
 

 
 
 
 
 

AT THE SIGHT OF OPPORTUNITY WHO GETS HIGH: 

A CROSS-NATIONAL STUDY OF SELF-CONTROL 

 

 

 
 
 
 

by 
 

Graciela Perez  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of the University of Delaware in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in Criminology 

 
 
 

Fall 2017 
 
 
 

© 2017 Graciela Perez 
All Rights Reserved 

  



 

 
 
 
 
 

AT THE SIGHT OF OPPORTUNITY WHO GETS HIGH: 

A CROSS-NATIONAL SUDY OF SELF-CONTROL 

 

 

 
by 
 

Graciela Perez 
 
 

 
 
 
Approved:  __________________________________________________________  
 Benjamin D. Fleury-Steiner, Ph.D. 
 Professor in charge of thesis on behalf of the Advisory Committee 
 
 
 
Approved:  __________________________________________________________  
 Karen F. Parker, Ph.D. 
 Chair of the Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice 
 
 
 
Approved:  __________________________________________________________  
 George H. Watson, Ph.D. 
 Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences 
 
 
 
Approved:  __________________________________________________________  
  Ann L. Ardis, Ph.D. 
 Senior Vice Provost for Graduate and Professional Education



iii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to express my deep gratitude and appreciation to, Dr. Ben Fleury-

Steiner, my master thesis advisor. With your patience, encouragement, and advice I 

have learned and progressed as a scholar and writer. I must also thank Dr. Ronet 

Bachman and Dr. Lana Harrison for their endless support and time spent reading and 

providing constructive advice for this thesis. All of whom are incredible mentors and 

professors dedicated to the achievement and success of their students. 

A special thanks to the Department of Sociology and Criminal Justice at the 

University of Delaware where most of my theoretical and methodological foundations 

were gained. I look forward to growing academically in this department with the 

guidance and expertise of all faculty and staff. 

Finally, a special thanks to my family and God, whom despite, thousand miles 

away still provided me with all the love, support and encouragement. Their sacrifices 

have allowed me to get this far and for that I will always be grateful. Gracias mamí y 

papí! 



iv 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES ......................................................................................................... v 
ABSTRACT .................................................................................................................. vi 
 
Chapter 

1 INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................. 1 

2 GENERAL THEORY OF CRIME .................................................................... 6 

Low Self-Control ................................................................................................ 6 
Opportunity ......................................................................................................... 7 
Cross-Cultural Generalizability .......................................................................... 9 
Present Study .................................................................................................... 12 

3 METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................... 14 

Data ................................................................................................................... 14 
Subsample ......................................................................................................... 15 
Measures ........................................................................................................... 15 

4 RESULTS ......................................................................................................... 20 

Analytic Strategy .............................................................................................. 20 
Descriptive Statistics Across Country .............................................................. 20 
Bivariate Relationships ..................................................................................... 24 
Multivariate Regression .................................................................................... 27 

5 DISCUSSION ................................................................................................... 32 

Limitations ........................................................................................................ 35 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................. 37 



v 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1  Descriptive Statistics for of Cross-National Cannabis Use Among 
Adolescents. ............................................................................................. 23 

Table 2  Compressed Bivariate Display of Cross-National Cannabis Use, 
Percentages of Adolescent Use Within Each Independent Variable 
Group. ...................................................................................................... 25 

Table 3  Table 3. Multivariate Logistic Regression Predicting Cannabis Use 
Among Adolescents. ................................................................................ 29 



vi 
 

ABSTRACT 

Among adolescents worldwide, cannabis remains as the most widely used 

illicit substance. However, the majority of research on criminal offending and 

delinquency among youth has mainly focused on addictive drugs and alcohol. 

Therefore, this study intends to assess self-control among adolescents in nations with 

differing cannabis policies. To explore the relationship between self-control and 

cannabis use among three countries with distinct regulations on cannabis, data from 

the second International Self-Reported Delinquency (ISRD-2) are used. Multivariate 

logistic regression models are country-specific and work independently, predicting 

cannabis use for the United States, Spain and Netherlands. Results indicate that across 

the three nations, self-control played an influential role in cannabis use. In addition, 

results demonstrate that countries with stricter cannabis policies have the most youth 

engaging in cannabis use. These findings suggest that strict cannabis policies does not 

necessarily mean a decreased use of cannabis, but in fact the opposite may be 

occurring.
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Until recently, the majority of research on criminal offending and delinquency 

among adolescents has focused on addictive drugs and alcohol. However, cannabis1 is 

the most widely used illicit substance among adolescents worldwide and its use has 

only increased since 2009 (Maniglio and Innamorati 2014; Hall and Degenhardt 

2007). The number of cannabis users has reached nearly 200 million worldwide, a 

quarter of which are adolescents (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

[UNODC] 2015). The increased use of cannabis is not an isolated trend, but rather, 

universal phenomenon occurring in numerous countries. Although cannabis is thriving 

as a commonly used substance, it would be erroneous to assume that patterns of 

cannabis are similar across nations. Prevalence of cannabis use is mostly observed in 

Western countries such as Europe, Canada and the United States; meanwhile less 

developed countries report lower rates of cannabis use (Hall and Degenhardt 2007). 

Despite cross-national variations in cannabis use, it is evident that cannabis remains 

the highest consumed drug among adolescents worldwide.  

The widespread trend of cannabis use requires immediate attention to further 

understand whether the current policies intact are serving as a buffer to future 

                                                 
 
1 While the term “marijuana” is more widely known, this paper will refer to the 
substance as cannabis to maintain consistency, but most importantly, to divert from 
racist implications that has historically been associated with the term “marijuana” (see 
Hayes and Bowery 1933 for details on the drug’s historical evolution). 
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offending or exacerbating the problem of recidivism. In the United States, current 

federal policies regulate drugs through the Controlled Substance Act (CSA)2, which 

does not differentiate between the medical and recreational use of cannabis. In other 

words, cannabis is treated like every other controlled substance (cocaine and heroin), 

despite the legalization of cannabis in 44 states for recreational and/or medical 

purposes. Contradicting state and federal cannabis policies have influenced ways in 

which state and local detentions handle cannabis consumers. A recent evaluation of 

detentions “found not only a high recidivism rate for incarcerated young people, but 

that the experience of incarceration is the most significant factor in increasing the odds 

of recidivism” (Holman and Ziedenberg 2013:4). Among the juveniles detained, two-

thirds were confined for nonviolent offenses such as cannabis possession. This number 

is reflected a little differently in countries where cannabis policies are less restrictive.  

Attitudes toward cannabis use vary across cultures depending on the nations’ 

political and social acceptance of the drug. Since opportunity corresponds to the 

provisional character of availability and access in a given setting, the use of cannabis 

should vary across nations. Many criminological theories acknowledge differing rates 

of offending among groups, but rarely is there a focus on policy. Gottfredson and 

Hirschi’s (1990) self-control theory has not only generated an overwhelming amount 

of empirical and theoretical support for crime and delinquency (Pratt and Cullen 

2000), but has been recognized as a theory that can explain all crime and delinquency, 

regardless of race, ethnicity, nationality, gender and cultural differences. Even more, 

theorists argue that individuals with low self-control are more likely to be impulsive, 
                                                 
 
2 The Controlled Substance Act (21 U.S.C § 811) became effective in 1971 as a form 
to combine all existing federal drug laws into a single statute to combat narcotic and 
dangerous drug problems in the United States. 
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risk-taking and generally less likely to consider the long-term consequences of their 

deviant acts. Since Gottfredson and Hirschi devote some attention to the issue of 

policy their theory should be applicable to the study of cannabis use among 

adolescents across nations with differing cannabis policies, given the generality of 

their theoretical statements. 

