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Abstract
This article presents an integrated self-control/life-course theory of criminal behavior. Coming 
in the form of 10 propositions, the broad message is that these two seemingly incompatible 
theoretical traditions can be successfully linked together when: (1) self-control is viewed as 
dynamic and subject to considerable change both situationally and over time, and (2) self-control 
is seen as an important cause of selection into the kinds of significant life events (both positive and 
negative ‘turning points’) that are assumed to, in turn, influence offending. The implications for 
testing this integrated model and for continued theoretical development are discussed.

Keywords
Life-course criminology, self-control

Introduction

Cullen (2011: 310) recently noted that ‘life-course criminology is criminology.’ To 
be sure, growing out of the criminal careers research from the 1980s (Blumstein and 
Cohen, 1987; Blumstein et al., 1986), the life-course perspective has undoubtedly 
become a major paradigm in the discipline (Piquero et al., 2003). And while varia-
tions on the broad idea exist (Piquero et al., 2012), the life-course tradition is domi-
nated primarily by theories of stability or change (Moffitt, 1993) and of stability and 
change (Sampson and Laub, 1993; see also Laub and Sampson, 2003) in criminal 
offending over time. These theories have certainly grabbed criminologists’ attention, 
yet not everyone is a fan. In particular, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have argued 
rather strongly that the kinds of ‘turning points’ and changes in offending trajectories 
over time – the bread and butter of the life-course perspective – are merely 
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manifestations of individuals’ levels of self-control and that the life-course approach 
is therefore fundamentally useless (see also Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1986, 1987; 
Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983). Not surprisingly, arguments ensued (Geis, 2000; 
Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1995, 2000; Sampson and Laub, 1995).

But the past two decades of accumulated research reveal that the self-control and life-
course traditions are not nearly as incompatible as they were originally marketed to be. 
Research regarding self-control stability and depletion (Baumeister and Tierney, 2011; 
Hay and Forrest, 2006; Na and Paternoster, 2012; see also Wikström and Svensson, 
2010), and the large body of literature regarding the various social consequences of self-
control (Evans et al., 1997; Pratt et al., 2014; Turanovic and Pratt, 2014), collectively 
demonstrate a need to revise our thinking about self-control and criminal offending over 
the life course. This is not to say that self-control has been thus far completely absent 
from discussions about crime and the life course – it has certainly been part of the con-
versation to some extent (see, for example, Hay and Meldrum, 2015; Moffitt, 1993). 
What is missing, however, is an attempt to integrate the self-control and life-course tra-
ditions in a systematic way that is faithful to the full body of empirical research concern-
ing the nature and consequences of self-control from childhood through adulthood.

Accordingly, the present article sets forth a theoretical integration of the self-control 
and life-course perspectives. In doing so, the following discussion is organized around a 
set of 10 empirically testable propositions that form this new integrated model. The 
broad message is that these two seemingly incompatible theoretical traditions can be suc-
cessfully linked together when: (1) self-control is viewed as dynamic and subject to 
considerable change both situationally and over time, and (2) self-control is seen as an 
important cause of selection into the kinds of significant life events (both positive and 
negative ‘turning points’) that are assumed to, in turn, influence offending. Of course, 
pulling these ideas together may elicit some resistance by those wishing to protect their 
theoretical turf. But empirical results are empirical results and, in following the rich tra-
dition in criminology of theoretical revision (Agnew, 1985, 1992; Akers, 2009; Sampson, 
2006; Sampson and Bean, 2006; Tittle, 2004), we need to adapt our ideas to accommo-
date what the research shows.

Key theoretical propositions

Proposition 1: Self-control predicts problematic behavior at all relevant 
points of the life course

This first proposition is neither new nor controversial, but it is a good place to start. The 
phrase ‘relevant points of the life course’ is used because the present theory is not 
intended to explain the behavior – criminal or otherwise – of infants. Studies have, how-
ever, consistently shown that low self-control is linked to behavioral problems in young 
children (for example, physical aggression; see Meece and Robinson, 2014), to delin-
quency during the adolescent and teen years (Hay, 2001; Perrone et al., 2004), and to 
criminal behavior in adulthood (Pratt and Cullen, 2000; Reisig et al., 2012; Wright et al., 
1999). Recent work has even shown that low self-control predicts offending among the 
elderly (Wolfe, 2014). Thus, just as little kids who lack self-control are more likely to 
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scratch and bite their peers, they are also more likely to shoplift and steal pills when they 
reach retirement age. Put simply, neither crime nor low self-control should be viewed as 
strictly youthful problems (see also Reisig and Holtfreter, 2013). Instead, at all points in 
the life course, within any age cohort there will be variation in levels of self-control and 
such variation will significantly explain individuals’ patterns of misbehavior.1

Proposition 2: Self-control varies within individuals at all relevant points of 
the life course

The traditional view of self-control in criminology is that it is an individual personality 
trait that is established rather early on in life – primarily through effective parenting – 
and is highly stable over the life course (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).2 And in terms 
of empirical support, the link between effective parenting and the development of self-
control in children has been well established (Cecil et al., 2012; Hay, 2001; Pratt et al., 
2004), albeit with some important qualifications (Burt et al., 2006; Wright and Beaver, 
2005; Wright et al., 2008). Faring far less well, however, is the notion that self-control is 
stable within individuals – a proposition that has been called into question by several 
emerging lines of research.

For example, Hirschi’s (2004) own revision of self-control theory argues that it is the 
social bonds one imports into a given situation that will serve as the source of self-control. 
Of course, those bonds can change – for example, friendships with peers can be lost or 
gained over time – which would indicate that one’s level of self-control can change as 
well. In addition, studies that have disaggregated the desire to exercise self-control versus 
the ability to exercise self-control (Piquero et al., 2010; Tittle et al., 2004) also reveal that 
one’s preferences in the moment will influence whether their self-control will actually 
kick in when facing a given situation.3 Perhaps most telling is the recent research on the 
‘depletion’ of self-control under stressful conditions (Hagger et  al., 2010; Uziel and 
Baumeister, 2012; see also Baumeister, 2002; Meldrum et al., 2015; Muravin et al., 2006). 
This line of work conceives of self-control as a limited resource – like a muscle – that can 
get tired out if used too often or too intensely. As such, some people start out ‘stronger’ in 
self-control than others (that is, individuals vary in terms of their levels of pre-existing 
self-control), some people are in ‘better shape’ than others (that is, individuals vary in 
terms of their resistance or susceptibility to self-control depletion), and, once depleted, it 
may take considerable time for one’s self-control reserves to be replenished.

