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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the
criminal histories and analogous behaviors of three inmate
samples (non-sex offenders, in-treatment sex offenders, and
never treated sex offenders) would reflect the predictions of
Gottfredson and Hirschi in their General Theory of Crime.
This study utilized survey questionnaires and interviews to
explore the relationships of abusive parenting to criminal
history and analogous behaviors in both the two samples of
sex offenders and the non-sex offender sample. In addition,
the role of opportunity and routine activities in sex
offenders’ victim selection was addressed through in-depth
interviews. This study found moderate support for the self-
control assertion that offenders do not specialize. In
particular, evidence was found in interviews with sex
offenders that supported the generality of deviance.
However, the survey data suggested that the in-treatment
sex offenders differed from the other two samples in levels
of self-control. Furthermore, mixed results were found for
the relationship between low self-control and engaging in
analogous and criminal behaviors among the three groups.
The in-depth interviews did support the role of opportunity
in sex offenders’ victim selection through their physical
proximity to victims and/or their knowledge of victims’
emotional availability. Additionally, support was found for
Cohen and Felson’s Routine Activities Theory in the sexual
offending of the respondents in this study, suggesting that
available targets and lack of guardianship play an important
role in victim selection.
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CHAPTER 1

Crime Theory and Sexual
Offending

Introduction

Arguably one of the most popular crime theories of the last
decade, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of
Crime (1990) has been credited with a large role in the
resurgence of interest in criminological theory (Paternoster
and Brame 2000). According to Pratt and Cullen
(2000:931), Gottfredson and Hirschi’s book, A General
Theory of Crime, which details the theory, ranks second in
book citations for all books in the 1990’s. In addition, the
theory’s authors have achieved number one (Hirschi) and
number three (Gottfredson) rank individually for citations
since 1991 in criminological and criminal justice academic
journals (Pratt and Cullen 2000:931). And, Wright, Miller,
and Britz (2002) ranked Hirschi and Gottfredson numbers
one and two respectively in their list of most influential
crime scholars as determined by page coverage.

Admittedly controversial, the theory advances the
following: (1) its own definition of crime; (2) a comment
on the “nature of crime” or a conception of crime as it

1



2 Sex Offenders and Self-Control

really is; (3) particular behaviors that go along with crime
but are not necessarily criminal; (4) self-control as related
to both criminal and non-criminal behavior; (5) adequate
parenting as necessary for the development of self-control
in individuals (Cohen and Vila 1997; Evans, Cullen,
Burton, Dunaway, and Benson 1997; Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990; Pratt and Cullen 2000). The current study
utilizes the General Theory of Crime as well as Routine
Activities Theory to examine the behaviors and attitudes of
sex offenders and non-sex offenders. This chapter will
explain in detail the components of this theory, discuss
relevant studies of the theory, present current statistics on
sex offenses, and state the reasoning behind the use of the
theory in the present study.

Components of the General Theory of Crime

Gottfredson and Hirschi define crime as *...acts of force or
fraud undertaken in pursuit of self-interest” (1990:15). The
conception of crime put forth by their General Theory is
consistent with the classical view of crime as a choice made
by an actor to gain pleasure and avoid pain. It is also
consistent with the range of theories known as “control
theories,” which as a whole emphasize crime prevention
over offender criminality. Gottfredson and Hirschi, in fact,
argue that the classical theories of yesterday are the control
theories of today, as they both emphasize “...prevention of
crime through consequences painful to the individual”
(1990:85).

Crime is seen by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) as
behavior that “...satisfies universal human desires... [and
as to cause is]... indistinguishable from all other behavior”
(p. 10). Moreover, they aver that crimes, sins, behaviors
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defined as deviant, and accidents have in common a lack of
self-control in the actors who commit these behaviors.
They note that treating these behaviors as distinct, stating,
“...is one of the major intellectual errors of positive
thought” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:10).

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) are critical of crime
theorists who both neglect to include definitions of crime
consistent with their theories and who also ignore what
they term “the nature of crime” (1990:15). They contend
that positivistic approaches infer characteristics of crime
from offender characteristics or from theory, asking what
makes offenders commit crime. This is backwards
reasoning, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990).
Instead, they feel that questions should be asked about
crime, its nature, and what it takes for crime to occur. They
argue that positivist theorists make assumptions about
crime that make it seem more dramatic than it is; these
theorists try to make crime fit their theories rather than
studying crime on its own terms (Gottfredson and Hirschi
1990). This view is seconded by Marcus Felson, who notes
that there are a number of fallacies about crime that must
be debunked in order for the true nature of crime to be
understood (Felson 2002). The true nature of crime,
according to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and Felson
(2002), is that crime is generally not dramatic, not
ingenuous, and not particularly profitable. Gottfredson and
Hirschi (1990:89) note the following characteristics of
criminal acts:

(1) Criminal acts provide immediate gratification of
desires.

(2) Criminal acts provide easy or simple
gratification of desires.
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(3) Criminal acts are exciting, risky, or thrilling.

(4) Crimes provide few or meager long-term
benefits.

(5) Crimes require little skill or planning.

(6) Crimes often result in pain or discomfort for the
victim.

This view of crime is supported by crime statistics that tend
to show year after year that most crime is more trivial and
less dramatic and is committed by people who tend to be
young, opportunistic, and unrestrained (Felson 2002;
Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).

The General Theory of Crime separates crimes from
criminality. In this theory crimes are seen as acts while
criminality is linked to the non-development of what the
authors term “self-control,” the problem of which is “...the
differential tendency of people to avoid criminal acts
whatever the circumstances in which they find themselves”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:87). Self-control, according
to the theorists, must be developed. Once developed it
insulates the individual from temptation, and high self-
control “...effectively reduces the possibility of crime”
(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:89).

The absence of self-control does not require crime, nor
does it motivate criminal acts (Gottfredson and Hirschi
1990; Hirschi and Gottfredson 1993). Gottfredson and
Hirschi define low self-control as “...the tendency of
individuals to pursue short-term gratification without
consideration of the long-term consequences of their acts”
(1990:177). They argue that low self-control is not a
criminal personality trait, but that people who lack self-
control tend to be (1) impulsive, (2) insensitive, (3)
physical rather than mental, (4) risk-takers, (5) short-



Crime Theory and Sexual Offending 5

sighted, and (6) nonverbal (Gottfredson and Hirschi
1990:90). But these characteristics, along with low self-
control, are not in and of themselves predictive of crime;
rather they are explanatory. Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) explicitly deny that their theory is deterministic.
Instead, they argue that low self-control acts in concert with
opportunity and other factors to facilitate crime and other
behaviors that are analogous to crime (Hirschi and
Gottfredson 1993).

Low self-control, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi,
“...can be counteracted by situational conditions or other
properties of the individual” (1990:89). Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s reference to “situational conditions” can be seen
as analogous to opportunity, which they argue is a natural
adjunct to crime. They note that the opportunities to
commit some crimes are limitless while the opportunities
for others are limited, as in the case of petty larceny versus
white-collar crimes. Self-control and opportunity, then, are
not necessarily mutually exclusive, as some crimes depend
on certain conditions available to offenders (Gottfredson
and Hirschi 1993:50). For example, white-collar crime
requires a job, alcohol-related and/or drug-related crimes
require access to alcohol and other drugs, child abuse
and/or child molestation requires access to children. In
fact, low self-control without opportunity would almost
certainly render a lack of crime.