From this perspective, the general theory of crime can be interpreted as 

transcending national and cultural boundaries because: 

[C]cultural variability is not important in the causation of crime, that 
we should look for constancy rather than variability in the definition of 
and causation of crime, and that a single theory of crime can encompass 
the reality of cross-cultural differences in crime rates (Gottfredson and 
Hirschi 1990:175). 

That is to say, individuals with low self-control are more likely to engage in 

criminal behavior regardless of demographic background or geographic boundaries. If 

self-control is genuinely the general theory of crime, then it should explain criminal 

offending and delinquent behavior in other countries in addition to the United States. 

Indeed, the vast body of research demonstrating a strong relationship between low 

self-control and criminal or delinquent behavior have involved samples drawn from 

the United States (Desmond, Ulmer, and Bader 2013; Ford and Blumenstein 2012; 

Conner, Stein, and Longshore 2009; Piquero et al. 2002). Taken together, these studies 

confirm that self-control is a strong predictor of crime and excluding it would be 

problematic (Pratt and Cullen 2000). 

Despite the strong domestic support for self-control, few studies have 

empirically tested the applicability and validity of self-control theory using samples 

other than White and Black Americans (Alvarez and Fox 2010; Enzmann et al., 2010; 

Vazsonyi and Crosswhite 2004; Vazsonyi et al., 2001). The present study investigates 
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several propositions from Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) theory that focus on 

opportunity, self-control, and cannabis use among adolescents in three diverse 

countries: United States, Netherlands, and Spain. A key aspect to self-control is the 

availability of opportunity because when opportunities are available, low self-control 

becomes conducive to criminal behavior; when opportunity is not present, low self-

control cannot manifest itself into crime (Hay and Forrest 2008).  

From this stance, the theory suggests that low self-control is contingent on the 

presence of opportunity. A few U.S. studies have applied the interaction effect 

between low self-control and opportunity on crime and found empirical support (Pratt 

and Cullen 2000; Grasmick et al. 1993). Importantly, however, the role of 

opportunities remains debated and “a largely unexplored element of the theory” 

(Simpson and Geis 2008:50). Opportunity is the availability and access of a given 

event, and the three sampled nations of this study provide different opportunities to 

use of cannabis due to their drug policies. Therefore, involvement in cannabis use and 

self-control should differ between adolescents in Spain, Netherlands and United 

States. 

This study will be one of the few studies to assess self-control across cultures 

using a diverse sample of Dutch, American, and Spanish juveniles. It also contributes 

to the sparse body of research that has explored the relationship between self-control 

and cannabis use among samples other than White and Black Americans. Lastly, this 

study will assess the claim made by Gottfredson and Hirschi that their theory is 

applicable across various groups and cultures. The analysis will provide notable 

information on understudied populations while simultaneously provide knowledge on 

the effectiveness of cannabis policies as a form of delinquent punishment. 
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To explore the applicability of self-control cross-nationally, data from the 

second International Self-Reported Delinquency (ISRD – 2) are used. ISRD – 2 is a 

cross-national dataset that allows for the comparison of juvenile offenses including 

substance abuse, self-control, and demographics across multiple nations. To facilitate 

the current state of research, self-control is first summarized as it relates to criminal 

behavior and provide a brief overview of previous empirical studies as it relates to 

cross-cultural samples. After describing the present study, bivariate and multivariate 

analyses explore cultural differences in cannabis use, self-control and opportunity 

among adolescents in Spain, Netherlands and United States. Finally, the concluding 

comments focus on the current study’s findings in relation to cannabis use cross-

nationally and future research avenues are proposed.
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Chapter 2 

GENERAL THEORY OF CRIME 

Low Self-Control  

The general theory of crime (also referred to as “self-control theory”), 

proposed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) posits that differences in criminal and 

delinquent behavior is based on the variation of self-control in individuals. High self-

control, they suggest, is a stagnant individual tendency that allows the actor to avoid 

instantaneous behaviors whose consequences exceed the long-term benefits. In 

contrast, individuals with low levels of self-control tend to engage in deviant acts if 

the opportunity present itself because immediate gratification cannot be deferred. 

More specifically, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) describe six defining features of 

low self-control: 

In sum, people who lack self-control will tend to be impulsive, 
insensitive, physical (as opposed to mental), risk-taking, short-sighted, 
and nonverbal, and they will tend therefore to engage in criminal and 
analogous acts. Since these traits can be identified prior to the age of 
responsibility for crime, since there is a considerable tendency for these 
traits to come together in the same person, and since these traits tend to 
persist through life, it seems reasonable to consider them as comprising 
a stable construct useful in the explanation of crime (p. 90).  

In the initial study of this fundamental component, Grasmick and colleagues 

(1993) tested and operationalized the self-control construct by creating a 24-item scale 

with its multiple elements. While, Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) disagree with this 

type of measurement, it is notably the most widely used measure of self-control 
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among empirical studies (Marshall and Enzmann 2012). In fact, numerous studies 

have shown that measures of self-control, whether attitudinal or behavioral3, are 

significantly linked with crime (Hay and Forrest 2008; Pratt and Cullen 2000; 

Grasmick et al. 1993), analogous behavior (Yun, Kim, and Kwon 2016; Özbay 2008) 

and delinquency (Vazsonyi and Huang 2015; Podaná and Buriánek 2013; Vazsonyi 

and Crosswhite 2004; Vazsonyi et al. 2001). 

Opportunity 

In addition to self-control, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) also mention 

opportunity in their general theory of crime. The theorists suggest that “even when 

circumstances are least favorable to crime, possibilities of crime may add up to the 

probability of crime (p. 8). This is because crimes occur at any given moment, 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) argued that opportunities are ever present and anyone 

can commit and can engage in criminal behavior. Therefore, Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(2003) suggested that self-control can be measured without accounting for differences 

in the presence of opportunity to commit crime since it is ubiquitous.  

However, most scholars accepted the concept of opportunity as the provisional 

character of availability and access in a given setting (Rodriguez 2012; Gibbs, Giever, 

and Higgins 2003). Most scholars suggest that when opportunity presents itself, 

individuals with low level of self-control are more likely to engage in immediate 

gratification, with disregard of the long-term consequences, than individuals with 

higher levels of self-control (Marhsall and Enzmann 2012). This interpretation implies 

an “interaction effect between low self-control and opportunity on crime” (Podana and 
                                                 
 
3 An attitudinal scale, measures beliefs and attitudes, whereas a behavioral construct 
measures an act or behavior (see Vazsonyi and Huang 2015 for specifics on design).  
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Burianek 2013:72). These findings suggest that some circumstances are prone to more 

opportunities than others which removes the ever presence of opportunity of all 

crimes. 

Despite Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (2003) rejection to this explanation, many 

scholars have found consistent empirical support for this interpretation (Burt, Simons, 

and Simons 2006; Pratt and Cullen 2000; Grasmick et al. 1993). For instance, Hay and 

Forrest (2008) made a convincing argument for incorporating self-control through 

routine activities theory4. They found that the relationship between self-control and 

crime is greater with more opportunities. Drawing on data from the National 

Longitudinal Study of Youth, they measured opportunities as the time adolescents 

spent with their peers or the absence of parental supervision. The International Self-

Reported Delinquency-2 (ISRD-2) survey includes this measure which allows for 

opportunity to be operationalized in a similar manner. 