All of these lines of research collectively hint at – to a greater or lesser degree – three 
primary components related to the present proposition. First, self-control can change 
within individuals at any given time and is subject to depletion at all points in the life 
course. Second, individuals vary with respect to how susceptible they are to self-control 
depletion throughout the life course. Of particular importance are the criminogenic social 
contexts and stressful life events that can drain one’s level of self-control at any given 
time (Pratt, 2009). And third, young people are more vulnerable to self-control depletion 
than older people are. Recent neuropsychological research on changes in executive func-
tioning over time (for example, the ability to think of and anticipate the consequences of 
one’s actions) indicates that as we age we are less likely to lose our self-control in situa-
tions where we probably would have when we were younger (Kray et al., 2004). So, to 
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put it simply, it is the changing nature of self-control during the aging process that may 
serve as the ‘missing link’ in the life-course theoretical tradition – a point that is elabo-
rated upon in the next proposition.

Proposition 3: Following the peak crime years, self-control increases within 
individuals over time

Few empirical regularities in criminology have been as well documented as the ‘age–
crime curve’ (Loeber and Farrington, 2014). That criminal behavior generally increases 
during adolescence, peaks at around age 17 or so, and declines as individuals age into 
adulthood has taken on the flavor of a criminological fact (Farrington, 1986; Piquero 
et al., 2003). And while research has revealed certain distinct trajectories that depart from 
the curve (Nagin, 2005), most individuals fit the well-known pattern (Farrington et al., 
2013). But only slightly less well known is this: our inability to fully explain it. Indeed, 
Hirschi and Gottfredson (1983) argued long ago that the age–crime curve is essentially 
invariant and cannot be explained by any known psychological or sociological variables 
– a challenge presented to the field that was labeled three decades later as the ‘inexplica-
bility’ thesis (Sweeten et al., 2013: 2).

Criminologists responded to this challenge in two ways. The first approach entailed a 
virtual explosion in longitudinal research. This development has enhanced the field con-
siderably by producing new knowledge about how people’s lives change over time, as 
well as new theoretical perspectives intended to explain the causes and consequences of 
those very changes (Erosheva et al., 2014; see also Warr, 1998). And although this new 
criminological paradigm has come close to explaining the age–crime curve, it still has 
not fully delivered (Sweeten et al., 2013). Accordingly, the other approach to addressing 
the inexplicability thesis has been to just give up altogether (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 
1990). For those favoring this tactic, the age–crime curve is simply chalked up to ‘the 
inexorable aging of the organism’ (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: 141), or what has 
been dubbed the process of ‘maturational reform’ (Glueck and Glueck, 1968; Matza, 
1964) – something that recent life-course work has, to a certain extent, agreed with 
(Sweeten et al., 2013).

The problem is that neither of these approaches takes into account the dynamic nature 
of self-control and how it changes within individuals over time. The denial of self-con-
trol’s dynamic properties is particularly problematic with respect to the maturational 
reform argument, where the causal mechanisms underlying what maturation is and why 
it may affect criminal behavior are unspecified theoretically and therefore go unmeas-
ured empirically (see, for example, the discussion by Rocque, 2014). What we are left 
with, then, is the proposition that maturational reform causes crime to decrease with age, 
even though we are not really sure what it is and, even if we were sure, we have no idea 
whether it could be measured reliably.

Yet given what we know about within-individual changes in self-control, it is rea-
sonable to conclude that social and biological factors (both of which would conceiva-
bly be implicated in the maturational reform explanation) contribute to changes in 
self-control over the life course (see, for example, the discussion by Rocque et  al., 



Pratt	 133

2015). Such changes, in turn, should mirror the age–crime curve. This is not to say that 
the exact nature and timing of these changes in self-control will be uniform for every-
one. Within any given age cohort, for example, levels of self-control will still be influ-
enced by variations in the social contexts and life experiences that either facilitate or 
challenge the development of self-control.4 Even so, the broad pattern is that self-
control – at least the form of it that is linked to criminal behavior – is lower during the 
crime-prone years, increases thereafter, and shadows the rate of offending over the life 
course.5 This is a simple proposition that is backed by evidence from multiple sources 
(see, for example, Burt et al., 2014; Forrest and Hay, 2011; Roberts et al., 2008; Smith 
et al., 2014). It is time we imported this notion into both the self-control and life-course 
traditions. And viewed in this way, it is possible that changes in self-control (along 
with changes in its variability within individuals as people get older) may provide a 
better explanation of the age–crime curve than has thus far been offered up by 
criminologists.

Proposition 4: Self-control influences selection into negative life events

To scholars working within the self-control tradition, the idea that those with low self-
control will be more likely to self-select into a wide array of negative life events is noth-
ing new. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) explicitly noted that those who have a tough 
time controlling their impulses are likely to end up with a lengthy roster of life’s setbacks 
and tragedies. But the life-course perspective – which tends to focus rather heavily on the 
consequences of negative life events – tends to devote far less attention to their sources. 
Some have even accused certain versions of the life-course perspective of assuming that 
negative life events enter into individuals’ lives largely at random. Paternoster and 
Bushway (2009: 1148), for example, argued that Laub and Sampson’s (2003) hugely 
influential life-course theory relies so heavily on ‘structural events’ that any given person 
‘is one who responds or simply reacts to events that he finds himself in, but having had 
no or little part in creating.’

And yet there is considerable evidence demonstrating that the occurrence of negative 
life events is often far from random and that self-control is an important component in 
explaining why sometimes bad things happen to people. Self-control has been linked, for 
example, to being violently victimized (Turanovic and Pratt, 2014; Turanovic et  al., 
2014), largely because those who lack self-control are more likely to be engaging in 
violent behavior themselves. Those with low self-control are also more likely to be tar-
geted and ripped off by scam artists because, even if they think they might get burned by 
it, the temptation of easy money is just too strong to pass up (Holtfreter et al., 2008; Pratt 
et al., 2010). Those with low self-control are also more likely to get arrested and incar-
cerated (Longshore and Turner, 1998), to get divorced, and to lose their job (Evans et al., 
1997). All of these negative life events have implications for offending as the life course 
proceeds (Gibson and Krohn, 2013). It is therefore necessary to recognize that individu-
als are not merely leaves on the wind, getting tossed around by forces beyond their con-
trol, but rather that people can inflict considerable damage upon themselves as a result of 
their own impulsive, short-sighted, selfish behavior.
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Proposition 5: Self-control influences coping strategies following negative 
life events

Although it is clear that self-control influences individuals’ selection into negative life 
events, it can also shape the consequences of those events. For example, being violently 
victimized, losing a job, getting divorced, or losing a relationship are all stressful life 
events that can cause considerable emotional and psychological distress (Agnew, 1992). 
As a result of feeling badly, individuals will seek out ways to cope in order to feel better 
(Agnew, 2002).

