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effect of self-control after taking into account the various measures of social bonding (controlling for the demographic 
variables as well as delinquent friends). The outcomes from the multivariate logistic regressions are reported in the 
second portion of Table 2 and Table 3.

As can be seen in Model 1 (Table 2), the self-control scale was a statistically significant predictor of minor risky behav-
ior involvement (b = –.042, p < .001), and it alone explained 6.21% of variation in the dependent variable. More specifi-
cally, a one-unit increase in the self-control measure was associated with a reduction of .042 in the log odds of ever having 
minor risky behaviors. Respondents who scored lower in the self-control scale were approximately 1.04 times more likely 
than those who scored higher to report having ever used alcohol and/or tobacco. When the social bonding variables were 
included in Model 2 (Table 2), self-control remained statistically significant (b =–.026, p < .001) and had the strongest 
effect (b* = –.171) on youths’ minor risky behavior. Among the social bond variables added to the model, the only signifi-
cant predictor was the belief scale (b = .018, p < .001), suggesting that a one-unit increase in the belief scale was associated 
with an increase of .018 in the log odds of ever committing the minor risky behaviors. Respondents who reported having 
had pro-violence attitudes were 1.019 times more likely to have reported the use of alcohol and/or tobacco. It is interesting 
to note that having more delinquent friends was positively associated with minor risky behavior. Specifically, those who 
reported having more delinquent friends were 1.706 times more likely to involve in drinking and/or smoking (b = .534, p < 
.05). Among these three significant predictors, the self-control scale carried the most weight in explaining the dependent 
variable. Model 2 explained 9.68% of variation in the youth minor risky behaviors, a slight increase of 3.47% from Model 1.

With the same model specification, Table 3 displays the effects of self-control alone and with the social bonding mea-
sures on the second dependent variable, adolescent minor delinquency measured by group fight, carrying a weapon, and 
vandalism. As shown in Model 3, self-control was associated with youth minor delinquency (b = –.050, p < .001), and it 
alone explained 10.56% of variation. Specifically, the youth who had a lower score in the self-control scale were 1.052 times 
more likely to be involved in minor delinquent behavior than those with a higher self-control score. When including the 

Table 3. Logistic Regressions on the Prevalence of Minor Delinquency.

Model 3 Model 4

Variables b b* SE Odds Ratio b b* SE Odds Ratio

Intercept 1.299** — 0.506 3.667 0.716 — 1.173 2.046
Independent variables  
  Self-control –0.050*** –0.275 0.007 0.951 –0.030** –0.160 0.009 0.970
  Family bonding –0.017* –0.095 0.007 0.983
  School bonding –0.009 –0.066 0.007 0.991

  Neighborhood bonding –0.003 –0.026 0.006 0.997
  School commitment 0.008 .001 0.240 1.008
  Involvement –0.016 –0.074 0.010 0.984
  Belief 0.012 0.069 0.008 1.012
Control variables
  Age 0.160 0.060 0.130 1.174
  Gender 0.960** 0.164 0.304 2.612
  Intact family 0.213 0.025 0.405 1.237
  Delinquent friends 0.588* 0.077 0.243 1.801
–2 Log Likelihood 461.599 396.007
Overall fit (Chi-Square) 54.473*** 89.219***
RL

2 0.1056 0.1839

Note: Logistic regression coefficients (b), standardized coefficient (b*), standard errors (SE), and odds ratios are presented. RL
2 is the 

likelihood ratio R2, indicating the proportional reduction in the -2LL statistic. Asterisks represent statistically significant effects at 
the following levels: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.