More recently, using the ISRD-2 survey, Marshall and Enzmann (2012) tested 

this hypothesis across different countries. Their results indicated that opportunity 

played a more significant role for those with low self-control than for those with high 

self-control. These findings are consistent with previous studies that demonstrated an 

interaction effect of opportunities and self-control. However, in their cross-cultural 

study, Marshall and Enzmann (2012) found strong support in some countries and not 

others (Latin America). They propose “further interpretation and exploration” (p. 321) 

for cross-cultural comparative analyses that observe the interaction effect of 

opportunities and self-control. Since the role of opportunity remains ambiguous and 

                                                 
 
4 A criminological theory that posits that crime occurs because an opportunity results 
when victims and offenders converge in time and space.  
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controversial, this study makes it a central part of its analyses by exploring the role of 

opportunity in countries of differing cannabis policies. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) explain that when discussing cross-cultural 

groups in the level of crime and delinquency the structure of opportunities remains 

ubiquitous. In fact, the relevance of opportunity on specific crimes “require goods, 

services, victims and opportunity, elements that do vary from time to time and place to 

place and therefore do much to account for cross-national differences in the rate at 

which crimes are committed” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:177). Policy regulations 

and social acceptance of specific criminal acts can be vital to opportunity as well. 

Restrictions, policies and sanctions vary cross-culturally which would influence the 

role of opportunity. Despite these factors, there is a lack in the exploration of sanctions 

and regulations as a form of opportunity and its relationship self-control and 

delinquent behavior (Marshall and Enzmann 2012). Therefore, this study intends to 

focus on cannabis users as the delinquent behavior since policies and then therefore 

opportunity vary across countries. 

Cross-Cultural Generalizability  

There is a relatively small but growing body of literature on testing the validity 

of self-control on criminal and delinquent acts using comparative cross-national 

studies (Meneses and Akers 2011; Vazsonyi et al. 2001). Most studies of criminal and 

delinquent behavior have found empirical support in the West, however, there are 

many other societies, especially in Europe that lack consideration (Marhsall and 

Enzmann 2012). While comparative cross-national studies are limited, there is an 

“essential means of understanding universal regularities in behavior” (Butters et al. 

2011:342). Comparative research normally reveals patterns of delinquency or crime 
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that can help address a similar pattern of behavior in one’s own country. For instance, 

previous comparative studies have highlighted special characteristics about 

criminogenic factors such as measurement of crime (reported vs. charged) that have 

then influenced ways in which government agencies report their crime (Vetere and 

Newman 1977). Knowledge and insight gained on the nature of crime from countries 

with various socio-economic and cultural contexts is of great significance to policy 

makers on either end (Junger-Tas 2010) especially when dealing with drug policies 

that may impact the livelihoods of young adults. Therefore, this study extends its 

analyses to countries of various backgrounds. 

A relevant application of this was conducted by Menses and Akers (2011), 

who measured the frequency of cannabis use among adolescents in the United States 

and Bolivia to compare how well the general theory of crime explained self-control 

and delinquency. Using a similar measurement of self-control developed by Grasmick 

et al. (1993), the authors found that self-control was a relatively weak predictor of 

cannabis use and overall only significant for one component of their self-control 

measure. Similarly, Marshall and Enzmann (2012) conducted a cross-national 

comparative study using ISRD-2 and found that the strength of self-control as a 

predictor of deviance was stronger in some countries and not others. They speculate 

that the difference in self-control may be attributed to various socio-cultural factors 

including opportunity. Their aggregated measurement of delinquency may have 

generated their mixed findings for self-control.  By combining criminal acts of various 

seriousness and violence levels into a single measurement analyses may not capture 

the full extent of the relationship. Therefore, this study only observes ever use of 



 
 

11

cannabis across all nations to fully grasp its connection to self-control, but also to 

detect the role of cannabis’ policies. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) contend that the general theory of crime, “can 

explain all crime, at all times” (p. 117); including involvement in crime and 

delinquency across cultures, ethnicities and nations, regardless of their policy 

regulations and social tolerance to particular delinquent acts. Self-control theory then, 

is expected to extend to countries with different policies regarding cannabis, since 

opportunity which includes polices, may affect behavior. While, cannabis is the most 

used illicit substance among adolescents worldwide, there are different attitudes 

toward cannabis consumption reflected in countries’ policies (United Nations Office 

on Drugs and Crime [UNODC] 2015). Since opportunity corresponds to the 

provisional character of availability and access in a given setting, the use of cannabis 

should vary across nations. 

 In this study, the attention is placed on the role that opportunity plays between 

this relationship. Since the precise role of opportunity remains a commonly debated 

concept of the theory (Marshall and Enzmann 2012), it becomes a central component 

of this study. For this reason, a comparative cross-national study of the United States, 

Netherlands and Spain will be analyzed. These countries were selected for their 

distinct policies regarding cannabis. Specifically, the United States criminalizes any 

use of cannabis under the federal government, making it illegal to consume, sell and 

purchase the drug5. In contrast, the Netherlands has adopted a non-enforcement policy 

for the possession or sale of a certain quantity of cannabis, as evidenced by their 

                                                 
 
5 Although criminalized at the federal level, cannabis policies vary state by state and 
even across cities now (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime [UNODC] 2015). 
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cannabis coffee shops (Yacoubian 2007). Similarly, Spain has adopted a favorable 

legalization of cannabis, following several supreme court rulings establishing that the 

possession of even large amounts was not a criminal offense, unless intent for traffic 

and sell is determined (Gamella and Rodrigo 2004).  Based on their legal differences 

regarding cannabis, the United States would be a context in which cannabis should be 

less available due to its strict sanctions and therefore self-control should be higher. 

Whereas, Spain and Netherlands are expected to have a weaker relationship between 

self-control and cannabis use since their legislation permit the use of the substance. 

While there are not many studies that examine how such cultural difference can 

impact the influence of risk factors on cannabis use; these different levels of cannabis 

regulations across countries in Europe and North America, should provide a 

representative scale of opportunity. This study will then explore the strength of the 

relationship between self-control and cannabis use across different countries to 

determine whether assertions attained from Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) general 

theory of crime can explain this disparity, if one exists. 

Present Study  

The present study focuses on the relationship between self-control and 

cannabis use across three countries with distinct regulations on cannabis. There is a 

relatively limited but growing body of research on this issue, however, there are still 

many societies, especially in parts of Europe, where theories of crime and delinquency 

lack empirical validity (Menses and Akers 2011). Based on previous cross-national 

studies (Meneses and Akers 2011; Vazsonyi et al. 2001), a degree of disparity is 

expected in the relationship between self-control and cannabis, and an attempt to 

explain the different approaches to cannabis use in these countries will be made.  
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Following the assumptions of self-control theory, it is assumed that 

opportunity as indicated by degree of availability and access according to policies will 

impact the relationship between self-control and cannabis use. Based on previous 

studies, low self-control should increase criminal acts when perceived opportunity is 

high (Longshore 1998; Grasmick et al. 1993). Therefore, if access and availability to 

cannabis is limited for adolescents, the absence of opportunity should produce less 

cannabis use even among adolescents with low self-control. In other words, 

individuals with low self-control pursue more cannabis use when the social 

environment permits its opportunity.  

Similarly, low self-control in all three observed countries is expected to be a 

strong predictor of criminal and delinquent behavior regardless of cultural 

background. Cannabis use varies across countries based on their perceived social 

acceptance of the drug. In Netherlands, cannabis use is an acceptable social norm and 

in Spain too under special regulations, whereas the United States has prohibited its use 

under federal law. It is then expected that variation among countries’ perceived 

tolerance with respect to cannabis use should vary in predictability of self-control on 

delinquent acts.
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Data 

Data for this study came from the second International Self-Reported 

Delinquency (ISRD – 2) study collected from 2005 to 2007. ISRD – 2 is a cross-

national dataset aimed at estimating the frequency of juvenile offenses including 

substance use, property and violent offenses among 7th, 8th and 9th graders in 30 

countries (N = 67,883). It is a school-based study that used classrooms from secondary 

institutions as the primary sampling unit (not individual students). For most countries, 

a city-based sampling strategy was used, just as it was for the United States, 

Netherlands and Spain. The sampling process used in the ISRD – 2 study included the 

following stages: selection of towns and cities, and random selection of schools and 

classes by school type (academic or vocational) as well as grade level (7th, 8th, and 

9th). The city-based sampling contacted approximately 2,100 students per country, 

from which each sample included about 700 students from a large city, a medium-

sized city, and a cluster of small towns. All students from selected classrooms were 

eligible to participate in this study with parental consent. The data of most countries in 

the ISRD – 2 study may be viewed as representative of students ages 12 to 16 in 

secondary schools (Enzmann et al. 2010). However, it is crucial to consider that data 

from city-based samples are not nationally representative because concentrations of 

populations are not equivalent intra-nationally. 
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Subsample 

The subsample used in the current study consists of data from the United 

States, Spain the Netherlands. The overall sample6 includes 1,952 American, 1,442 

Spanish and 2,019 Dutch students ages 12 to 16 years in grades 7th, 8th, and 9th. 