These coping strategies can come in different forms. They can be prosocial, where 
people could seek out counseling, talk with friends or loved ones, or engage in some 
spirited physical exercise. These are all healthy things that people can do to help them 
deal with life’s adversities. But coping strategies can be maladaptive as well, such as 
engaging in alcohol/substance abuse and criminal offending (see Baron, 2004; Hay and 
Evans, 2006). And whether somebody chooses one strategy over another is heavily influ-
enced by their level of self-control. Because those with low self-control tend to place a 
premium on immediate gratification, they will find maladaptive coping strategies to be 
much more attractive because they are perceived to have benefits that will come right 
away (Turanovic and Pratt, 2013). Counseling takes time and jogging takes effort, but 
punching someone you are mad at or getting drunk to try to forget about an ex-girlfriend 
can make people feel better immediately. Of course, adopting these maladaptive coping 
strategies can make a bad situation worse – they rarely represent effective long-term 
solutions to a problem. They can also carry enduring adverse consequences for one’s 
physical, emotional, and psychological health (Macmillan, 2001). Thus, understanding 
how the choice of coping strategy is influenced by self-control is critical for understand-
ing the criminogenic consequences of negative life events.

Proposition 6: Self-control is a key factor linking neuropsychological deficits 
to early onset offending

Moffitt’s (1993) dual taxonomy has become one of the more popular ideas within life-
course criminology. According to this perspective, the most common trajectory of 
offending over time is adolescence-limited offending, where through a largely ‘normal’ 
developmental process, most individuals’ offending rates mirror the traditional age–
crime curve. A small group of individuals, however, fall into the category of life-course 
persistent offenders – those who offend at a high rate throughout their lives. These two 
offending trajectories are considered to be distinct, with one group characterized by 
change and the other by stability in criminal behavior over time.

The key factor that distinguishes life-course persistent offenders from everybody else, 
according to Moffitt (1993), is the presence of neuropsychological deficits. These defi-
cits can emerge in children as a result of prenatal problems associated with exposure to 
toxins (Moffitt, 1993). This can happen either involuntarily, as a consequence of living 
in an area where exposure to pollution is likely, or it could come about voluntarily when 
pregnant moms to be smoke, abuse alcohol, or take other drugs and end up doing physi-
cal damage to the unborn child (see McGloin et al., 2006). Such deficits are assumed to 
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create problems with executive functioning – that is, one’s ability to consider the long-
term consequences of their actions. And an important point according to Moffitt (1993) 
is that those who have such deficits will begin their criminal careers at an early age. As 
such, several studies have confirmed empirically the link between neuropsychological 
deficits and the early onset of offending (see, for example, de Boer et al., 2012; Raine 
et al., 1997; Tibbetts and Piquero, 1999).

And yet the key causal mechanism linking neuropsychological deficits to the early 
onset of offending – problems with executive functioning – looks a lot like low self-
control. For example, executive functioning entails one’s ability to control their impulses 
and to predict the consequences of their actions – properties that also characterize self-
control. This similarity has not been lost on criminologists and self-control has even been 
described as executive functioning (Beaver et al., 2007; see also Wikström and Treiber, 
2007), and recent research has demonstrated empirically that neuropsychological defi-
cits are an important precursor to low self-control among adolescents (Jackson and 
Beaver, 2013). It is now time to explicitly incorporate self-control into the theoretical 
model linking neuropsychological deficits to life-course persistent offending. This will 
require the self-control tradition to be more open to the possibility of biosocial sources 
of self-control, and for the life-course perspective to be more willing to consider low 
self-control as an important part of the causal process that explains offending over time.

Proposition 7: Self-control influences late adolescent/teen sensitivity to the 
maturity gap

Although the life-course persistent offending group within Moffitt’s (1993) framework 
has garnered the lion’s share of criminologists’ attention, there is also something impor-
tant to be learned when looking at the reasons underlying adolescence-limited offending 
as well. For Moffitt (1993), a certain amount of offending during the mid to late teen 
years is normal and is generally assumed to be a response to the ‘maturity gap.’ Put sim-
ply, younger kids want to do what the older kids are doing – like drinking, smoking, 
having sex, and breaking the law – as a way of asserting their own maturity.6

But not all youths are equally influenced by the maturity gap (Galambos et al., 2003; 
Hay and Meldrum, 2015). Some teenagers try to make themselves come off as more 
mature by getting jobs, or by surrounding themselves with the trappings of adult sophis-
tication, such as carrying classic novels around with them or dressing like a grown up. 
Such kids are likely to possess higher levels of self-control than many of their peers. 
Alternatively, it is likely that those with lower levels of self-control will find the deviant 
activities of those who are slightly older than them to be most appealing; destroying 
public property, for example, fulfills the need for immediate gratification in a way that 
doing math homework does not. What this means is that there should still be considera-
ble heterogeneity in the offending trajectories of those within the adolescence-limited 
offender category (see, for example, Nagin and Land, 1993), and variations in levels of 
self-control should go a long way toward explaining that heterogeneity. In particular, 
those with more self-control will still follow the traditional pattern of the age–crime 
curve, but they will likely begin offending later, they will offend less often during their 
‘peak years,’ and they will begin their decline in offending more quickly.
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Proposition 8: Self-control influences individuals’ sensitivity to informal and 
formal social control at all points in the life course

Although it comes in many different forms, the control tradition in criminology begins 
with a rational decision maker (Cornish and Clarke, 2014). In this view, would-be offend-
ers weigh the relative costs and benefits of the behavioral alternatives in front of them 
(even if they do so quickly and imperfectly) and make a choice that maximizes pleasure 
and minimizes pain (Paternoster, 1987). The problem, however, is that the benefits of 
criminal behavior are likely to be immediate (for example, money, excitement, peer rein-
forcement). The costs (for example, school suspension and parental sanctions for kids; 
arrest, job loss, and relationship problems for adults), should they ever be incurred, are 
off in some distant and uncertain future. Accordingly, those with low self-control are less 
likely to even consider the potential costs of their criminal behavior because thinking 
into the future is not their strong suit. Such individuals are therefore much less sensitive 
to various forms of social control.