Gottfredson and Hirschi note that many acts similar to
crime, yet not necessarily criminal, should be seen as
“...manifestations of low self-control” (1990:91). These
acts that are analogous to crime typically involve
immediate gratification and include smoking, drinking,
gambling, wusing drugs, involvement in accidents,
promiscuity, and having children out of wedlock
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(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:90). The General Theory of
Crime expects those who commit crimes to engage also in
acts analogous to crime, since both behaviors involve
immediate self-gratification. The theorists also note that
people lacking in self-control are not necessarily mean
and/or antisocial. In fact, they may find that being
charming, kind, and generous is self-gratifying
(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:89-90). Because offenders
tend to lack restraint, Gottfredson and Hirschi contend that
they will be likely to engage in a number of crimes as well
as in behaviors that are analogous to crime, making them
versatile in their criminal pursuits, as opposed to
specializing in certain crimes. Gottfredson and Hirschi,
moreover, insist there is a large body of evidence that
supports this assertion (1990:91).

According to the General Theory of Crime, self-control
must be created. The theorists insist that “ineffective child
rearing” is the major cause of low self-control (Gottfredson
and Hirschi 1990:97). Drawing in part on the research
done by Glueck and Glueck (1950), they note that adequate
or effective parenting requires (1) attachment of parents to
children, (2) supervision of children by parents, (3)
recognition of children’s deviant behavior by parents, and
(4) sanctions of children’s deviant behavior by parents
(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:98-100). Gottfredson and
Hirschi (1990) note that ineffective child rearing relates to
low self-control in that parents who lack self-control are
less likely to raise children adequately than parents with
self-control. In other words “...low self-control predicts
low self-control better than it predicts any of its specific
manifestations, such as crime” (Gottfredson and Hirschi
1990:102).
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Studies Relevant to the General Theory of
Crime

Pratt and Cullen noted in their meta-analysis of studies of
the General Theory of Crime that self-control is a strong
and relatively consistent predictor of crime, even though
evidence does not show that it is the only cause of crime
(2000:949). Pratt and Cullen found in their meta-analysis
of 21 studies that low self-control had a mean effect size of
about .27, which they noted made it “...one of the strongest
known correlates of crime” (Pratt and Cullen 2000:952).
Although the entire theory has not always found empirical
support, measures of low self-control have been found
consistent in their effects “...even after controlling for
measures of competing criminological theories, such as
strain, social bond, and differential association-social
learning theories” (Pratt and Cullen 2000:934).
Additionally, Hensley, Tung, Xu, Gray-Ray and Ray
(1999), in their examination of racial differences in juvenile
offending, found that the variables of self-control theory
were better predictors than variables of the subculture of
violence theory.

A variety of samples have been used in the testing of
the General Theory of Crime. These have included adults
(Arneklev, Grasmick, Tittle, and Bursik 1993; Burton,
Cullen, Evans, Alarid, and Dunaway 1998; Evans et al.
1997; Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arneklev 1993; Keane,
Maxim, and Teevan 1993) elementary students (Junger and
Tremblay 1999), secondary students (Hay 2001; LaGrange
and Silverman 1999; Nakhaie, Silverman, and LaGrange
2000; Winfree and Bernat 1998), college students (Gibbs,
Giever, and Martin 1998; Sellers 1999), adolescents in four
different countries (Vazsonyi, Pickering, Junger, and
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Hessing 2001), juvenile offenders (Hensley et al. 1999),
and adult offenders (Benson and Moore 1992; Hanson,
Scott, and Steffy 1995; Kruttschnitt, Uggen and Shelton
2000; Longshore 1998; Longshore, Turner and Stein 1996;
Longshore and Turner 1998). Self-control has had at least
some measure of success in explaining the criminal and/or
analogous behaviors in all of the above samples.

Researchers have used a number of different measures
of self-control and a variety of methodological approaches
in testing the General Theory of Crime. Studies have used
attitudinal and/or behavioral measures of self-control and
cross-sectional or longitudinal research designs, and a
number of different multivariate models have been used to
analyze the data (Pratt and Cullen 2000). One enduring
argument among researchers relates to the best way to
measure self-control in studies. Gottfredson and Hirschi,
for instance, assert that attitudinal scales should be set aside
in favor of behavioral scales that measure analogous
behavior when self-control is tested (1993; Tittle, Ward,
and Grasmick 2003). Other researchers argue in favor of
attitudinal scales, in part to avoid the charge of tautology
leveled when measures of deviant behavior are used to
predict criminal conduct, which is itself a form of deviance
(Akers 1991; Akers 1997; Arneklev et al. 1993; Burton et
al. 1998; Evans et al. 1997; Longshore 1998; Longshore et
al. 1996; Pratt and Cullen 2000). Tittle et al. (2003) argue
in their test of behavioral and cognitive measures that both
“...produce evidence favorable to self-control theory, a
finding consistent with previous research” (Tittle et al.
2003:335).

Various studies have focused on participation in
analogous behaviors instead of, or in addition to, crimes as
indicators of low self-control; some of these studies have
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used attitudinal scales as well. These studies have found at
minimum that self-control has a consistent inverse effect on
analogous or imprudent behaviors (Arneklev et al. 1993;
Grasmick et al. 1993; Junger and Tremblay 1999; Keane et
al. 1993; Paternoster and Brame 1998; Pratt and Cullen
2000). Evans et al. (1997), using both behavioral and
attitudinal measures, discovered in their study that low self-
control had negative social consequences. They found a
negative relationship between low self-control and quality
of life, as predicted by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990).

Pratt and Cullen (2000) reported that the findings on the
General Theory of Crime have been largely supportive
across a variety of samples and methodological approaches.
Self-control accounted fully for the gender differences in
crime in a study of adults (Burton et al. 1998). The Burton
et al. study compared measures of self-control, strain,
social bond, and differential association theories and found
that self-control not only accounted for the gender gap in
crime, but also was more successful in explaining that gap
than rival theories (1998). Low self-control was also
significantly related to the analogous behaviors of males
and females (Burton et al. 1998:137). In LaGrange and
Silverman’s (1999) study of secondary students, self-
control provided partial explanation for gender differences
in general delinquency. Preferences for risk seeking (in
females) and impulsivity (in males) were predictors of
increased delinquency. However, self-control variables,
opportunity variables and their interaction reduced but did
not eliminate the impact of gender (LaGrange and
Silverman (1999).