Gender proportions are almost equivalent across all three nations. In the American 

sample, there is an even split of female and male participants. Of the Dutch 

adolescents in the sample, 51 percent are male. Finally, the Spanish adolescents in the 

sample consist of 51 percent who identify as male and the remaining 49 percent are 

female. Grade levels are also almost proportionate across all three nations. Of the 

American adolescents in the sample, 24 percent are 7th graders, 24 percent are 8th 

graders and the majority are 9th graders (52 percent). Spanish students consist of 30 

percent 7th graders, 36 percent 8th graders, and 34 percent 9th graders. Dutch students 

in the sample were 34 percent 7th graders, 32 percent 8th graders, and 34 percent 9th 

graders. 

Measures 

All dependent, independent, and control variables were measured using the 

ISRD – 2 survey. The survey is a structured, self-administered questionnaire with a 

total of 67 questions containing elements of family, education, delinquent behavior, 

and peer influence. Qualified students were asked to complete the questionnaire 

during class while a researcher was present. 

                                                 
 
6 Since 91% of the original responses remained after testing for missing data, I 
proceeded without running multiple imputations (see Graham [2009] for more on 
missing data).  
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Dependent Variable. To ascertain whether adolescents had ever used cannabis 

in their lifetime, students were asked “Did you ever use weed, marijuana or hash?” 

Response options were coded as 0 for no and 1 for yes. All cases in which the student 

did not know or left the question empty, were coded as missing.  

Independent Variables. Measurement of self-control has been a hotly debated 

topic among scholars. Hirschi and Gottfredson (2001) disagree with the attitudinal 

measure, claiming “it is illegitimate to see or treat this scale [Grasmick et al’s scale of 

1993] as the embodiment of the theory” (p. 230). Their disapproval of this applied 

measurement is derived from their belief that this instrument does not accurately 

measure the behavioral aspect of self-control. Despite their disagreement, Grasmick et 

al.’s (1993) measure of self-control remains as the most widely used scale for testing 

self-control (Pratt and Cullen 2000). In this study, self-control was measured using an 

adaptation from Grasmick et al.’s (1993) scale, which includes four components (self-

centeredness, impulsivity, risk-taking and temper), each constructed by three items. 

The twelve questions were asked in Likert format with options of fully agree, 

somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, and fully disagree. From these 12 Likert type 

questions, a self-control index7 was created. The measurement of the scale was 

evaluated by Marshall and Enzmann (2012) demonstrating positive outcomes because 

of its validity across the different countries it was applied. The self-control scale8 

                                                 
 
7 An eigenvalue represents the variance of the linear integration of items making up a 
particular factor and an eigenvalue greater than 1 is considered strong (Graham 2009; 
Rummel, 1970). All items included in this study were identified with an eigenvalue 
above 1. 

8 The twelve self-control items loaded positively with an alpha level of 0.94. 
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ranges from 12 to 48, with the lower end representing high self-control and the higher 

numbers indicating high low-control.  

Strategies for conceptualizing opportunity are inconsistent and vary widely. A 

direct approach asking about presence of opportunity is problematic because not 

everyone detects opportunity the same way (Hay and Forrest 2008). However, 

scholars argue that this method is more likely to apply to repeat offenders than first 

time offenders because they former offenders have already engaged in crime 

(Longshore and Turner 1998). An indirect approach on the other hand, measures 

opportunity through environmental factors such as community crime rates, acess and 

availability of educational programs and the like. Despite the difficultness in 

operationalizing opportunity, the present study will mock previous measurements of 

opportunity that employed direct indicators. Therefore, opportunity is measured in 

terms of availability and access, which earlier studies have demonstrated to be a 

suitable fit (Podaná and Buriánek 2013).  For example, scholars have proposed that 

adolescents that spend more time with family during their spare time are expected to 

be less likely to engage in deviant acts (Glueck & Glueck 1950; Sampson & Laub 

1994). Thus, in the current study, leisure time spent with family is used as a proxy for 

opportunity. Responses were coded 0 for rarely spend time with family and 1 for often 

spend time with family.  

Peer influence has been shown to be one of the most important predictors of 

delinquent behavior, including drug use (Ford and Blumenstein 2012) and was 

included in the present study as a key independent variable. Peer influence was 

assessed by using a direct question that asked whether the student’s core or primary 

group of friends participated in illegal behavior. The question asked whether “Do 
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people in your group actually do illegal things (against the law) together?” The 

respondent was given an option to answer yes or no. Responses were dichotomized (0 

= no, 1 = yes). 

A measure for school attachment was also included since prior research 

indicates that low attachment is often linked to delinquent and other analogous 

behaviors (Menses and Akers 2011). The assessment of school attachment was 

important to include because it is the primary environment youth spend their time, 

alongside their homes. School attachment in this study was assessed based on whether 

the respondent reported that they enjoyed school. Responses were then dichotomized 

to either yes (coded 1) or no (coded 0). 

Control Variables. To reduce concerns related to spuriousness, several control 

variables were included. All analyses controlled for effects of gender, grade, and 

family structure. Gender is coded 0 for female and 1 for male. Grades 7, 8 and 9 are 

measured as dummy variables, where 7th grade is used as the reference group. Family 

structure included both whether the respondent lived in a nuclear family and whether 

their parents were divorced. Nuclear family measures the family structure by asking 

respondents whether he/she lives with both parents and divorce captures the disruption 

caused by separation within the family. Both forms of family structure 9 are included 

in the analyses because they measure different aspects of family dynamics. Including 

both forms of family dynamics, analyses can better capture the myriad of family 

                                                 
 
9 Multicollinearity refers to the problem when there are medium to high 
intercorrelations among the predictors. The variance inflation factor for a predictor 
indicates whether there is a strong linear association between it and all the remaining 
predictors. Multicollinearity was not found for the predictor variables; the variance 
inflation factors were low (1.20). 
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arrangements possible. Family studies on cannabis use suggest that children in one-

parent households are more likely to deviate due to reduced supervision and or family 

disruption (Moon et al., 2004). Nuclear family was coded to indicate a nuclear family 

(coded 1) and living with others (coded 0). Similarly, divorce is coded as 0 for married 

and 1 combines separation and divorced.
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

Analytic Strategy 

To assess sample characteristics, frequencies and t-tests were utilized. 

Bivariate relationships between cannabis use and the independent and control 

variables across the three countries using chi square tests were conducted. A logistic 

regression was performed to assess whether the independent variables in this model 

adequately predict the dichotomous dependent variable of cannabis use, independent 

of all other factors. A logistic regression was used because the dependent variable is 

binary, making it inappropriate for the ordinary least squares regression model 

(Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000). Multivariate logistic regression models were country-

specific and conducted independently, predicting cannabis use for the United States, 

Spain and Netherlands. All analyses were performed using the statistical software 

Stata 13 for Windows. 