And along those lines, there is a rather large body of criminological literature linking 
self-control to both informal and formal social control mechanisms. Specifically, research 
indicates that those with low self-control are less likely to feel shame and remorse should 
their criminal behavior disappoint loved ones (Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008; Tibbetts and 
Myers, 1999), they are less likely to think they are going to get caught if they break the 
law (Pratt et al., 2006), and if they do get caught they are more likely to think that they 
were just supremely unlucky that one time and that they will therefore not get caught in 
the future if they do it again (Pogarsky and Piquero, 2003). Recent research indicates that 
self-control influences other potential sources of social control as well, including percep-
tions of procedural justice, police legitimacy, and legal cynicism (Reisig et al., 2011; 
Wolfe, 2011) – factors that, in turn, have been linked to offending (Reisig et al., 2014; 
Tyler, 2006). In short, self-control plays a critical role in determining whether social 
control efforts – regardless of whatever formal or informal package they come in – will 
have their intended effects on criminal behavior.

Proposition 9: Self-control influences selection into social ties and turning 
points over the life course

The importance of social ties to criminological theory and research cannot be overstated. 
The bonds that people have to family, friends, and prosocial institutions are among the 
most studied in the criminological literature (Britt and Gottfredson, 2003; Lilly et al., 
2011; Turanovic and Pratt, 2015). Within the life-course tradition, these social ties are 
assumed to keep our behavior in check by providing sources of social control (Sampson 
and Laub, 1993), by structuring who we hang out with (Warr, 1998), and by placing 
constraints on our daily activities as we move through different stages in the life course 
(Laub and Sampson, 2003).

And yet similar to proposition #4 above, criminologists have a long history of paying 
way more attention to the consequences of social ties than they do to where they come 
from. And the self-control perspective has something to say about that. For example, 
research indicates that self-control influences the bonds that young people form to school 
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(Catalano et al., 2004) and that self-control is a strong predictor of selection into peer 
groups – both prosocial and deviant (McGloin and Shermer, 2009; Young, 2011). Among 
adults, self-control influences selection into jobs and marriage (Boutwell and Beaver, 
2010; Evans et al., 1997) – factors that are assumed, in turn, to keep people from offend-
ing and to cause offenders to desist from a life of crime (Laub and Sampson, 2003).

It is also reasonable to argue that self-control will influence the selection into the 
kinds of ‘cognitive transformations’ that foster desistance from offending (see, for 
example, Giordano et al., 2002). Recent research suggests that such cognitive transfor-
mations might actually happen before people enter into the kinds of social ties (for 
example, marriage and work) that have previously been assumed to cause desistance 
from crime (Lyngstad and Skardhamar, 2013; Skardhamar and Savolainen, 2014). It 
would make sense that a certain amount of self-control would need to be invoked to 
prompt such transformations. After all, cleaning up your act takes effort, discipline, 
and an eye toward what one hopes will be a better future – all of which will need a 
good dose of self-control to make happen. Either way, the broad point here is that self-
control plays an important part in how people select into and form social ties as they 
move through their lives.

Proposition 10: Self-control influences the quality of social ties over the life 
course

It is important to note that not only does self-control influence selection into social ties, 
but self-control also plays a large role in determining the quality of those ties. It is no 
secret that people vary considerably in terms of the quality of relationships they have 
with their spouses and with their occupations (Towler and Stuhlmacher, 2013), and evi-
dence suggests that such variation in quality explains some of the variation in offending 
(Laub et al., 1998). Put simply, the quality of social ties matters. And what is more, the 
role that self-control plays in shaping the quality of social ties takes on added importance 
with age. To be sure, young people typically have social ties provided to them – usually 
by (and/or in the form of) their parents. As people get older, they become more responsi-
ble for cultivating, maintaining, and nurturing their own social ties. And yet those with 
low self-control will typically behave in ways that make maintaining those ties difficult 
if not impossible.

A prime example of this phenomenon can be found in Laub and Sampson’s (2003) 
discussion of the life-course persistent offenders in their follow-up study of the Glueck 
men. Laub and Sampson (2003) noted that one factor that seems to characterize this 
group of men is that the life-course persistent offenders were still heavy drinkers even 
up to age 70. The explanation given is that hard drinking has eroded the social ties that 
these men might have otherwise had in their lives. And since their affection for alcohol 
drove their wives away and made them unfit to hold a steady job, these men were not 
subject to these forms of social control and were therefore at liberty to keep offending 
even in late life.

Yet it is equally possible that those who continue to drink heavily in the later stages 
of the life course have major problems with self-control. If so, they have likely cre-
ated a long and diverse list of questionable decisions over the course of their lives that 
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have destroyed their social ties, which may have little or nothing to do with their 
drinking (Costello et al., 2014). This should not be a surprise, since people who lack 
self-control are often really unpleasant to be around. These are people who victimize 
others, who have a tough time recognizing when they are being insensitive and 
socially inappropriate, and who are often too self-centered to understand that quality 
relationships require the reciprocal investment of time, care, and energy. As a result, 
such people tend to make lousy friends, husbands, and wives, and prosocial others 
rarely want to have anything to do with them. What this all means is that it is plausible 
that the relationships surrounding the erosion of social ties in adulthood, drinking too 
much well into late life, and continued criminal behavior may not be causal, but rather 
all may be the consequence of the behaviors that people engage in as a result of their 
lack of self-control.

Next steps

The 10 propositions that form the above integrated theoretical model were all laid out to 
be empirically testable. Some of them have already been tested extensively and were 
therefore discussed merely as a means toward constructing the broader theoretical model. 
We probably do not need, for example, another study linking self-control to criminal 
behavior – we are pretty well set on that one already (Pratt and Cullen, 2000). Other 
propositions, however, either are still in the early stages of building a body of empirical 
literature or are admittedly still purely speculative. So as we move forward empirically 
with this integrated model in mind, I offer three broad issues for criminologists to con-
sider should they be interested in investigating this perspective.

First, scholars need to conceptualize and to measure self-control as a dynamic crimi-
nogenic risk factor that is subject to considerable change – both over time and situation-
ally. The evidence is clear: self-control is not ‘fixed’ early on in life. It is not unchanging, 
and people do not carry around the same level of self-control with them all day long from 
situation to situation, nor is the level of self-control people possess as a teenager the same 
quantity they will have when their hair turns gray. And the fluidity of self-control can be 
measured directly in longitudinal studies (Hay and Forrest, 2006) and in experimental 
studies of self-control depletion (Muravin et al., 2006). It can also be measured indirectly 
in surveys by using variance estimates from self-control scales (Pratt, 2014). Either way, 
the days of thinking about – and therefore measuring – self-control as a fixed and stable 
construct have come and gone.