Vazsonyi et al. (2001) extended the study of the
General Theory of Crime across four countries with
varying cultures. Their test used five different groups of
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males and females (n=8,500) ranging in age from middle to
late adolescence in four different countries with varied
levels of criminal and deviant conduct (Vazsonyi et al.
2001:119). The researchers used a self-report questionnaire
which included demographic and background variables, the
Grasmick et al. (1993) scale as a measure of low self-
control, and the Normative Deviance Scale, developed for
the project to measure lifetime deviance (Vazsonyi et al.
2001:103-104). A number of findings were generated by
this study, all of which are important for the General
Theory of Crime. First, they state that the self- control
measure works as predicted by Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990), and that the self-control measure was shown to be
multidimensional in their study (Vazsonyi et al. 2001:119).
Second, they state that their Normative Deviance Scale was
successful in measuring less serious forms of deviance
across their sample. Third, they found that the Grasmick et
al. (1993) scale accounted for an average of twenty percent
of total deviance across the sample after controlling for age
and sex. This was consistent with previous work; however
it explained a larger total amount of variance in their study
(Vazsonyi et al. 2001:120). Finally, Vazsonyi et al. (2001)
point out that their study provides support for the
predictions of Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) that their
“...definition of crime and its predictor(s)” transcend
“social groupings” (Vazsonyi et al. 2001:120). In their
study, self-control predicted male and female deviance in
various cultures and countries.

Only a few studies of the General Theory of Crime
have focused exclusively on self-control and violent
behavior (Hanson et al. 1995; Stevens 1994). Sellers
(1999) found that self-control explained to some extent the
use of violence in the dating relationships of a sample of
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college students. She noted that specific opportunity for
crime combined with short-term gratification in her
findings as empirically and theoretically valid elements of
the General Theory of Crime (Sellers 1999:393). She also
stated, however, that self-control without opportunity
explained only 10% of the variance in courtship violence
(Sellers 1999:392).

Pratt and Cullen’s (2000) meta-analysis of 21 studies of
self-control included only four studies using offender
samples; all used a dataset developed by Longshore and his
colleagues (Longshore 1998; Longshore and Turner 1998;
Longshore et al. 1996). Pratt and Cullen also included
Piguero and Rosay’s (1998) study based on the findings of
Longshore et al. (1996). The studies done by Longshore
and colleagues utilized a sample of drug-using adult and
juvenile offenders in the criminal justice system; 86% had
been incarcerated at least once (Longshore et al. 1996:215).

Sex Offenses

Sex offenses are one type of crime not often addressed by
criminological theories despite their relatively frequent
occurrence. This is in part due to victims not reporting the
crimes. For example, Holmes and Holmes note that “Rape
is one of the most underreported crimes committed”
(2002:179). In fact, it is estimated that only 10% of rapes
are reported, and we know very little about the other 90%
(Holmes and Holmes 2002:179). Our knowledge of the
gap between rapes that have occurred and those that have
been reported comes from comparing two data sources: the
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) (Federal Bureau of
Investigation 2003) and the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) (U. S. Department of Justice 2003).
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However, because the NCVS is administered only to
individuals age 12 or older, we know less about the true
incidence of sexual offenses against children.  Our
information on that type of sex offense is limited to those
incidents reported to authorities and incorporated in the
NIBRS data (see Snyder 2000).

The problem with studying sex offenses is further
compounded by inconsistency in definitions of some sexual
offenses. For example, the crime of rape is defined in a
number of ways. The Federal Bureau of Investigation
defines rape as “..the carnal knowledge of a female
forcibly and against her will” (2003:29). Accordingly, their
statistics (UCR) only reflect rapes perpetrated against
women. It must be noted, however, that the FBI definition
of rape is in marked contrast to rape definitions used by all
fifty states and the federal government in the prosecution of
rape. Traditionally, it was assumed that only females could
be raped and only males could do the raping; however, in
the last twenty years, society has come to the realization
that males can also be raped (Allison and Wrightsman
1993; Douglas et al. 1992; Holmes and Holmes 2002;
Holmes 1991).

Unfortunately, when the legal definition of rape is
equated with intercourse, the prosecution of rapists is made
more difficult: by definition rape becomes less like assault
and more like sexual activity. This allows rapists to project
blame upon their victims or to minimize their actions,
attitudes that are often supported by judges and juries alike
(Allison and Wrightsman 1993; Fairstein 1993; Holmes
1991; Holmes and Holmes 2002; Vachss 1993). In fact,
Dianne Herman (1984) asserts that sex offenders are twice
as likely as other offenders to insist that they are innocent.
In addition, many rapists justify their actions by
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maintaining that their victims enjoyed the assaults (Scully
and Marolla 1985).

Statistics on sex offenses are generally gleaned from
law enforcement reports or victim surveys. The best
known law enforcement report is the Uniform Crime
Reports (UCR). The UCR is published by the Bureau of
Justice yearly, and it features data contributed by most state
and local law enforcement agencies that is then compiled
by the FBI. Interestingly, the UCR collects data on forcible
rapes of females only. It does not measure male rape or
child molestation. The Uniform Crime Reports (Federal
Bureau of Investigation 2003) state that for the year 2002
there were 95,136 forcible rapes reported to law
enforcement authorities, a per capita rate of 33.0 overall, or
64.8 reported rapes for every 100,000 females. This
constituted a 3.6% increase from the rates for 2001 (Federal
Bureau of Investigation 2003:29). While the United States’
rape rate is consistently lower than that of any other violent
crime except for homicide, the year 2002 count showed the
third consecutive year of increase in reported rapes (Federal
Bureau of Investigation 2003:29).

The UCR data on the rate of rapes known to law
enforcement is consistently lower than that found through
survey data. The best-known victim survey is the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), operated by the U.S.
Department of Justice. This survey collects data on the
victimization of persons age 12 or older from a nationally
representative household sample in the U.S. (U.S.
Department of Justice 2003). In contrast to the information
presented by the UCR for 2002, the NCVS found a
significant decrease in rapes/sexual assaults reported to the
survey by respondents between 2001 and 2002 (U.S.
Department of Justice 2003:3). The rape/sexual assault



14 Sex Offenders and Self-Control

victimization rate estimated by the NCVS, however, is
higher than that reported in the UCR. The NCVS estimated
there were 1.1 rapes/sexual assaults per 1,000 persons age
12 or older in the U.S. in the year 2000, compared to .648
rapes per 1,000 women reported by the UCR (U.S.
Department of Justice 2003:3; Federal Bureau of
Investigation 2003:29).

Other data focus on lifetime likelihood of victimization,
further confusing the issue. The National Violence Against
Women Survey (NVAW Survey) measured violence
against women and men (Tjaden and Thoennes 1998). This
survey found that one in six women and one in thirty-three
men in the United States have experienced attempted or
completed rape in their lifetimes, 18% and 3%, respectively
(Tjaden and Thoennes 1998:3). The NVAW Survey (1998)
estimates that some 876,000 rapes and 5.9 million physical
assaults are perpetrated against women in the United States
annually (Tjaden and Thoennes 1998:11). Tjaden and
Thoennes concluded that violence against women,
including rape, should be “...treated as a major criminal
justice and public health concern” (1998:11).

However, the UCR, NCVS and NVAW data may
actually exclude information on the majority of sex
offenses by focusing on adult victims. NIBRS data from
12 states for 1991 through 1996 were compiled into a
report on sexual assaults against children (Snyder 2000).
According to this report, two-thirds of all sexual assaults
reported to authorities in these states had victims under the
age of 18. Forcible fondling, forcible sodomy and sexual
assault with an object were highly likely to have victims
under age 18, while minors comprised less than half of the
victims in forcible rapes (Snyder 2000). Children under the
age of five were most likely to be the victims of forcible
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sodomy and sexual assault with an object, while fondling
was most likely to occur with children ages 12 to 17,
peaking at age 13 (Snyder 2000:2). Furthermore, the vast
majority of victims in reported sexual assaults were female,
with females accounting for 82% of the victims under age
18 (Snyder 2000: 4).