Descriptive Statistics Across Country 

Table 1 highlights the descriptive statistics for the various predictors and 

outcome variables for each country’s subsample. Lifetime cannabis use does not 

appear to vary greatly among the three countries included in the current study; at most 

a 2 percent difference is observed. Use of cannabis consumption appears to be highest 

among American adolescents (16 percent) and lowest among Spanish students (13 
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percent). America’s deterrent federal policies10 and enforcement on cannabis would 

suggest lower use, however, results indicate the opposite. On the other hand, cannabis 

use among adolescents in Netherlands are relatively low even though Dutch policies11 

permit the consumption of cannabis. 

The proxy variable for opportunity is the quantity of leisure time spent with 

family. Across Spain, United States and Netherlands family time is closely related, 

showing little to no variation. Almost three-quarters of Spanish respondents, report 

spending regular leisure time with their family. Whereas, Dutch and American 

students report spending less time with their family (62 and 64 percent respectively). 

For the rest of the independent variables, there was some slight variation across 

countries. In terms of delinquent peers, American respondents report the highest 

association to other delinquent adolescents (57 percent). Dutch and Spanish students 

report lower levels of delinquent friends (36 and 48 percent respectively). These 

students report having friends who at one point or another have engaged in an illegal 

activity. Attachment for school depicts the largest differences in outcomes. In Spain, 

only 39 percent of students enjoy school, 71 percent of Dutch students enjoy attending 

their school and 64 percent of American students enjoy school. 

                                                 
 
10 At the time of data collection (2005 – 2007), cannabis in the United States was 
illegal under the Controlled Substance Act of 1970 even though 10 states by 2005 had 
legalized cannabis for either recreational or medical purposes. 

11 Dutch policy on cannabis is the best known example of a decriminalized and 
regulated form of drug prohibition. Since the 1980s, cafes and snack bars have 
attained permits to sell small quantities of cannabis for consumption on the premise or 
off (Levine 2003).  
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The subsamples from the United States, Netherlands and Spain illustrate an 

almost even distribution across gender and grade. As for family structure, responses 

across countries demonstrate more variation. Nuclear families appear to be more 

common among Spanish students (81 percent) and lowest among American students 

(66 percent). Put another way, most adolescents in Spain report living with both 

parents, whereas only two-thirds of American students report having a nuclear family. 

These findings align with the rate of divorce across each country. The United States 

reports the highest rate of divorces (30 percent), Netherland follows at 20 percent and 

Spain stands with the lowest rate of divorce (14 percent). Family structure corresponds 

to the divorce variable in that both find matching results, yet measure different aspects 

of family. 
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics for of Cross-National Cannabis Use Among 
Adolescents. 

 Country  
 United States  

(N = 1952)  
Netherlands 
(N = 2019) 

Spain 
(N = 1442)  

 
Dependent Variable 
 
Cannabis Use 

 
 

 
.16 

 
 

 
.15 

 
 

 
.13 

 
Control Variables 
 
Male 
 

 
 

 
.50 

 
 

 
.51 

 
 

 
.51 

Grade 
7th Grader 

 
.24 

 
.34 

 
.30 

8th Grader             .24 .32              .36 
9th Grader 
 

.53 .34 .33 

Nuclear Family .66 .75 .81 

Divorce .30 .20 .14 

 
Independent 
Variables 
 
Family Time 
  

 
 
 

   .64 

 
 
 

.62 

 
 
 

.70 

Enjoy School 
 

.64 .71 .39 

Delinquent Peers 
 

.57 .48  .36 

Self-Control Index (x̅)  27.16 25.21 23.84 
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Bivariate Relationships 

presents findings from the bivariate models demonstrating the percentage of 

cannabis users across the United States, Netherlands and Spain for each variable of 

interest. At the bivariate level, family structure was significantly related (p<.001) to 

cannabis use for only American and Dutch students. For family structure, 10 percent 

of American students that live in a nuclear household reported using cannabis and the 

percentage of cannabis doubled (26 percent) for students that do not live in a two-

parent household. Similar results were identified among students living in 

Netherlands, where only 13 percent of Dutch students living in a nuclear family report 

having used cannabis, but that nearly doubled (22 percent) for Dutch students living in 

a non-nuclear household. However, having a nuclear family had no statistically 

significant effect on cannabis use among Spanish adolescents. The relationship 

between divorce and adolescent cannabis use depicts similar findings. For Dutch and 

American students, the relationship between divorce and reported cannabis use among 

students showed a statistically significant relationship, similar to family structure. 

Among American students, a quarter of respondents who experienced divorce in their 

family reported the use of cannabis in their lifetime; that is more than double from that 

of students who have married parents. In Netherlands, 23 percent of children from 

divorced households reported that they engaged in cannabis consumption. 
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Table 2 Compressed Bivariate Display of Cross-National Cannabis Use, 
Percentages of Adolescent Use Within Each Independent Variable 
Group. 

  
Country 

  
United States 
(N = 1952) 

 
Netherlands 
(N = 2019) 

 
Spain 

(N = 1442) 

 
Control Variables 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

 
Grade 

 
 
 

.15 

.16 

 
 
 

.14 

.16 

 
 
 

.11 

.14 

7th Grader .13 .06*** .06*** 

8th Grader .16        .13           .11 

9th Grader 
 

Family Structure 
Non-Nuclear 

.17 
 
 

.26*** 

.26*** 
 
 

.22*** 

.20*** 
 
 

.14 
Nuclear  .10*** .13*** .12 

 
Married 
Divorce 
 

 
.12*** 
.25*** 

 
.13*** 
.23*** 

 
.12 
.14 

Independent Variables 
 

Family Time 
Rarely 
Often 
 

School 
Dislike 

 
 
 

.30*** 

.12*** 
 
 

.26*** 

 
 
 

.21*** 

.11*** 
 
 

.24*** 

 
 
 

.21*** 

.10*** 
 
 

.18*** 
Enjoy  
 

Peers 

.10*** .11*** .05*** 

Non-Delinquent 
Delinquent  
 

          
         .01*** 
         .27*** 

 
.01*** 
.30*** 

 
.03*** 
31*** 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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The rest of the independent variables also illustrated statistically significant 

results (p<.001). First, family leisure time serving as a proxy for opportunity was 

found to be significantly related to reported cannabis use in all three nations. In the 

United States, 30 percent of students that rarely or never spend family time together 

have used cannabis and only 12 percent that often spend quality time with family 

reported using cannabis. The Dutch and Spanish students have even closer findings in 

that for both, 21 percent of students that rarely spend time with family reported 

cannabis use more than students who often spend their leisure time with family. 

Repeatedly at the bivariate level, family played an important role in predicting 

cannabis engagement. School also was found to have a statistically influential role in 

the reported use of cannabis across all three countries. Across all three nations, 

students who reported that they did not enjoy school were more likely to report the use 

cannabis. In America, 26 percent of students that dislike school have used cannabis, 

compared to only 12 percent of students who enjoy school. In Netherlands, results 

display similar findings in that only 11 percent of students that enjoy school have used 

cannabis in comparison to their peers that dislike school (24 percent). Spain, depicts 

the most notable results, in that only 5 percent of students that enjoy school have used 

cannabis before, but more than triple that percent (18 percent) have used cannabis 

among students who dislike school. 

Lastly, peer influence appears to hold the largest difference among variables 

for all three countries yet maintains the highest correlation between delinquent peers 

and reported cannabis use. In the U.S., 27 percent of students with delinquent peers 

reported the use of cannabis before, but only 1 percent with non-delinquent peers 

reported its use.  Students in Netherlands also illustrated strong differences in that only 
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1 percent of students with non-delinquent peers have used cannabis in their lifetime, 

whereas 30 percent of students with delinquent peers reported the use of cannabis. In 

Spain, only 3 percent of students with non-delinquent peers reportedly engaged in 

cannabis use, compared to 31 percent of students with delinquent peers. At the 

bivariate level, the relationship between peer influence and cannabis consumption was 

observed to be the strongest. 