Second, scholars who examine lives through time need to explicitly take into account 
how self-control influences individuals’ selection into significant life events – both the 
positive and the negative kind. It is likely that failing to model selection effects will yield 
misleading empirical results (Bushway et al., 2007). In particular, the effects of certain 
life events, such as getting a job or getting married, on criminal behavior will be artifi-
cially inflated. This is not to say that these events are not important – they certainly are 
– but in the current body of criminological literature their effects are likely being driven, 
at least in part, by selection bias. Modeling selection effects explicitly will overcome this 
problem and give us a more accurate picture of the importance of things such as turning 
points, cognitive transformations, and adult social bonds.
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Finally, scholars interested in doing work in this area need to recognize that self-
control and life-course trajectories are structurally embedded. Research shows, for 
example, that structural conditions influence the development of low self-control and 
can either dampen or exacerbate its effects on negative outcomes (Pratt et  al., 2004; 
Zimmerman et  al., 2012). Studies also demonstrate that the lives people live through 
time are shaped and constrained in profound ways by their social context (Sampson, 
2012). Thus, future efforts at teasing out the mechanisms linking self-control to pro-
cesses that unfold over the life course will require placing the relationships in question 
within a broader structural context.

Conclusion

In the end, there is a long history of theoretical integration in criminology (Tittle, 2000). 
General strain (Agnew, 1992), social support (Cullen, 1994), control balance (Tittle, 
1995), and reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) theories (just to name a few) are all 
products of pulling together both related and seemingly unrelated lines of work and plac-
ing them under a common intellectual umbrella. But not everybody is happy about that. 
Indeed, Hirschi (1979: 34) is arguably the most vocal criminological critic of the practice 
of linking potentially disparate ideas together, and instead contends that when it comes 
to comparing theories about why people behave badly ‘separate and unequal is better.’ 
Those who agree with that sentiment would likely see any attempt to link self-control 
with the life-course tradition as an exercise in futility. Yet the 10 theoretical propositions 
presented here clearly show that the forced segregation of these theoretical traditions has 
outlived whatever usefulness it may have once had. Our theories are not religious com-
mandments chiseled into stone tablets; they are ideas that can (and should) evolve when 
the accumulated evidence tells us they should. This is one of those times.
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Notes

1.	 This is not to say that low self-control is the sole cause of criminal behavior that renders all 
other factors spurious. Instead, at any given point in the life course, self-control will be an 
important predictor – likely one among many – of criminal behavior.

2.	 It should be noted that Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) were referring to relative stability, in 
that, once levels of self-control are established within individuals, they will remain stable 
between individuals over the life course. This argument carries with it the tacit admission 
that individuals’ absolute levels of self-control do, in fact, change over time. Gottfredson 
and Hirschi (1990) made no attempt to explain why people’s self-control will improve over 
the life course beyond a vague reference to the maturation process that occurs in an aging 
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organism. As noted in Propositions 2 and 3, however, it is the changing nature of self-control 
over time that can help fill in the gaps that are currently missing from the life-course tradition.

3.	 A similar pattern is found in recent research that examines how neighborhood context can 
condition the effect of self-control on offending. In particular, studies have shown that fac-
tors such as neighborhood-level crime rates (Wikström and Loeber, 2000; Zimmerman et al., 
2012) and the availability of youth organizations in a neighborhood (Zimmerman et al., 2014) 
can either attenuate or exacerbate the effect of self-control on offending. Wikström’s (2006) 
situational action theory also stresses how the effect of self-control on offending will vary 
according to one’s moral preferences from one situation to the next. The implication is that 
the level of self-control that a person will implement in a given situation will vary signifi-
cantly according to the situational and structural context.

4.	 These factors could include correctional interventions designed to enhance self-control in 
offenders (Piquero et al., 2010) as well as significant life events such as marriage and employ-
ment that may help enhance one’s level of self-control and may also increase one’s desire to 
exercise it (see, for example, Rodin, 2014; Tittle et al., 2004).

5.	 Of course, the self-control curve will not be perfectly aligned with the age–crime curve. 
Toddlers, for example, have less self-control than teenagers, yet a 2 -year old throwing a tan-
trum over being denied one more piece of chocolate is unlikely to show up in a data set that 
is intended to track self-reported offending, whereas a 16 year old stealing a car will. Thus, 
the age–crime curve reflects the trajectory of behaviors that are qualitatively different, from 
a criminological standpoint, than many of the early physical aggression indicators studied 
by developmental psychologists (Alink et al., 2006). Accordingly, we should not use the dis-
similarities between the early development of self-control in children and the left-hand side 
of the age–crime curve to call into question the observed similarities regarding changes in 
self-control and changes in criminal behavior over the life course.

6.	 According to Moffitt (1993), the reason the effect of the ‘maturity gap’ is confined to this 
particular age range is because, in the mid to late teens, kids are biologically mature enough 
to engage in, yet culturally excluded from, certain behaviors (such as sex). Thus, the 15 year 
old covets what the 19 year old is doing. As people emerge into adulthood, however, that 
same four-year age gap becomes less of a source of envy – the 28 year old is not wishing he/
she could be doing what the 32 year old is.

References

Agnew R (1985) A revised strain theory of delinquency. Social Forces 64: 151–167.
Agnew R (1992) Foundation for a general strain theory of crime and delinquency. Criminology 

30: 47–88.
Agnew R (2002) Experienced, vicarious, and anticipated strain: An exploratory study on physical 

victimization and delinquency. Justice Quarterly 19: 603–632.
Akers RL (2009) Social Learning and Social Structure: A General Theory of Crime and Deviance. 

New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.
Alink LRA, Mesman J, Van Zeijl J, Stolk MN, Juffer F, Koot HM, Bakermans-Kranenburg MJ 

and Van IJzendoorn MH (2006) The early childhood aggression curve: Development of phys-
ical aggression in 10- to 50-month old children. Child Development 77: 954–966.

Antonaccio O and Tittle CR (2008) Morality, self-control, and crime. Criminology 46: 479–510.
Baron SW (2004) General strain, street youth, and crime: A test of Agnew’s revised theory. 

Criminology 42: 457–483.
Baumeister RF (2002) Yielding to temptation: Self-control failure, impulsive purchasing, and con-

sumer behavior. Journal of Consumer Research 28: 670–676.