Finally, the NIBRS data indicate that popular
representations of sex offenses and offenders may be
inaccurate. Notably, most sexual assaults are not
perpetrated by strangers. This is particularly true when the
victim is a child. Furthermore, with young victims, sexual
assaults are highly likely to occur in a residence (Snyder
2000). In the following section, the ability of self-control
theory to explain sex offenses is examined.

Self-Control, Opportunity, and Sex Offenses

Contrary to the popularized mythical representation of
rapists as oversexed madmen, these perpetrators are in fact
heterogeneous in background, personality, modus operandi,
and specific motivation. Much of the research on sex
offenders has focused on one type of sex offender: rapists.
Interestingly, rapists are most similar in their universal
denial of culpability for their actions (Herman 1984; Scully
1990).

Although rape remains a popular subject in both
sociological and criminological study, the theories seeking
to explain rapists and other sex offenders have
predominantly come from within the realm of psychology.
Surprisingly, even criminology texts fail to use
criminological theory to explain such behaviors, preferring
instead to concentrate on statistics combined with
psychological and feminist approaches (Adler et al. 1998;



16 Sex Offenders and Self-Control

Barkan 1997; Livingston 1996; Reid 1997). This might
lead one to assume that criminological theory is useless in
explaining rapists and other sex offenders. Quite the
contrary, two crime theories fit the bill quite nicely.
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime (1990)
explains sex offenders’ behaviors while Cohen and
Felson’s Routine Activities Theory (1979) explains
criminal opportunity leading to sexual offending as well as
victim selection.

A current sociological explanation of rape was
developed by Lee Ellis in 1989 (Allison and Wrightsman
1993; Gibbons 1992). Ellis’ (1989) synthesized theory of
rape combines feminist theory, social learning theory, and
evolutionary theory. Summarized, this theory explains rape
as a result of patriarchal societal assumptions about women
wherein women are seen as subservient and degraded,;
consequently, men learn that sexual aggression played out
in rape is appropriate and rewarded behavior. Additionally,
rape is portrayed as evolutionary or sociobiological in
origin because of the male biological necessity
“...emanating from natural selection pressure for males to
be more eager than females for copulatory experiences with
a wide range of sexual partners, and their use of forceful
tactics to satiate their sexual desires ” (Gibbons 1992:277).
Ellis (1989) asserts that male rapists are fueled by the sex
drive and the drive to possess and control; they also learn
techniques useful to committing rape. This, combined with
the drive to reproduce with multiple partners and high
amounts of androgens and other sex hormones, produces
rape (Allison and Wrightsman 1993; Gibbons 1992).
Although this complicated theory may have application in
part, as a whole it makes a number of biological and
evolutionary assumptions which cannot be proven either
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statistically or in case study, nor can such assumptions be
attributed to all rapists (Allison and Wrightsman 1993).
Furthermore, the theory focuses on only one type of sexual
offense: rape. Obviously, a better explanation of sexual
offending is needed. This is provided through the use of
the General Theory of Crime and Routine Activities
theories. The following major rapist typologies can be
linked to the General Theory of Crime while Routine
Activities Theory explains both opportunities to offend and
victim selection. As such, these theories will be presented
as criminological explanations for sexual offenders’
behaviors.

Instead of aligning rape with intercourse, which serves
to support rapists’ justifications, sexual offenses should be
defined as sexually perpetrated physical assaults. This
definition is gender neutral, it is general—meaning that it
applies to all actions which would fall under the realm of
sexual offending, and it correctly denotes rape and other
sexual offenses as crimes of violence, not of sex (Holmes
and Holmes 2002; Holmes and Holmes 1996).
Accordingly, this definition facilitates the use of
criminological explanations of sexual offenses, since it
presents them as criminally assaultive behavior that is
different only in the location of perpetration. Rape and
other sexual offenses, in fact, are crimes that also fit
perfectly into Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) definition
of crime in general as “...acts of force or fraud undertaken
in the pursuit of self-interest” (p. 15).

Consistent with crime reports taken from both law
enforcement and victim surveys, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) find that crime involves acts which are mostly
trivial and involve little loss to victims and little gain to
offenders; they assert that, in general, crime requires little
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skill, effort, planning, or preparation. Interestingly, much
crime occurs close to offenders’ homes (Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990:17-19). The message from this, they aver, is
that crime’s characteristics are consistent in general with
the recreational activities of youth. In other words, their
theory views crime in a way that is consistent with crime
statistics. Both criminal offenders and victims are often
young, male, and in pursuit of recreation (Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990; Sacco and Kennedy 2002).

As described previously, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) state that offenders are fundamentally unable to
resist temptation or defer gratification in the face of
opportunity—which is the essence of low self-control. In
contrast, persons exhibiting high levels of self-control
“...are less likely under all circumstances throughout life to
commit crime”  (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:118).
Beyond actual criminal acts, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) propose that persons with low self-control tend to
display behaviors that are analogous to crime, although not
necessarily criminal in themselves. These behaviors tend
to be immediately gratifying and require little planning.

Traditional crime theories have based criminality on
strain, cultural deviance, social disorganization, and
physical and/or psychological attributes, but Gottfredson
and Hirschi “...explicitly reject the argument of social
causation in favor of social selection rooted in individual
differences” (Evans et al. 1997:479). In this context people
make life choices based on their level of self-control. Low
self-control, then, produces a variety of negative social
consequences including failure in school, jobs, and
personal relationships. Interestingly, since people with low
self-control have fewer friends, jobs, or close relationships
or commitments, they in turn have less to lose through
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illegal or imprudent activities (Cohen and Vila 1997; Evans
et al. 1997; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). By the same
token, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) are careful to note
that low self-control does not require committing crime;
instead, low self-control can be contraindicated by
circumstance or opportunity (Akers 1997).

Criminal opportunity, on the other hand, is well
explained by Cohen and Felson’s (1979) routine activities
approach.  Accordingly, criminal opportunity and its
subsequent victimization is structured by three factors
which must come together over space and time for crime to
occur. For crime to occur there must be “... 1) motivated
offenders, 2) suitable targets, and 3) a lack of capable
guardians.” The lack of any one of these elements would
serve to prevent the successful completion of a criminal act
(Cohen and Felson 1979:589).

Further, Cohen and Felson (1979) and Felson (2002)
insist that crime rates are mediated by opportunity structure
tied to changes in routine activities, with the greatest
changes in such having been effected in the years since
World War I1. Cohen and Felson (1979) and Felson (2002)
point out that crime rates may be explained by the timing
and location of school, leisure, and work pursuits. In
essence, the more often people are away from their homes,
the more likely they are to come into contact with
motivated offenders in the absence of capable guardians.
The rise of crime rates since World War 1l can therefore be
at least partially explained by the changes in peoples’
routine activities. For instance, guardianship was affected
as more people traveled longer distances to work, as more
women entered school and the workforce, as people moved
to the suburbs, as families went on longer vacations farther
from home, and as people pursued leisure activities away
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from home and family. At the same time, many of these
activities increased target suitability in the areas of value
and/or desirability (Cohen and Felson 1979; Felson 2002).