Results do not indicate any statistically significant difference of cannabis 

consumption for either gender or 8th grade within country and cross-nationally. In 

terms of grade, in the United States, grade did not play a critical role in the use of 

cannabis. However, Spanish and Dutch students in grades 7th and 9th indicated a 

significant relationship (p<.001) to cannabis use. In other words, Spanish and Dutch 

students in 7th and 9th grade have a higher percentage of use than 8th graders. Cross-

nationally among these countries, at the bivariate level, gender did not play a 

significant role in cannabis use; both males and females were just as likely to report 

the use of cannabis. 

Multivariate Regression 

Results from the multivariate regression models predicting self-reported 

lifetime cannabis use across the independent variables, net of all other factors are 

located in Table 3. Family showed the most change from the bivariate to the 

multivariate level. At the bivariate level family played a crucial role in cannabis use, 

however, after controlling for all other factors it lost significance in divorce for all 

countries. Only in the United States was family structure observed to have a 

statistically significant (p<.001) role in cannabis use. American students from a non-
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nuclear family were more likely to engage in cannabis use compared to American 

students who live with both parents (OR = .42). 

In line with family arrangement, leisure time spent with family which serves as 

a proxy for opportunity was found to be significant for both Spain and the United 

States but not Netherlands. For the United States students who spend frequent time 

with their family as opposed to those who rarely spend time with their family were 

less likely to report the use of cannabis (OR = .69). The role of family time held a 

higher significance among students residing in the U.S (p<.01) than it did in Spain 

(p<.05). For Spain, students who reported spending leisure time with their family were 

less likely to report the use of cannabis compared to students who report rarely 

spending leisure time with their family (OR = .80). 

School attachment played a crucial role in predicting cannabis use across all 

three nations, even after controlling for all other factors. This relationship seems to 

play a greater role in the United States and Spain (p<.001) than in Netherlands 

(p<.01). For instance, in the United States students who reported enjoying school as 

opposed to those who do not were less likely to report the use of cannabis (OR = .47). 

Similarly, in Netherlands, students who enjoy attending school were less likely to 

report cannabis use compared to students who do not enjoy school (OR = .68). In 

Spain as well, students who enjoy school were less likely to report cannabis use than 

students who do not enjoy school, net of all other factors (OR = .44). These findings 

seem to indicate that school attachment plays an influential role in cannabis use, when 

controlling for other indicators. 
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Table 3 Table 3. Multivariate Logistic Regression Predicting Cannabis Use 
Among Adolescents. 

  
Country 

  
United States 
(N = 1952) 

 
Netherlands 
(N = 2019) 

 
Spain 

(N = 1442) 

 Odds 
Ratio 

S.E. Odds 
Ratio 

S.E. Odds 
Ratio 

S.E. 

Control Variables 
Male 
 

 
1.11 

 
.16 

 
.94 

 
.14 

 
.97 

 
.18 

8th Grader12 
 

.96 .21 1.7** .37 1.3 .36 

9th Grader 
 

1.28 .25 3.9*** .81 1.69* .45 

Nuclear 
Family  
 

.42*** .09 .83 .21 1.24 .42 

Divorce .92 .19 1.34 .35 .85 .31 
Independent 
Variables 

Family Time 
 

 
      .69**

 
.12 

 
.89 

 
.11 

 
.80* 

 
.19 

Enjoy School 
 

.47*** .07 .68** .10 .44*** .10 

Delinquent 
Peers 
 

14.6*** 4.66 19.9*** 5.64 11.4*** 2.75 

Self-Control 
(coef) 

1.08*** .01 1.08*** .01 1.07*** .01 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 
 

                                                 
 
12 Reference group for grade is 7th grade 
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The most influential factors in predicting cannabis use across all three nations 

were peers and self-control. Across Netherlands, Spain and the United States these 

two independent variables had a statistically significant (p<.001) relationship to 

cannabis use even after controlling for all other independent and control variables. In 

the United States, students with delinquent friends were more likely to engage in 

cannabis use than adolescents without delinquent peers (OR = 14.6). This relationship 

is even greater for the Dutch. In Netherlands students with delinquent friends reporting 

the use of cannabis greater than for those without delinquent friends (OR = 19.9). 

Spanish students using cannabis when they have delinquent peers was more likely in 

comparison to those without delinquent friends (OR = 11.4). Self-control also had a 

great influence in reported cannabis use among students in all three countries. 

American and Dutch students with low self-control were more likely to report 

cannabis use than students with high self-control (OR = 1.08). Similarly, the odds of 

Spanish students with low self-control reporting the use of cannabis was greater 

compared to students with high self-control (OR = 1.07). This finding illustrates the 

powerful effect that self-control appears to have on cannabis use among adolescents 

cross-nationally and net of all other factors. 

For Netherlands, United States and Spain gender and divorce did not show a 

significant relationship to cannabis use, after controlling for all other variables. At the 

bivariate level divorce played a significant role in predicting cannabis use, but once all 

other variables were accounted for, divorce diminished in significance. 

As for the rest of the control variables, grade played a significant role in 

predicting cannabis use for only some grades. For instance, 8th graders using cannabis 

was more likely than for 7th graders in the Dutch sample (OR = 1.7). However, 9th 
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graders using cannabis in Netherlands was more likely than for 7th graders (OR = 3.9). 

In Spain it is even lower, 9th graders using cannabis were more likely than compared 

to 7th graders (OR = 1.69). These results seem to vary across countries and across 

models. While 8th grade at the bivariate level did not have any significant relationship 

to cannabis use; after controlling for all other variables, it appears significant (p<.01) 

for only students residing in Netherlands. However, being in the 9th grade showed the 

most influence in the Netherlands (p<.001) and only partial significance (p<.05) in 

Spain, but no influence in the United States. 
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 

Self-control theory has been one of the most empirically tested and influential 

criminological theories for over two decades (Akers and Sellers 2009; Vazsonyi et al. 

2001; Pratt and Cullen 2000). Part of its appeal is derived from its explanation that 

crime and deviance transcends traditional psychological and sociological boundaries. 

The theory suggests that individuals low in self-control, are more likely to engage in 

criminal or deviant acts. This proposition is independent of sex, age, or culture, so that 

the same relationship should exist for males or females, for grade school children or 

young adolescents, and for Caucasian, Spanish or Dutch. The purpose of this study 

was to test specific tenets of Hirschi and Gottfredson’s (1990) self-control theory, 

namely whether the relationship between self-control, opportunity and cannabis use 

varies by cultures; this relationship was examined in samples of American, Dutch and 

Spanish students. This study adds to the literature on self-control in that it examines 

cannabis use among adolescents cross-nationally in nations that differ in policies and 

enforcement. Previous studies have only focused on a single country’s self-control 

(Cheung and Cheung, 2008; Cretacci and Cretacci, 2012; Forde and Kennedy, 1997) 

and studies that have included multiple countries have compared neighboring 

countries (Vazsonyi et al., 2012; Meneses and Akers, 2010) which often have similar 

cultures. Overall, findings from the current study provide support for Gottfredson and 

Hirschi’s claims as they relate to the generality of self-control across groups. 
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For instance, the focus of study was to determine whether self-control can be 

generalized cross-nationally independent of culture. Each selected country in this 

study has differing policies regarding cannabis and if self-control theory is as general 

as Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) proclaim it to be then differences in policies should 

not influence adolescents’ level of self-control. Across Spain, Netherlands, and the 

United States self-control played an influential role in cannabis use. American 

students reported the lowest levels of self-control had the highest use of cannabis 

despite their strict federal policies on cannabis. Netherlands on the other hand, the 

second highest use of cannabis and self-control average even though Dutch policies 

are considered among the most liberal cannabis policies. Spanish students reported the 

lowest use of cannabis and had the highest level of self-control even though their drug 

regulations permit private cannabis consumption. The relationship between cannabis 

use and self-control seem to corroborate previous studies that report self-control to be 

a strong predictor of cannabis use (Ford & Blumenstein, 2013; Desmond, Ulmer, 

&Bader, 2013; Will et al., 2006). This further extends existing literature in that it 

extends it to countries that vary in culture and drug policies. Self-control as a predictor 

of cannabis use in the United States was relatively similar to its use among students in 

Netherlands and Spain even when controlling for other strong predictors. 

