expensive 
things 

   

135. Engaged in identity 
theft 

   

136. Unlawful use of a 
computer 

   

137. Fought or attacked 
someone physically 

   

138. Excessive or 
abusive used of alcohol 
or drugs 

   

139. Forced sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to engage in 
sex 

   

140. Gambled illegally 
such as betting on 
sporting events, playing 
cards, or other gambling 
prohibited by law 
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Whether or not you have done it, check what your friends most likely would do if they were to 
find out about your doing each of the following. 

 
 

 Becom
e closer 
friends 
(1) 

Encoura
ge doing 
it (2) 

Do 
nothin
g (3) 

Critici
ze 
your 
behavi
or (4) 

Tell 
your 
parents 
(5) 

Stop 
being 
your 
frien
ds (6) 

Turn 
you in 
to the 
authorit
ies (7) 

141. Drink 
alcohol 

       

142. Smoke 
cigarettes 

       

143. Use 
marijuana 

       

144. Using other 
drugs 
(Meth, heroin, 
cocaine, etc.) 

       

145. Damage 
private or public 
property 

       

146. Steal 
expensive things 

       

147. Engage in 
identity theft 

       

148. Unlawful 
use of a 
computer 

       

149. Fight or 
attack someone 
physically 

       

150. Excessive 
or abusive use of 
alcohol or drugs 

       

151. Force sex 
on someone who 
was unwilling to 
engage in sex 

       

152. Gamble 
illegally such as 
betting on 
sporting events, 
playing cards, or 
other gambling 
prohibited by 
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Whether or not you have ever done it, have you ever observed or watched anyone whom you 
admire doing any for the following? 
(Check only one foe each statement) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 No (1) On video games, 
movies, internet, 
or other media 
(2) 

Parents or 
someone else in 
your family (3) 

Someone 
about your 
age (4) 

Someon
e older 
(5) 

153. Drink alcohol      
154. Smoke 
cigarettes 

     

155. Use 
marijuana 

     

156. Using other 
drugs 
(Meth, heroin, 
cocaine, etc.) 

     

157. Damage 
private or public 
property 

     

158. Steal 
expensive things 

     

159. Engage in 
identity theft 

     

160. Unlawful use 
of a computer 

     

161. Fight or 
attack someone 
physically 

     

162. Excessive or 
abusive use of 
alcohol or drugs 

     

163. Force sex on 
someone who was 
unwilling to 
engage in sex 

     

164  Gamble 
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For each of the statements below, please check whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or 

strongly disagree with it.  
(Check only one for each statement) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Strongly disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
 (2) 

Agree 
 (3) 

Strongly agree 
(4) 

165. It is all right for 
people to use drugs and 
alcohol as long as they 
control it 

    

166. People who use 
drugs or alcohol really 
shouldn’t be held 
responsible since they 
are under too much 
pressure 

    

167. Use of illegal drugs 
can be justified for some 
people or situations 

    

168. Observing my 
friends using alcohol, 
drugs, or breaking the 
law has influenced me to 
at least try it 

    

169. Observing my 
parents using alcohol, 
drugs, or breaking the 
law has influenced me to 
at least try it 

    

170. Fighting or hurting 
someone is all right if 
they deserve it 

    

171. Stealing expensive 
things is sometimes 
necessary or justified 

    

172. It is always wrong 
to destroy things that 
don’t belong to me 
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APPENDIX C 
EXAMINANDO TEORIAS SOCIOLOGICAS EN DIFERENTES PAISES: BOLIVIA Y LOS 

ESTADOS UNIDOS (SPANISH VERSION) 

 
Conducido por Rohald A. Meneses 

Departamento de Sociología y Criminología y Leyes 
Universidad de Florida 

 
Desearía hacerle unas cuantas preguntas sobre usted 

(Escoja una sola respuesta para cada declaración) 
 
 

¿Cuál es su sexo? 
________ Hombre 
________ Mujer 

 
¿Cuántos años tiene? 

________ (Escriba) 
 

¿Cuál es su raza? 
________ Blanco 
________ Negro 
________ Mestizo 
________ Indio 
 

En su vida, durante el proceso de crecimiento, ¿cuán seguido le pasó lo siguiente? 
(Escoja una sola respuesta para cada declaración) 

 
 Nunca 

(1) 
Rara 
vez (2) 

A veces (3) Siempre 
(4) 

Mi(s) padre(s) o guardián(es) me 
prestaron poca atención 

    

Mi(s) padre(s) o guardián(es) no me 
amaban y me rechazaban 

    

Mi(s) padre(s) o guardián(es) me 
abusaban físicamente 

    

Mi(s) padre(s) o guardián(es) eran 
estrictos y me castigaban 
injustamente 

    

 
 

 
Para cada aclaración, escoja la que más se parezca a su actitud: ¿está usted completamente de 

acuerdo, está de acuerdo, está en desacuerdo, o está completamente en desacuerdo con las 
siguientes declaraciones? 

(Escoja una sola respuesta para cada declaración) 
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 Completam

ente en 
desacuerdo 
(1) 

Deasacuer
do (2) 

De 
acuerdo  
(4) 

Completam
ente de 
acuerdo  
(5) 

Soy bien apegado a mi mamá     
Soy bien apegado a mi papá     
Me gusta mucho la universidad     
Mi promedio de notas es alto     
No me gustan las tareas/labores 
difíciles que exceden los límites de 
mis habilidades 

    

Me gusta salir y hacer cosas que 
leer o contemplar ideas 

    

Me preocupo por mi mismo 
primero, aunque eso cause 
problemas para otros 

    

  
 

¿Qué opina de las siguientes actitudes, las aprueba, a veces las aprueba, o las desaprueba? 
(Escoja una sola respuesta para cada declaración) 

 
 Aprueba 

(1) 
A veces las aprueba y 
otras veces las desaprueba 
(2) 

Lo 
desaprueba 
(3) 

Tomar alcohol    
Fumar cigarrilos    
Usar marihuana    
Usar otras drogs 
(cocaine, heroina, etc.) 

   

Uso illegal de 
computadoras 
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