Pratt	 141

Baumeister RF and Tierney J (2011). Willpower: Rediscovering the Greatest Human Strength. 
New York: Penguin.

Beaver KM, Wright JP and Delisi M (2007) Self-control as executive function: Reformulating 
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s parental socialization thesis. Criminal Justice and Behavior 34: 
1345–1361.

Blumstein A and Cohen J (1987) Characterizing criminal careers. Science 237: 985–991.
Blumstein A, Cohen J, Roth JA and Visher CA (1986) Criminal Careers and ‘Career Criminals.’ 

Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
Boutwell BB and Beaver KM (2010) The intergenerational transmission of low self-control. 

Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 47: 174–209.
Braithwaite J (1989) Crime, Shame and Reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Britt CL and Gottfredson MR (2003) Control Theories of Crime and Delinquency – Advances in 

Criminological Theory, Vol. 12. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.
Burt CH, Simons RL and Simons LG (2006) A longitudinal test of the effects of parenting and 

the stability of self-control: Negative evidence for the general theory of crime. Criminology 
44: 353–396.

Burt CH, Sweeten G and Simons RL (2014) Self-control through emerging adulthood: Instability, 
multidimensionality, and criminological significance. Criminology 52: 450–487.

Bushway S, Johnson BD and Slocum L (2007) Is the magic still there? The use of the Heckman 
two-step correction for selection bias in criminology. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 
23: 151–178.

Catalano RF, Oesterle S, Fleming CB and Hawkins DJ (2004) The importance of bonding to school 
for healthy development: Findings from the social development research group. Journal of 
School Health 74: 252–261.

Cecil CAM, Barker ED, Jaffee SR and Viding E (2012) Association between maladaptive parent-
ing and child self-control over time: Cross-lagged study using a monozygotic twin difference 
design. British Journal of Psychiatry 201: 291–297.

Costello BJ, Anderson BJ and Stein MD (2014) Self-control and adverse ‘drinking’ consequences. 
Deviant Behavior 35: 973–992.

Cornish DB and Clarke RV (2014) The Reasoning Criminal: Rational Choice Perspectives on 
Offending. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

Cullen FT (1994) Social support as an organizing concept for criminology: Presidential address to 
the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences. Justice Quarterly 11: 527–559.

Cullen FT (2011) Beyond adolescence-limited criminology: Choosing our future – the American 
Society of Criminology 2010 Sutherland Address. Criminology 49: 287–330.

De Boer SBB, van Oort FVA, Donker MCH, Verheij F and Boon AE (2012) Childhood charac-
teristics of adolescent inpatients with early-onset and adolescent-onset disruptive behavior. 
Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment 34: 415–422.

Erosheva EA, Matsueda RL and Telesca D (2014) Breaking bad: Two decades of life-course data 
analysis in criminology, developmental psychology, and beyond. Annual Review of Statistics 
and Its Application 1: 301–332.

Evans TD, Cullen FT, Burton VS, Dunaway RG and Benson ML (1997) The social consequences 
of self-control: Testing the general theory of crime. Criminology 35: 475–501.

Farrington DP (1986) Age and crime. Crime and Justice: A Review of Research 7: 189–250.
Farrington DP, Piquero AR and Jennings WG (2013) Offending from Childhood to Late Middle 

Age: Recent Results from the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development. New York: 
Springer.

Forrest W and Hay C (2011) Life-course transitions, self-control and desistance from crime. 
Criminology and Criminal Justice 11: 487–513.



142	 European Journal of Criminology 13(1) 

Galambos N, Barker E and Tilton-Weaver L (2003) Who gets caught at maturity gap? A study 
of pseudomature, immature, and mature adolescents. International Journal of Behavioral 
Development 27: 253–263.

Geis G (2000) On the absence of self-control as the basis for a general theory of crime: A critique. 
Theoretical Criminology 4: 35–53.

Gibson CL and Krohn MD (2013) Handbook of Life-course Criminology: Emerging Trends and 
Directions for Future Research. New York: Springer.

Giordano PC, Cernkovich SA and Rudolph JL (2002) Gender, crime, and desistance: Toward a 
theory of cognitive transformation. American Journal of Sociology 107: 990–1064.

Glueck S and Glueck E (1968) Delinquents and Nondelinquents in Perspective. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Gottfredson MR and Hirschi T (1986) The true value of lambda would appear to be zero: An essay 
on career criminals, criminal careers, selective incapacitation, cohort studies, and related top-
ics. Criminology 24: 213–234.

Gottfredson MR and Hirschi T (1987) The methodological adequacy of longitudinal research on 
crime. Criminology 25: 581–614.

Gottfredson MR and Hirschi T (1990) A General Theory of Crime. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford 
University Press.

Hagger MS, Wood C, Stiff C and Chatzisarantis NLD (2010) Ego depletion and the strength model 
of self-control: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin 136: 495–525.

Hay C (2001) Parenting, self-control, and delinquency: A test of self-control theory. Criminology 
39: 707–736.

Hay C and Evans MM (2006) Violent victimization and involvement in delinquency: Examining 
predictions from general strain theory. Journal of Criminal Justice 34: 261–274.

Hay C and Forrest W (2006) The development of self-control: Examining self-control theory’s 
stability thesis. Criminology 44: 739–774.

Hay C and Meldrum R (2015) Self-control and Crime over the Life Course. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage.

Hirschi T (1979) Separate and unequal is better. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 
16: 34–38.

Hirschi T (2004) Self-control and crime. In: Baumeister RF and Vohs KD (eds) Handbook of Self-
regulation: Research, Theory, and Application. New York: Guilford Press.

Hirschi T and Gottfredson MR (1983) Age and the explanation of crime. American Journal of 
Sociology 89: 552–584.

Hirschi T and Gottfredson MR (1995) Control theory and the life-course perspective. Studies on 
Crime and Crime Prevention 4: 131–142.

Hirschi T and Gottfredson MR (2000) In defense of self-control. Theoretical Criminology 4: 
55–69.

Holtfreter K, Reisig MD and Pratt TC (2008) Low self-control, routine activities, and fraud vic-
timization. Criminology 46: 189–220.

Jackson DB and Beaver KM (2013) The influence of neuropsychological deficits in early child-
hood on low self-control and misconduct through early adolescence. Journal of Criminal 
Justice 41: 243–251.

Kray J, Eber J and Lindenberger U (2004) Age differences in executive functioning across the 
lifespan: The role of verbalization in task preparation. Acta Psychologica 115: 143–165.