Three studies on sex offenders have utilized
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) conception of crime and
criminality. Stevens’ (1994) study on predatory rapists,
Hanson et al.’s (1995) study comparing child molesters and
non-sexual criminals, and Kruttschnitt et al.’s (2000) event
history analysis of sex offender probationers compared
their samples with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990)
descriptions of criminals, with differing results. Stevens
(1994:423) noted that most of the participants in his study
were congruent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990)
conception of career criminals: they had committed various
crimes such as robberies and burglaries as well as violent
crimes besides rape. In addition, Stevens (1994) noted that
the predatory rapists in his sample also fit Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s (1990) description of criminals as being focused
on the benefits of their crimes rather than in the planning of
them, resulting in *...crude, unplanned, and spontaneous
attacks” (Stevens 1994:430).

In contrast, Hanson et al. (1995) maintained that their
study presented child molesters as a distinct type of
offender. They contended that many child molesters fit
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) conceptions of low self-
control linked to opportunity but they felt that individual
differences in offender motivation needed to be recognized
as well (Hanson et al. 1995:336).

Kruttschnitt et al. (2000) found partial support for both
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) theory of low self-control
and Sampson and Laub’s (1993) age-graded theory of
informal social control in their study of 556 sex offender
probationers. As predicted by Sampson and Laub, the
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authors found that job stability significantly reduced the
probability of reoffense among the sex offender
probationers in their study, although marital status did not
appear to affect their level of reoffense (2000:80).
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s Self-Control Theory was
supported in two areas. First, Kruttschnitt et al. found that
criminal history, drug use, and age predicted both personal
and nonpersonal offending (2000:79). Second, age had an
especially strong negative effect on new crimes in “...all
but the new sex offending models” (Kruttschnitt et al.
2000:80). The authors found, however, that when sex
offender probationers with stable work histories received
treatment their reoffending declined significantly. They
argued that this finding was inconsistent with the
predictions of Self-Control Theory (Kruttschnitt et al.
2000:81).

Stevens’ (1994) study on rape and self-control
mentioned Routine Activities Theory in the sample’s
victim selection. The offenders surveyed stressed that they
constantly searched for vulnerable appearing females as
part of their routine activities, even though their searches
were relatively rudimentary (Stevens 1994:430). Several
other theories have also examined sexual offending using
Routine Activities theory.

O’Brian (1991) combined a routine activities approach
with Blalock’s (1970) power-threat/power-competition
hypothesis, as he used Guttentag and Secord’s (1983)
conception of the relationship between sex ratios and rape
rates to develop his power-control theory of rape. O’Brian
(1991) found strong negative relationships between the sex
ratio and rape rates; a high sex ratio (relative abundance) of
men predicted a low rape rate. O’Brian (1991:110) noted
that when women were in short supply, their power
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increased both dyadically and structurally. This resulted in
men “protecting” women through discouraging their career
and educational goals and encouraging them to be
homemakers and to marry at a young age. This structured
women’s routine activities around home and thereby
decreased their victimization risk (O’Brian 1991:110).
South and Felson (1990) linked opportunity to racial
rape patterning. They found that the racial patterning of
rape was most strongly influenced by the opportunity for
interpersonal contact between blacks and whites (South and
Felson 1990:71). The most significant predictors of racial
rape patterning were city racial composition and the degree
of black-white residential segregation. Consistent with a
routine activities perspective, interracial rape appeared to
be a “...consequence of social-structural arrangements that
shape opportunities for interracial contact” (South and
Felson 1990:88). Accordingly, interracial rape was more
common in areas with more interracial marriages. High
levels of black on white rape were associated with low
levels of residential segregation (South and Felson 1990:89
Felson and Krohn (1990) theorized that motivation for
sexually assaultive behavior can be explained using socio-
sexual and punishment models. Their socio-sexual model
proposes that sexual intercourse is the goal of rape (Felson
and Krohn 1990:223). Harm or threat of harm is the means
used to obtain the goal. They argue that since sexual
behavior is socially and biologically processed, subjective
sexual deprivation can be linked herein to non-sexual
motives such as the need for power, status, or self-esteem.
Felson and Krohn (1990:224) assert that their socio-sexual
model thus explains sexually coercive behavior among
college males, who report peer pressure related to sexual
coercion. The socio-sexual model, however, does not
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explain rapes in which the rapist was sexually aroused by
violence. Felson and Krohn (1990:224) explain this lack
by arguing that since these individuals make up only 4 to
6% of offender samples, they can be explained solely as to
their individual lack of inhibition. In addition, Felson and
Krohn (1990:226) link their socio-sexual model to a routine
activities approach in their assertion that young people are
at greater risk for sexual assault victimization because their
routine activities place them in situations where there is
greater opportunity for sexual assault. For instance, young
women are at greater risk for sexual assault because they
are routinely out alone with men on dates or out alone at
night. In this respect, suitable targets are placed in close
proximity to motivated offenders in situations where
capable guardians are absent (Cohen and Felson 1979;
Felson 2002; Felson and Krohn 1990:226).

Felson and Krohn’s (1990:227) punishment model, on
the other hand, contends that sexual assault can be a means
for harming a victim as a source of punishment. In this
model, the rapist’s goal is harm to the victim, which is
justified by the offender because of a grievance. They
expect that offenders who operate according to this model
will cause greater harm to victims in close relationships
with them and somewhat lesser harm to strangers or
acquaintances (Felson and Krohn 1990:228). Overall,
Felson and Krohn’s (1990) view of motivations to rape is
not inconsistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990)
view of the nature of crime and criminality. Felson and
Krohn (1990) emphasize that rape should be viewed within
the greater context of violence in general, and they do
not feel that the violence used in the majority of rapes is
much different from the violence used in other assaultive
crimes.
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Other research on sex offenders has not used the
General Theory of Crime but appears to be consistent with
it. A well-known study of convicted rapists noted they
were motivated by either excuses or justifications (Scully
and Marolla 1984; 1985); this study classified rapists as
either “admitters” or “deniers,” depending on their
individual criminal motivation. Scully and Marolla (1984,
1985; Scully 1990) also noted that the crime of rape was
often accompanied by burglary and robbery. Rape was
sometimes committed as an afterthought when the
opportunity presented itself; and sometimes the reverse was
true as robbery was committed after rape. This aspect of
the crime of rape is congruent with Gottfredson and
Hirschi’s (1990) view of criminals as non-specialists who
commit a number of different crimes rather than
concentrating on one type of crime only. Scully and
Marolla’s (1984, 1985) sample of rapists was no different;
85% of them had previous criminal histories, but only 23%
had records including previous sexual offenses (Scully
1990:64). In fact, Scully and Marolla’s (1984) rapist
sample was remarkably close to their control group of
general felons. This similarity would be predicted by
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) General Theory of Crime.

They are as likely as other men to have significant
relationships with women ...Further, the sexual
experiences of rapists are unremarkable and do not
differ significantly from those of other felons
(Scully 1990:74).