Of these strong predictors, opportunity, school attachment and peers played a 

significant role in predicting cannabis use for all three countries. Consistent with 

previous control arguments, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) identify family as the 

primary source to provide children with an ability to recognize deviant behavior. 

These results corroborate previous studies that have found family arrangement to be 

related to deviance and analogous behavior (Moon et al. 2014; Vazsonyi and 
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Crosswhite 2004). Family time which served as a proxy for opportunity was observed 

to have an impact on American and Spanish students. In other words, American and 

Spanish students that spent more time with their family, and thus had less of an 

opportunity to engage in deviant behavior, were less likely to use cannabis. This 

finding is in line with other studies that have observed the relationship between 

deviance and family in that adolescents that spend more time with family during their 

spare time are less likely to engage in deviant acts (Glueck & Glueck 1950; Sampson 

& Laub 1994). In sum, these findings support theoretical predictions which specified 

that associations between self-control, family processes, and deviance would be 

largely invariant by culture. In addition, results suggest that family and related family 

processes are central in the socialization of self-control independent of groups, which 

is consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) emphasis on parents for the 

development of self-control at an early age. 

Second, peers and school attachment were found to be important predictors of 

cannabis use among all three countries. Previous studies (Ford and Blumenstein 2012) 

have found friends to be influential in predicting deviant and analogous behaviors. 

Similar findings were observed in this study which found that Spanish, American, and 

Dutch students with delinquent peers are impressively more likely to use cannabis. 

Students often spend at least 7 hours in school, so apart from their homes adolescents 

spend a large majority of their time in school were relationships are formed and values 

are exchanged. Peer influence cannot be abandoned from any analyses observing 

deviant behavior because of its provided impact on respondents. Similarly, school 

attachment was found to be a key predictor of cannabis use. Among Dutch, Spanish 

and American students, those who enjoyed school were less likely to use cannabis. 
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School involvement and commitment seems to determine and impact whether students 

will engage in devious acts.  
 

Limitations 

In terms of the broader impact, this study sought to determine if cannabis use 

across different countries would shape self-control levels. In theory, the United States 

should have lower levels of cannabis use among adolescents compared to Netherlands 

and Spain based on the more severe laws and regulations designed to deter and punish 

cannabis use. However, this study adds to the literature on self-control and deviant 

behavior because it observes this relationship across three countries that vary in 

policies and culture; it is important to keep in mind that no study goes without its 

limitations. First, the cross-sectional design used by ISRD-2 made it difficult to 

establish causality. Rather than an analysis of socialization or parent rearing, the 

relationship between self-control and cannabis use may just be a result of the selection 

process. For instance, there is no information of student’s self-control prior to 

secondary school. Though self-control claims to be persistent throughout life, it would 

have been better to assess self-control at an earlier stage.  

In the same vein, operationalizing opportunity was restrictive and family time 

had to be used as a proxy measure. Therefore, the unexplained variance in results may 

be attributed to the undeniable difference in culture. The United States’ restrictive 

federal policies on cannabis serves as a deterrent yet it is quickly becoming a socially 

acceptable drug as states continue to legalize it. Another limitation to point out is the 

fact that secondary data was used for this study. Although the questionnaire was 

professionally translated it is uncertain whether the meanings of words in both cultures 
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are the same. A word in one country may mean something abstractly different in 

another. 

Keeping this in mind, future research should explore the impact of state and 

local policies on cannabis use and whether aspects of self-control theory may help 

understand this relationship. As already established in this paper self-control is a 

predictor of cannabis cross-nationally, but other studies should focus on how policies 

impact use at a more localized level. It would also be important to extend this study to 

an older group. Coffee shops in Netherlands have an age requirement, in which 

students from this sample do not qualify for. An older age group of adults should be 

assessed to determine if those legally allowed to purchase cannabis differ from the 

adult population in the United States. 

 
 
 
 



 
 

37

REFERENCES 

 
 
Abram, Karen M., Linda A. Teplin, Devon R. Charles, Sandra L. Longworth, Gary M.  

McClelland, and Mina K. Dulcan. 2004. “Postraumatic Stress Disorder and 
Trauma in Youth in Juvenile Detention.” Archives of General Psychiatry 
61:403-410. 
 

Benda, Brent B. and Connie L. Tollet. 1999. “A Study of Recidivism of Serious and  
Persistent Offenders Among Adolescents.” Journal of Criminal Justice 
27(2):111-126. 
 

Burt, Callie H., Ronald L. Simons, and Leslie G. Simons. 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(2):353-396.  
 

Butters, Jennifer, Lana Harrison, Dirk J. Korf, Serge Brochu, and Patricia G. Erickson.  
2011. “The Impact of Violence on At-Risk Youth in Canada, the United States, 
and Netherlands.” Victims and Offenders 6(4):341-355. 
 

Cheung, Nicole W.T., and Yuet W. Cheung. 2007. “Self-Control, Social Factors, and  
Delinquency: A Test of the General Theory of Crime Among Adolescents in 
Hong Kong.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 37: 412-430. 
 

Conner, Bradley, Judith A. Stein, and Douglas Longshore. 2009. “Examining Self- 
Control as a Multidimensional Predictor of Crime and Drug Use in 
Adolescents with Criminal Histories.” Journal of Behavioral Health Services 
& Research 36:137-149. 
 

Desmond, Scott A., Jeffery T. Ulmer, and Christopher D. Bader. 2013. “Religion,  
Self-Control, and Substance Use.” Deviant Behavior 34(5):384-406. 
 

Enzmann, Dirk, Ineke H. Marshall, Martin Killias, Josine Junger-Tas, Majone  
Steketee, and Beata Gruszczynska. 2010. “Self-Reported Youth Delinquency 
in Europe and Beyond: First Results of the Second International Self-Report 



 
 

38

Delinquency Study in the Context of Police and Victimization Data.” 
European Journal of Criminology 7(2):159–83.  
 

Ford, Jason A., and Lindsey Blumenstein. 2012. “Self-Control and Substance Use  
Among College Students.” Journal of Drug Issues 20(10):1-13. 
 

Gamella, Juan F., and Maria Luisa Jiménez Rodrigo. "A brief history of cannabis  
policies in Spain (1968–2003)." Journal of Drug Issues 34.3 (2004): 623-659. 
 

Glueck, Sheldon., & Glueck, Eleanor. (1950). Unraveling juvenile delinquency. New  
York, NY: Commonwealth Fund.  
 

Freeman, Richard. B. 1991. “Crime and the Employment Disadvantage of Youth.”  
Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research. 
 

Gottfredson, Michael R., and Travis Hirschi. 1990. “A General Theory of Crime.”  
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.  
 

Gottfredson, Michael R., and Travis Hirschi. 2003. “Self-Control and Opportunity.” In  
Control Theories of Crime and Delinquency, eds. Chester L. Britt and Michael 
R. Gottfredson. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.  
 

Graham, J. W. (2009). “Missing Data Analysis: Making It Work in the Real World.”  
Annual Review of Psychology 60:549-576. 
 

Grasmick, Harold G., Charles R. Tittle, Robert J. Bursik Jr., and Bruce J. Arneklev.  
1993. “Testing the Core Implications of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General 
Theory of Crime.” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 30:5-29. 
 