Laub JH and Sampson RJ (2003) Shared Beginnings, Divergent Lives: Delinquent Boys to Age 70. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Laub JH, Nagin DS and Sampson RJ (1998) Trajectories of change in criminal offending: Good 
marriages and the desistance process. American Sociological Review 63: 225–238.



Pratt	 143

Lilly JR, Cullen FT and Ball RA (2011) Criminological Theory: Context and Consequences, 5th 
edn. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Loeber R and Farrington DP (2014) Age–crime curve. In: Bruinsma G and Weisburd D (eds) 
Encyclopedia of Criminology and Criminal Justice. New York: Springer, 12–18.

Longshore D and Turner S (1998) Self-control and criminal opportunity: Cross-sectional test of 
the general theory of crime. Criminal Justice and Behavior 25: 81–98.

Lyngstad TH and Skardhamar T (2013) Changes in criminal offending around the time of mar-
riage. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 50: 608–615.

Macmillan R (2001) Violence and the life-course: The consequences of victimization for personal 
and social development. Annual Review of Sociology 27: 1–22.

Matza D (1964) Delinquency and Drift. New York: Wiley.
McGloin JM, Pratt TC and Piquero A (2006) A life-course analysis of the criminogenic effects 

of maternal cigarette smoking during pregnancy: A research note on the mediating impact 
of neuropsychological deficit. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 43: 412–426.

McGloin JM and Shermer LO (2009) Self-control and deviant peer network structure. Journal of 
Research in Crime and Delinquency 46: 35–72.

Meece E and Robinson CM (2014) Father–child interaction: Associations with self-control and 
aggression among 4–5-year-olds. Early Child Development and Care 184: 783–794.

Meldrum RC, Barnes JC and Hay C (2015) Sleep deprivation, low self-control, and delinquency: 
A test of the strength model of self-control. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 44: 465–477.

Moffitt TE (1993) Adolescence-limited and life-course persistent antisocial behavior: A develop-
mental taxonomy. Psychological Review 100: 674–701.

Muravin M, Pogarsky G and Shmueli D (2006) Self-control depletion and the general theory of 
crime. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 22: 263–277.

Na C and Paternoster R (2012) Can self-control change substantially over time? Rethinking the 
relationship between self- and social control. Criminology 50: 427–462.

Nagin DS (2005) Group-based Modeling of Development over the Life Course. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Nagin DS and Land KC (1993) Age, criminal careers, and population heterogeneity: Specification 
and estimation of a nonparametric, mixed Poisson model. Criminology 31: 327–362.

Paternoster R (1987) The deterrent effect of the perceived certainty and severity of punishment: A 
review of the evidence and issues. Justice Quarterly 4: 173–217.

Paternoster R and Bushway S (2009) Desistance and the feared self: Toward an identity theory of 
criminal desistance. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 99: 1103–1156.

Perrone D, Sullivan CJ, Pratt TC and Margaryan S (2004) Parental efficacy, self-control, and delin-
quency: A test of a general theory of crime on a nationally representative sample of youth. 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 48: 298–312.

Piquero AR, Farrington DP and Blumstein A (2003) The criminal career paradigm. Crime and 
Justice: A Review of Research 30: 359–506.

Piquero AR, Jennings WG and Barnes JC (2012) Violence in criminal careers: A review of the 
literature from a developmental perspective. Aggression and Violent Behavior 17: 171–179.

Piquero AR, Jennings WG and Farrington DP (2010) On the malleability of self-control: Theoretical 
and policy implications regarding a general theory of crime. Justice Quarterly 27: 803–834.

Piquero A and Tibbetts S (1996) Specifying the direct and indirect effects of low self-control and 
situational factors in offenders’ decision making: Toward a more complete model of rational 
offending. Justice Quarterly 13: 481–510.

Piquero NL, Schoepfer A and Langton L (2010) Completely out of control or the desire to be in 
complete control? How low self-control and the desire for control related to corporate offend-
ing. Crime and Delinquency 56: 627–647.



144	 European Journal of Criminology 13(1) 

Pogarsky G and Piquero AR (2003) Can punishment encourage offending? Investigating the 
‘resetting’ effect. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 40: 95–120.

Pratt TC (2009) Reconsidering Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime: Linking the 
micro- and macro-level sources of self-control and criminal behavior over the life course. 
In: Savage J (ed.) The Development of Persistent Criminality. New York: Oxford University 
Press.

Pratt TC (2014) A reconceptualized model of self-control and crime: Specifying the role of self-
control variability. Criminal Justice and Behavior. Published online before print December 
16, 2014, doi: 10.1177/0093854814557888.

Pratt TC and Cullen FT (2000) The empirical status of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of 
crime: A meta-analysis. Criminology 38: 931–964.

Pratt TC, Cullen FT, Blevins KR, Daigle LE and Madensen TD (2006) The empirical status of 
deterrence theory: A meta-analysis. In: Cullen FT, Wright JP and Blevins KR (eds) Taking 
Stock: The Status of Criminological Theory – Advances in Criminological Theory, Vol. 15. 
New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 367–395.

Pratt TC, Holtfreter K and Reisig MD (2010) Routine online activity and internet fraud target-
ing: Extending the generality of routine activity theory. Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency 47: 267–296.

Pratt TC, Turanovic JJ, Fox KA and Wright KA (2014) Self-control and victimization: A meta- 
analysis. Criminology 52: 87–116.

Pratt TC, Turner MG and Piquero AR (2004) Parental socialization and community context: A 
longitudinal analysis of the structural sources of low self-control. Journal of Research in 
Crime and Delinquency 41: 219–243.

Raine A, Brennan P and Mednick SA (1997) Interaction between birth complications and early 
maternal rejection in predisposing individuals to adult violence: Specificity to serious, early-
onset violence. American Journal of Psychiatry 154: 1265–1271.

Reisig MD and Holtfreter K (2013) Shopping fraud victimization among the elderly. Journal of 
Financial Crime 20: 324–337.

Reisig MD, Tankebe J and Mesko G (2014) Compliance with the law in Slovenia: The role of 
procedural justice and policy legitimacy. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research 
20: 259–276.

Reisig MD, Wolfe SE and Holtfreter K (2011) Legal cynicism, legitimacy, and criminal offend-
ing: The nonconfounding effect of low self-control. Criminal Justice and Behavior 38: 
1265–1279.

Reisig MD, Wolfe SE and Pratt TC (2012) Low self-control and the religiosity-crime relationship. 
Criminal Justice and Behavior 39: 1172–1191.