As to criminality, Scully (1990) states that the majority
of both the control and sample groups “...had a history of
criminal charges, and, for both groups, the majority of these
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charges were for property crimes” (p. 77). This rapist
sample illustrates Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General
Theory of Crime as it negates the traditional
psychopathological model often associated with rapists
(Scully and Marolla 1985). In contrast to the
psychopathological model, however, “...empirical research
has repeatedly failed to find a consistent pattern of
personality type or character disorder that reliably
discriminates rapists from other groups of men” (Scully and
Marolla 1985:252).

Furthermore, their research fits well with Routine
Activities Theory (Cohen and Felson 1979). When the
stranger and group rapists in Scully and Marolla’s (1984)
sample went about the business of selecting their victims,
they overwhelmingly chose women who were involved in
routine activities. Victims were chosen for randomness and
convenience; they were “... ‘just there’ in a location
unlikely to draw the attention of a passerby” (Scully
1990:175).

There are a couple of notable differences, however,
between Scully and Marolla’s (1984) findings, Routine
Activities Theory, and the General Theory of Crime.
Although acquaintance rapists’ victim selection pattern
adhered to the basic tenets of routine activities theory in the
conjoining of motivated offenders and suitable targets in
the absence of capable guardianship, their victims were not
selected randomly as they went about their routine
activities, but were chosen specifically because of sexual
attraction. But the spontaneous aspect of the crime concurs
with the General Theory of Crime’s view, since spontaneity
and an unwillingness to defer gratification are
characteristics of low self-control (Evans et al. 1997,
Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990;).
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Second, far from being spontaneous, the vast majority
of stranger and group rapes described in Scully and
Marolla’s (1984) study were planned in advance. The
offenders in these cases had been planning their rapes for a
period of time from a few hours to a few days. These
crimes did not fit the pattern associated with the General
Theory of Crime as this sample exercised a higher amount
of self-control in planning their crimes than Gottfredson
and Hirschi (1990) would have expected. Perhaps, though,
the fact of having low self-control in general might not
preclude an offender from the ability to pre-plan a much
anticipated offense.

Linking Theory to Sexual Offending

Larragoite (1994:159) criticizes the current theories that
explain sexual offending for being too specific and for
lacking roots in any fundamental criminological
perspective. He contends that the General Theory of Crime
accounts for sexual offending in the same way it accounts
for all crimes. He notes that rape is comparable in
opportunity structure with burglary, which he explains by
using a routine activities approach (Larragoite
1994:167-168). In addition, he notes that the typical sexual
offender is no different in profile than the typical general
offender, a point which has been supported in the studies of
Scully and Marolla (1984, 1985; Scully 1990).

In contrast to the popular mythical view of sex
offenders as oversexed madmen, they have been shown by
studies to conform to Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990)
view of criminals as shortsighted, impulsive, insensitive
individuals who are unable to defer gratification and cannot
exercise personal restraint when faced with temptation.
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This propensity to low self-control is manifested even in
sex offenders who at first appear to have high self-control,
as evidenced by their personal characteristics.

The individuals who commit sexual offenses are not
“sick” as the psychopathological model asserts. Sex
offenders are not specialists; in fact, they have been shown
to be little different from other offenders except in their
propensity to rape as well as to commit property crimes.
Rapists and other sex offenders also typically display many
of the behaviors that Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990)
maintain are analogous to crime and evidence of low self-
control. One aspect of the General Theory of Crime not
broached in this paper is Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
contention that low self- control and criminality remain
stable over the life course. The question of whether or not
sexual offending remains stable over the life course needs
to be addressed in subsequent studies. Evidence of
decreases in offending, however, should not be viewed as
evidence of changing self-control. The General Theory of
Crime suggests instead that aging out may be due to
consequences of physical aging (Gottfredson and Hirschi
1990:141).

The routine activities approach explains both sex
offender victim selection and the role of opportunity in
sexual assault. Rapists and other sex offenders use their
own and their victims® routine activities to structure
opportunities to offend. In addition, many sex offenders
used sexual assault routinely to deal with their interpersonal
problems. It appears obvious that it is appropriate to link
theories that explain sexual offending to criminological
theories.
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Use of the General Theory of Crime in the
Present Study

In his “Current State of Differential Association” article,
Matsueda (1988) relays the story of the origin of
Sutherland’s Differential Association theory. He notes that
Sutherland devised the theory in response to criticisms of
criminology levied by Michael and Adler, who charged that
criminology was unscientific, had produced no scientific
generalizations, and should be replaced by a panel of
scientists from other disciplines (Matsueda 1988). In
somewhat the same vein as Michael and Adler (1971),
Gottfredson and Hirschi have specific criticisms of their
colleagues (1990). They argue, along with Felson (2002),
that the dominant positivistic approaches to crime are
incorrect in their focus on criminality at the expense of
noting the true nature of crime.

On the other hand, the General Theory of Crime has
been criticized as tautological (Akers 1991, 1997) and non-
general (LaGrange and Silverman 1999; Sellers 1999).
And, empirical support for the theory in its entirety has not
been found in all tests of the theory (e.g., Benson and
Moore 1992; Hanson et al. 1995; Kruttschnitt et al. 2000;
Sellers 1999; Winfree and Bernat 1998). Nevertheless,
studies have found consistent support for a negative
relationship between self-control and crime and analogous
behaviors (Pratt and Cullen 2000:934).

Interestingly, although the General Theory of Crime has
found support across various types of samples, only a few
studies have utilized offender samples (Hanson et al. 1995;
Kruttschnitt et al. 2000; Longshore et al. 1996; Pratt and
Cullen 2000; Stevens 1994). Stevens’ (1994) study
examined sex offenders’ victim selection techniques.
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Stevens trained thirteen inmates who were incarcerated for
violent offenses as interviewers to facilitate data collection
in a maximum-security prison. Although the study was
intended to test the rational choice perspective, Stevens
(1994) noted that the respondents’ accounts of their crimes
were consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) view
of offenders as short-sighted thinkers who looked for
immediate gratification.

Hanson et al. (1995) used clinical assessments and
archival records to examine recidivism differences between
child molesters and criminals without sex offenses. This
study found differences in both background variables and
recidivism rates in the two samples. Findings in this study
lent partial support to the General Theory of Crime. Child
molesters differed from other types of offenders. Although
low self-control and opportunity affected their behavior, the
researchers felt that their individual offense motivations
needed to be recognized (Hanson et al. 1995).

Kruttschnitt et al. (2000) used event history analysis of
reoffense to test the predictions of Sampson and Laub
(1993) and Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) on a sample of
sex offenders placed on probation. Their findings partially
supported both theories. The finding that job stability had a
negative effect on offending supported Sampson and
Laub’s (1993) age-graded theory of informal social control.
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime (1990)
was supported in two ways: (1) overall, the effects were
comparable across different offense types; (2) in all but the
sex offending models, increasing age produced a significant
negative effect on offending.