Grisso, Thomas. 2004. “Double Jeopardy: Adolescent Offenders with Mental  
Disorders.” University of Chicago Press. 
 

Hall, Wayne, and Louisa Degenhardt. 2007. “Prevalence and Correlates of Cannabis  
Use in Developed and Developing Countries.” Current Opinion in Psychiatry 
20:393–297.  
 

Hall, Wayne, and Rosalie L. Pacula. 2003. “Cannabis Use and Dependence: Public  
Health and Public Policy.” Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  
 

Hay, Carter, and Walter Forrest. 2008. “Self-Control Theory and the Concept of  
Opportunity: The Case for a More Systematic Union.” Criminology 
46(4):1039-1072. 
 



 
 

39

Hayes, M.H., and L. E. Bowery. 1933."Marihuana." Journal of Criminology  
23(6):1086-1098. 
 

Hayes, Lindsay M. 1999. “Suicide Prevention in Juvenile Correction and Detention  
Facilities.” Washington, D.C.:US Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Hirschi, Travis, and Michael R. Gottfredson. 2001. “Self-Control Theory.” In  
Explaining Criminals and Crime, eds. Raymond Paternoster and Ronet 
Bachman. Los Angeles, CA: Roxbury.  
 

Holman, Barry and, Jason Ziedenberg. 2013. “The Dangers of Detention: The Impact  
of Incarcerating Youth in Detention and Other Secure Facilities.” Justice 
Policy Institute 1-24. 
 

Hosmer, David W., Jr. and Stanley Lemeshow. 2000.“Applied Logistic Regression.”  
New York: Wiley. 
 

Johnston, Lloyd D., Patrick M. O’Malley, Jerald G. Bachman, and John E.  
Schulenberg. 2009. “Monitoring the Future: National Survey Results on Drug  
Use 1975-2008.” Bathesda, M.D.: U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, National Institute on Drug Abuse. 
 

Junger-Tas, Josine. 2010. “The Significance of the International Self-Report  
Delinquency Study (ISRD).” European Journal on Criminal Policy and 
Research 16(2):71-87.  
 

Katsiyannis, Antonis, Joseph B. Ryan, Dulan Zhang and, Anastasia Spann. 2008.  
“Juvenile Delinquency and Recidivism: The Impact of Academic 
Achievement.” Reading and Writing Quarterly 24(2): 177-196. 
 

LaGrange, Teresa C., and Robert A. Silverman. 1999. “Low Self-Control and  
Opportunity: Testing the General Theory of Crime as an Explanation for  
Gender Differences in Delinquency. Criminology 37:41–72. 
 

Levine, Harry G. 2003. “Global Drug Prohibition: Its Use and Crises.” International  
Journal of Drug Policy 14:145 – 153. 
 

Longshore, Douglas.1998. "Self-Control and Criminal Opportunity: A Prospective  
Test of the General Theory of Crime." Social Problems 45(1):102-113. 
 

Lynskey Michael, and Wayne Hall. 2000. “The Effects of Adolescent Cannabis Use  
on Educational Attainment: A Review.” Addiction 95:1621–1630.   
 



 
 

40

Marshall, Ineke H., and Dirk Enzmann. 2012. “The Generalizability of Self-Control  
Theory.” Pp. 285-325 in The Many Faces of Youth Crime, edited by J. Junger-
Tas, I.H. Marshall, D. Enzmann, M. Killias., M. Steketee, and B. 
Gruszczynska. New York: Springer Publishers. 
 
 

Maniglio, Roberto, and Marco Innamorati. 2014. “Psychosocial Correlates of  
Adolescent Cannabis Use: Data from the Italian Subsample of the Second  
International Self-Reported Delinquency Study.” Journal of Addictive  
Diseases 33(3): 210-220. 
 

Meneses, Rohald A., and Ronald L. Akers. 2011. “A Comparison of Four General  
Theories of Crime and Deviance: Marijuana Use Among American and 
Bolivian University Students.” International Criminal Justice Review 
21(4):333-352. 
 

Moon, Byongook., McCluskey, John D., Blurton, David. & Hwang, Hye-Won. 2014.  
“Parent and teacher practices as sources of low self-control: Evidence from 
Korea.” Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 12(2), 167 – 187. 
 

Moore, Theresa H.M., Stanley Zammit, Anne Lingford-Hughes, Thomas R.E. Barnes,  
Peter B. Jones, Margaret Burke, and Glyn Lewis. 2007. “Cannabis Use and 
Risk of Psychotic or Affective Mental Health Outcomes: A Systematic 
Review.” Lancet 370:319–28.    
 

Özbay, Özden. 2008. “Self-control, Gender, and Deviance Among Turkish University  
Students.” Journal of Criminal Justice 36(1):72-80.   
 

Paternoster, Ray, and Ronet Bachman. 2010. “Control Theories.” Pp. 114–138 in The  
Sage Handbook of Criminological Theory, edited by E. McLaughlin and T. 
Newburn. Los Angeles: Sage.  
 

Piquero, Alex R., Chris L. Gibson, and Stephen G. Tibbetts. 2002. “Does Self-Control  
Account for the Relationship Between Binge Drinking and Alcohol-Related  
Behaviors?” Criminal Behavior and Mental Health 12(2):135-154. 
 

Pratt, Travis C., and Francis T. Cullen. 2000. “The Empirical Status of Gottfredson  
and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime: A Meta-Analysis.” Criminology 
38:931–964. 
 

Podaná, Zuzana, and Jin Buriánek. 2013. “Does Cultural Context Affect the  
Association Between Self-Control and Problematic Alcohol Use Among  



 
 

41

Juveniles? A Multilevel Analysis of 25 European Countries.” Journal of 
Contemporary Criminal Justice 29(1):70-87. 
 

Rummel, Rudolph  J. (1970). “Applied Factor Analysis.” Evanston, IL: Northwestern  
University Press. Through Life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
 

Sampson, Robert, & Laub, John. (1994). “Urban poverty and the family context of  
delinquency: A new look at structure and process in a classic study.” Child 
Development, 65, 523-540.  
 

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. 2015. “World Drug Report 2014.” New  
York: United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. 
 

Vazsonyi, Alexander T., Lloyd E. Pickering, Marianne Junger, and Dick Hessing.  
2001. “An Empirical Test of a General Theory of Crime: A Four-Nation  
Comparative Study of Self-Control and the Prediction of Deviance.” Journal of 
Research in Crime and Delinquency 38(2):91-131. 
 

Vazsonyi, Alexander T., and Jennifer M. Crosswhite. 2004. “A Test of Gottfredson  
and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime in African American Adolescents.” 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 41(4):407-432. 
 

Vazsonyi, Alexander T., and Li Huang. 2015. “Hirschi’s Reconceptualization of Self- 
Control: Is Truth Truly the Daughter of Time? Evidence from Eleven 
Cultures.” Journal of Criminal Justice 43(1):59-68. 
 

Vetere, E., & Newman, G. (1977). International crime statistics: An overview from a  
comparative perspective. Abstracts on Criminology and Penology, 17, 251–
604.  
 

Wills, Thomas A., Carmella Walker, Don Mendoza, and Michael G. Ainette. 2006.  
“Behavioral and Emotional Self-Control: Relations to Substance Use in 
Samples of Middle and High School Students. Psychology of Addictive 
Behaviors 20:265-278. 
 

Yacoubian, George S. 2007. “Assessing the Relationship Between Marijuana  
Availability and Marijuana Use: A legal and Sociological Comparison 
Between the United States and the Netherlands.” Journal of Drug Education 
37(1):31-53. 
 

Yun, Ilhong, Seung-Gon Kim, and Sangro Kwon. 2016. “Low Self-Control Among  



 
 

42

South Korean Adolescents: A Test of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s Generality 
Hypothesis.” International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology 60(10):1185-1208. 

 