Roberts BW, Wood D and Caspi A (2008) The development of personality traits in adulthood. In: 
John OP, Robins RW and Pervin LA (eds) Handbook of Personality: Theory and Research, 
3rd edn. New York: Guilford Press, 375–398.

Rocque M (2014) The lost concept: The (re)emerging link between maturation and desistance 
from crime. Criminology and Criminal Justice. Published online before print September 3, 
2014, doi: 10.1177/1748895814547710.

Rocque M, Posick C and Felix S (2015) The role of the brain in urban violent offending: Integrating 
biology with structural theories of ‘the streets.’ Criminal Justice Studies 28: 84–103.

Rodin J (2014) Health, control, and aging. In: Baltes MM and Baltes PB (eds) The Psychology of 
Control and Aging. New York: Psychology Press, 139–166.

Sampson RJ (2006) Collective efficacy theory: Lessons learned and directions for future inquiry. 
In: Cullen FT, Wright JP and Blevins KR (eds) Taking Stock: The status of Criminological 



Pratt	 145

Theory – Advances in Criminological Theory, Vol. 15. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 
149–168.

Sampson RJ (2012) Great American City: Chicago and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Sampson RJ and Bean L (2006) Cultural mechanisms and killing fields: A revised theory of com-
munity-level racial inequality. In: Peterson RD, Krivo LJ and Hagan J (eds) The Many Colors 
of Crime. New York: New York University Press, 8–38.

Sampson RJ and Laub JH (1993) Crime in the Making: Pathways and Turning Points through Life. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Sampson RJ and Laub JH (1995) Understanding variability in lives through time: Contributions of 
life-course criminology. Studies on Crime and Crime Prevention 4: 143–158.

Skardhamar T and Savolainen J (2014) Changes in criminal offending around the time of job entry: 
A study of employment and desistance. Criminology 52: 263–291.

Smith AR, Steinberg L and Chein J (2014) The role of the anterior insula in adolescent decision 
making. Developmental Neuroscience 36: 196–209.

Sweeten G, Piquero AR and Steinberg L (2013) Age and the explanation of crime, revisited. 
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 42: 921–938.

Tibbetts SG and Myers DL (1999) Low self-control, rational choice, and student test cheating. 
American Journal of Criminal Justice 23: 179–200.

Tibbetts SG and Piquero AR (1999) The influence of gender, low birth weight, and disadvantaged 
environment in predicting early onset of offending: A test of Moffitt’s interactional hypoth-
esis. Criminology 37: 843–878.

Tittle CR (1995) Control Balance: Toward a General Theory of Deviance. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Tittle CR (2000) Theoretical developments in criminology. In: Criminal Justice 2000, Vol. 1. 

Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice, 51–101.
Tittle CR (2004) Refining control balance theory. Theoretical Criminology 8: 395–428.
Tittle CR, Ward DA and Grasmick HG (2004) Capacity for self-control and individuals’ interest in 

exercising self-control. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 20: 143–172.
Towler AJ and Stuhlmacher AF (2013) Attachment styles, relationship satisfaction, and well-

being in working women. Journal of Social Psychology 153: 279–298.
Turanovic JJ and Pratt TC (2013) The consequences of maladaptive coping: Integrating general 

strain and self-control theories to specify a causal pathway between victimization and offend-
ing. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 29: 321–345.

Turanovic JJ and Pratt TC (2014) ‘Can’t stop, won’t stop’: Self-control, risky lifestyles, and repeat 
victimization. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 30: 29–56.

Turanovic JJ and Pratt TC (2015) Longitudinal effects of violent victimization during adolescence 
on adverse outcomes in adulthood: A focus on prosocial attachments. Journal of Pediatrics 
166(4): 1062–1069.

Turanovic JJ, Reisig MD and Pratt TC (2014) Risky lifestyles, low self-control, and violent vic-
timization across gendered pathways to crime. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. In press.

Tyler T (2006) Why People Obey the Law. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Uziel L and Baumeister RF (2012) The effect of public social context on self-control depletion for 

neuroticism and restoration for impression management. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin 38: 384–396.

Warr M (1998) Life-course transitions and desistance from crime. Criminology 36: 183–216.
Wikström P-OH (2006) Individuals, settings and acts of crime: Situational mechanisms and the 

explanation of crime. In: Wikström P-OH and Sampson RJ (eds) The Explanation of Crime: 
Context, Mechanisms and Development. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 61–107.



146	 European Journal of Criminology 13(1) 

Wikström P-OH and Loeber R (2000) Do disadvantaged neighborhoods cause well-adjusted chil-
dren to become adolescent delinquents? A study of male juvenile serious offending, indi-
vidual risk and protective factors, and neighborhood context. Criminology 38: 1109–1142.

Wikström P-OH and Svensson R (2010) When does self-control matter? The interaction between 
morality and self-control in crime causation. European Journal of Criminology 7: 395–410.

Wikström P-OH and Treiber K (2007) The role of self-control in crime causation: Beyond 
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime. European Journal of Criminology 4: 
237–264.

Wolfe SE (2011) The effect of low self-control on perceived police legitimacy. Journal of Criminal 
Justice 39: 67–74.

Wolfe SE (2014) Low self-control, gender, race, and offending in late life. Psychology, Crime and 
Law. In press.

Wright BRE, Caspi A, Moffitt TE and Silva PA (1999) Low self-control, social bonds, and crime: 
Social causation, social selection, or both? Criminology 37: 479–514.

Wright JP and Beaver KM (2005) Do parents matter in creating self-control in their children? A 
genetically informed test of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory of low self-control. Criminology 
43: 1169–1202.

Wright JP, Beaver K, Delisi M and Vaughn M (2008) Evidence of negligible parenting influences 
on self-control, delinquent peers, and delinquency in a sample of twins. Justice Quarterly 25: 
544–569.

Young JTN (2011) How do they ‘end up together’? A social network analysis of self-control, 
homophily, and adolescent relationships. Journal of Quantitative Criminology 27: 251–273.

Zimmerman GM, Welsh BC and Posick C (2014) Investigating the role of neighborhood youth 
organizations in preventing adolescent violent offending: Evidence from Chicago. Journal of 
Quantitative Criminology, in press.

Zimmerman GM, Botchkovar EV, Antonaccio O and Hughes LA (2012) Low self-control in ‘bad’ 
neighborhoods: Assessing the role of context on the relationship between self-control and 
crime. Justice Quarterly, in press.