Longshore et al. (1996) analyzed data collected for an
evaluation of Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
(TASC) programs in their study of the effect of self-control
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on an offender sample. The TASC programs identified
drug-using juveniles and adults who were in the criminal
justice system, then it assessed their needs for treatment,
placed them in treatment, and monitored their progress.
Respondents were on probation, parole, or were charged
with a crime. During interviews they completed an
adaptation of the Grasmick (1993) scale and answered
questions about their criminal histories (Longshore et al.
1996). Their results provided partial support for both the
Grasmick (1993) scale, in particular, and self-report
attitudinal measures, in general, in the testing of the
General Theory of Crime (Longshore et al. 1996). Other
researchers were then challenged by Longshore et al.
(1996) to further tests of measures of self-control in
criminal populations. Studies by Longshore (1998) and
Longshore and Turner (1998) used the 1996 TASC dataset.
Longshore and Turner (1998) found that offenders who
scored low on self-control and those who had more
opportunity to commit crime had a greater frequency of
both property and personal crimes. They also found that
self-control and opportunity had an interactive effect
(Longshore and Turner 1998).

In a further test of self-control and opportunity,
Longshore (1998) found self-control to be a causal factor in
criminal behavior in an offender sample, although its effect
on crime might be partially contingent on opportunity.
Self-control and opportunity, however, had modest
explanatory power in this study (Longshore 1998:110).
The present study will attempt to answer the challenge
posed by Longshore et al. (1996) by using attitudinal and
behavioral measures to test self-control in three samples of
inmates. Three hypotheses will be tested.
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Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) maintain that offenders are
generalists instead of specialists. They argue, in fact, that
“...no credible evidence of specialization has been
reported...[and]...the evidence of offender versatility is
overwhelming” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:91).
Accordingly, I anticipate that the three sample groups (sex
offenders in treatment, non-sex offenders, and sex
offenders without history of treatment) will not differ
significantly in their childhood delinquent behaviors, their
criminal histories, or their levels of self-control.
Additionally, | predict that sex offenders commit a variety
of crimes, not just sexual assaults, including misdemeanors
and felonies, nonviolent and violent crimes.

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) state that a person’s
level of self-control determines how he will function when
faced with criminal opportunity. Persons with higher levels
of self-control will be more likely to resist engaging in
criminal behavior than those with lower self-control,
regardless of the type of crime. In the current study, | am
examining the relationship between self-control and deviant
behaviors in offenders. Although offenders would be more
likely to have lower self-control than the general
population, | anticipate that there will be some variation in
criminal and analogous behaviors, with some reporting
more extensive and serious histories of offending. Because
some research has suggested that sex offenders are different
than other offenders, | am comparing sex offenders to non-
sex offenders. Furthermore, to explore the potential of a
treatment bias, two categories of sex offenders are
examined: those in a sex offender treatment program and
those with no history of treatment. | hypothesize that low
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self-control will be related to behaviors which, while not
necessarily criminal, are analogous to crime. 1 predict that
the lower the level of self-control is, the higher the level of
reported analogous behaviors will be. Additionally, I
predict that, regardless of the type of offense, lower self-
control will be linked to a more serious history of criminal
behavior. Finally, | predict that poor parenting is predictive
of criminal and analogous behaviors. | will examine the
relationship of self-control, parenting, and demographic
variables separately for each group to allow me to examine
any differences in the predictors of criminal history and
analogous behaviors among the groups.

Finally, this study suggests that, in accordance with the
General Theory of Crime and Routine Activities Theory,
opportunity is an important factor in victim selection for
sex offenders. This will be explored by the interviews in
the Phase Il portion of this study.



CHAPTER 2

Studying Sex Offenders

Description of Research Methods

Violent sexual behavior has been a popular topic of study
among scholars and feminists alike since the 1970’s, but
comparatively few of these studies have focused on
samples of convicted offenders. Instead, the tendency has
been for researchers to focus on either victimized women
or surveys of college students (Scully 1990). A central
focus of many of these studies has been on respondents’
adherence to “rape myths,” defined by Burt (1980:217) as
“prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape
victims, and rapists.” Studies of women victims helped to
combat the rape myths which maintained that women
“asked for it” while the surveys of college students helped
to combat rape myths which argued that rapists were
psychotic. Paradoxically, neither group of studies utilized

33
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the true experts on rape—the rapists themselves (Ressler,
Burgess, and Douglas 1988; Scully 1990).

The purpose of this study was to ascertain whether the
behavior of both male sex offenders and male non-sex
offenders adhered to that predicted by Gottfredson and
Hirschi in their General Theory of Crime, also known as
Self-Control Theory. This study has measured levels of
self-control, as defined by Gottfredson and Hirschi, of three
groups of randomly selected inmates currently serving
sentences in the Oklahoma prison system. It has also
examined the relationships between self-control, criminal
history, and analogous behaviors. Finally, it has explored
the role of opportunity in sex offending.

This study utilized two phases. In the first phase
(Phase 1) of the study, a self-administered questionnaire
was given to all respondents. They were asked to provide
information regarding their geographical, scholastic, work,
religious, marital, sexual, and criminal histories. In
addition, they were asked to respond to questions regarding
their current and past relationships with parents or
guardians.

In the second phase (Phase 1) of the study, a sample of
twenty-five inmates currently participating in a residential
treatment program for sex offenders was interviewed in
depth after completion of the questionnaire.  These
interviews were audiotaped and transcribed. In this portion
of the study respondents were questioned about their
processes of victim selection, their knowledge and feelings
for their victims, any alcohol or other drug use associated
with their crimes, and their feelings about their crimes. The
respondents in this phase of the study were asked to detail
all aspects of their crimes of incarceration, from victim
selection to current feelings about their convictions. |
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anticipated that the answers from these questions would
allow me to ascertain whether the respondents’ victim
selection patterns adhered to that predicted by Cohen and
Felson in their Routine Activities Theory (1979). Some of
the questions in the Phase Il portion of this study were also
designed to look at the role that opportunity played in the
respondents’ criminal activities and victim selection. 1 also
looked for any evidence indicating support for Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime (1990), such as a
history of criminal behavior and other behaviors analogous
to crime.

The knowledge obtained from this study furthers
criminological research relating the General Theory of
Crime and Routine Activities theories to the actions of
convicted criminals and their levels of self-control as
predicted by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and on victim
selection and criminal activity patterns as predicted by
Cohen and Felson (1979).

The Sample

The Phase | portion of this study compares two separate
randomly selected samples of male sex offender inmates to
one randomly selected sample of male inmates who had no
known history of sex offense convictions in their
backgrounds on measures of self-control as defined by
Gottfredson and Hirschi. In the Phase Il portion of this
study a second sample of the group of sex offender inmates
currently participating in a residential sex offender
treatment program was also interviewed about the crime(s)
for which they are currently incarcerated, their victim
selection, and interaction with their victims.  The
respondents who participated in this study resided in either
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a medium security prison or a prison that contained both
medium and minimum-security level inmates in separate
housing units. Both of the prisons are located within a mile
of each other and both are in Oklahoma.

The samples were comprised of inmates convicted of
sex offenses who are currently participating in the
Residential Sex Offender Treatment Program (RSOTP) at
Joseph Harp Correctional Center (Group Al), inmates
convicted of sex offenses with no history of participation in
any treatment programs for sex offenders incarcerated at
Joseph  Harp Correctional Center and Lexington
Correctional Center (Group C), and inmates with no record
of having committed sex offenses incarcerated at Joseph
Harp Correctional Center and Lexington Correctional
Center (Group B). In the first phase of the study all
respondents were asked to complete a survey questionnaire
(Appendix A). In the second phase of the study, a sample
of twenty-five participants from the Residential Sex
Offender Treatment Program (RSOTP) (Group A2) was
administered the survey instrument and interviewed in
depth about the crime(s) (see Appendix B) for which they
were incarcerated.

All of the research was conducted within Joseph Harp
Correctional Center, a medium security correctional
facility, and Lexington Correctional Center, a correctional
facility that contains separate housing units for its medium-
and minimum-security residents. The two prisons are
located within one mile of each other, facilitating data
collection. The majority of the respondents in this study
were medium security residents. However, a small number
of minimum-security respondents was included in the
Lexington Correctional Center samples for two reasons.
First, they were included in the computer generated random
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sample of non-sex offender respondents (Group B) because
they fit the requirements for respondents in this study.
Second, the entire population of sex offender inmates who
had no record of sex offender treatment (Group C) was
sampled at both participating prisons. This necessitated the
inclusion of the minimum-security residents at Lexington
Correctional Center. Excluded from the samples at both
correctional centers on advice from prison administration
were resident inmates who were considered by the
Department of Corrections to be too physically or mentally
ill or too mentally disabled to be able to successfully
complete the survey questionnaire. Inmates who were
living on the Restricted Housing Units (RHU) at both
prisons were also deemed inappropriate for inclusion
because they had committed serious infractions of prison
rules; they were “locked down” in their cells and were not
allowed out for security reasons. Inmates on “out” counts
for court and trustees who worked off the facility grounds
were not included because of scheduling difficulties.

Respondents were surveyed separately by group: Phase
I respondents from the RSOTP (Group Al) were surveyed
together, as were medium-security and minimum-security
non-sex offenders (Group B), untreated medium-security
sex offenders and untreated minimum-security sex
offenders (Group C). The RSOTP Phase Il respondents
(Group A2) participating in the interviews were surveyed
individually along with their interview sessions.

The goal for this study was to sample 100 non-sex
offender respondents, 100 sex offender respondents with no
history of treatment, and 100 respondents currently
participating in the Residential Sex Offender Treatment
Program (RSOTP). At the end of data collection completed
questionnaires had been collected from 295 respondents: 94
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non-sex offender respondents (Group B), 83 untreated sex
offender respondents (Group C), and 93 sex offenders from
the RSOTP (Group Al); 25 additional RSOTP participants
were surveyed and interviewed (Group A2), bringing the
total of treated sex offenders to 118.

The Sampling Procedure

All of the samples used in this study were drawn by the
Executive Assistant to the Chief of Classification and
Programs for the Oklahoma Department of Corrections.
Separate random samples were drawn for the RSOTP
respondents at Joseph Harp Correctional Center (Phase |
and Phase I1) and for the non-sex offender respondents at
both Joseph Harp Correctional Center and Lexington
Correctional Center. The entire population of sex offenders
without any history of participation in sex offender
treatment programs was sampled at both Joseph Harp
Correctional Center and Lexington Correctional Center.
Although the sex offenders without history of treatment
were identified by the Oklahoma Department of
Corrections as sex offenders, they could also have had
charges reflecting non-sex offense charges as well. In total,
the Oklahoma Department of Corrections generated six
samples for this study: two samples of sex offenders from
the Residential Sex Offender Treatment Program at Joseph
Harp Correctional Center (Groups Al and A2), two non-
sex offender samples from Joseph Harp Correctional
Center and Lexington Correctional Center (Group B), and
two untreated sex offender samples from Joseph Harp
Correctional Center and Lexington Correctional Center
(Group C).
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The first sample (Group Al) drawn for Phase | of this
study was a randomly selected list of 100 inmate
participants from the Residential Sex Offender Treatment
Program (RSOTP) located within Joseph Harp Correctional
Center (JHCC). Participants in the RSOTP at Joseph Harp
Correctional Center may be mandated to the program by
judicial decree or they may request entry into the program,
but admission of guilt and demonstrated desire for change
are necessary for inclusion into the program. The RSOTP
program houses 160 residents in one unit, called “E” unit.
During the sampling and data collection phases of this
study the program was full at 160 beds. A second sample
(Group A2) of 40 respondents was drawn from the
remaining 60 residents for the Phase Il (survey
questionnaire plus interview) portion of this study. Ninety-
three of the original list of 100 sampled respondents
participated in the survey-only (Phase I) portion of the
study to make up Group A1l; 25 of the second sample of 40
respondents were surveyed and interviewed to comprise
Group A2 for Phase II.

The non-sex offender sample (Group B) for the Phase |
portion of the study at Joseph Harp Correctional Center
was drawn from a total of 1,132 facility residents. From
this number the residents of the RSOTP were removed,
leaving 972. Then the disabled/ill, out to court, trustees,
and RHU (Restricted Housing Unit) offenders were
removed, leaving 941. Three hundred and five of that total
had convictions for at least one sex offense, which left 636
from which the random sample could be drawn. From this
number a random list of 150 residents without a reported
sex offense conviction was drawn. Fifty-seven completed
Group B questionnaires were gathered in two separate data
collection sessions at Joseph Harp Correctional Center.
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The non-sex offender (Group B) sample at Lexington
Correctional Center was drawn from a total of 848 facility
residents. Of this number, 679 inmates did not have a
reported sex offense conviction. From this number a
random list of 150 names was drawn. Three of them were
in an “out” count and 14 were on some type of RHU. The
rest were given an opportunity to participate in the survey.
As much as possible, the sample was limited to medium
security inmates, although ten minimum-security inmates
did end up in the sample. Data collection was done
separately in medium- and minimum-security sections of
the prison. Thirty-seven completed Group B questionnaires
were collected in two separate data collection sessions at
Lexington Correctional Center. A total of 94
questionnaires were collected from the non-sex offender
(B) portion of the sample between the two facilities.

The entire population of sex offenders at Joseph Harp
Correctional Center without a history of participation in sex
offender treatment (Group C) was given an opportunity to
be included in this study. At the time the samples were
drawn, there were 304 sex offenders residing at Joseph
Harp Correctional Center who were not currently in the
RSOTP, but 116 of them had previously participated in
some form of sex offender treatment. That left 188 sex
offender inmates; all of these inmates were asked to
participate in the study. Two data collection sessions
yielded a total of 40 completed Group C questionnaires.

As at Joseph Harp Correctional Center, the entire
population of sex offenders at Lexington Correctional
Center without a history of participation in sex offender
treatment (Group C) was given an opportunity to be
included in this study. When the samples were drawn,
there were 169 inmates residing at Lexington Correctional
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Center with at least one conviction for a sex offense, but 37
of them had records reflecting some (at least one day) of
sex offender treatment. That left 132 sex offender inmates
without history of treatment. All of them were asked to
participate in the study. Data collection was done
separately in the medium- and minimum-security sections.
A total of 43 completed Group C questionnaires were
gathered. Twenty of these were from respondents residing
in the minimum-security portion of the facility. Thus, from
the two facilities a total of 83 questionnaires were
completed.

Data Collection

The data used in this study were collected over a five-
month period. At Joseph Harp Correctional Center, Phase |
respondents were 