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The aim of this study was to examine to what extent Social Structure and Social 

Learning Theory (SSSL) explains delinquent behaviors among Turkish adolescents. 

While Social Structure and Social Learning (SSSL) Theory have been examined quite 

frequently in the criminology and sociology literature, the present study is unique as it 

tests the theory in Turkey, a context with a mixed Islamic and Secular cultural 

structure. The data originates from a survey conducted in Istanbul in 2008 by the 

Icelandic Centre for Social Research and Analysis (ICSRA) under the auspices of their 

Youth in Europe project.  The sample includes 2,445 Turkish high school students.  The 

dependent variable includes a 13-item delinquency scale, and the independent variables 

consist of differential association, costs and rewards of differential reinforcement, 

definitions, imitation, differential location in the social structure, and differential social 

location of groups. The statistical analyses were conducted using a negative binomial 

regression approach. Results demonstrated that differential association (peer 

delinquency) is positively associated with delinquent behaviors among Turkish 

adolescents. In addition, there is a significant and positive relationship between 

norms/beliefs that favor delinquency and delinquent behaviors. Moreover, parental 

reaction, a measure of differential reinforcement, has a negative impact on delinquency. 

Imitation variables, which include witnessing an argument and witnessing violence in 

the family, also appear as significant predictors for delinquency. Gender is the only 



social structure variable significantly related to delinquent behaviors. Furthermore, 

results indicated that social learning variables mediated the relationship between social 

structure and delinquent behaviors. Policy implications and suggestions for further 

studies are also provided at the end of the dissertation.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Introduction to the Problem  

As outlined by Moffit (1990), some adolescents clearly behave in a non-normative 

way and engage in illegal or antisocial activities compared to others. The frequency of 

these deviant behaviors is also higher among adolescents than it is in other age groups 

(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). This diverse phenomenon is a common problem for most 

societies all over the world, though most of the deviant behavior related theories to 

explain this have been produced in Western countries. Therefore, there has been a 

great desire among sociologists, criminologists and policy makers to conduct cross-

cultural studies in order to more ably understand the different aspects of the problem 

and develop solutions for preventing this social problem (Junger-Tas, Terlouw, & Klein, 

1994). In addition, in efforts to comprehend the explanatory power of any theory, a 

study of cultural differences can provide a good opportunity for comprehending whether 

or not a specific theory can be applied universally, or whether it is more prone to 

explain a particular society. 

As in other societies, delinquency is a social problem in Turkish society and has 

been on the rise (Özdemir, Vazsonyi, & Cok, 2013). As seen in Figure 1, the number of 

violent crimes committed by Turkish adolescents increased dramatically from 25,412 to 

53,321 between 2008 and 2013 (TURKSTAT, 2014). Moreover, while the number of 

property crimes committed by Turkish adolescents was 22,891 in 2008, it increased to 

40,273 in 2013. Other types of crimes also increased from 9485 to 19,125 over a 6 year 

period (2008-2013). Over and above these facts, Figure 1 indicates that a dramatic rise 
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was also observed in the total number of crimes committed by Turkish adolescents 

which rose from 62,441 to 115, 429 over 6 years.  

  In addition, in comparison to Western countries, the cultural differences in Turkey, 

with its mixture of Islamic and Secular norms deserves specific attention because such 

research may reveal how sociological and behavioral dissimilarities affect deviant 

trajectories among these adolescents. 

Figure 1.1 

Number of Crimes Committed By Turkish Adolescents 
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In this vein, along with their colleagues from different countries, 

Turkish criminologists and sociologists have started to test Western crime theories over 

the last ten years, in efforts to examine to what extent these dominant theories explain 

delinquency in Turkey (Özbay & Özcan, 2006; Özbay, 2012; Özdemir, Vazsonyi & Cok, 

2013; Unal & Cukur, 2011). Among Western crime theories, social learning theory has 

been one of the most influential approaches in the field of criminology, sociology and 

the behavioral sciences. Since 1966, when Akers and Burgess published the first version 

of social learning theory, many researchers have benefited from this theory in their 

attempts to explain delinquency among adolescents. In addition, as a result of feedback 

from these studies, the theory was enhanced and renamed social learning and social 

structure theory (SSSL) by Akers in 1998. This new theoretical framework covered a 

broader context and started to serve as a general theory for explaining crimes in the 

realm of criminology and sociology. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 
Since Ronald L. Akers and Burgess proposed the theory of social learning (Burgess & 

Akers, 1966), the theory has received significant attention, and many studies have been 

published to explain the relationship between social learning process and delinquency 

(see details in Akers & Jensen, 2006). However, there is still a need for empirical 

studies on Akers social structure and social learning theory (SSSL) which is a general 

theory of crime, aimed at explaining the reasons for crimes by examining both macro 

level and micro level factors, because the explanatory power of the theory is still 

criticized by some scholars (Pratt et al., 2010). In this vein, this study aspired to make a 

contribution to the literature of Akers general theory of crime, Social Structure and 
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Social Learning Theory (SSSL). Furthermore, another original contribution to the 

criminology and sociology field might be the observation of cultural differences in 

deviant behavior that has received little attention in previous studies. To put this 

argument another way, Turkish society as a different culture provides a notable venue 

for testing Western crime theories, as the social domains such as the family and 

community play a more important role in the associations of individuals in their daily 

lives in comparison to Western Societies (Karakus, McGarrel, & Basibuyuk, 2010). While 

Akers and Sender (2006) argued that social learning theory was not directly related to 

culture and social bounds, with a dominantly Muslim population, the social ties and 

behaviors of Turkish individuals clearly follow different patterns, compared to those in 

Western societies (Wasti, 1998). Therefore, this study, which was conducted in a 

dominantly Muslim country for the first time, attempted to reveal the degree to which 

cultural differences and similarities can explain findings related to youth delinquency 

based on Akers Social Structure and Social Learning Theory (SSSL).  

1.3. Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine delinquency among Turkish high school 

students and explain the underlying factors that affect deviant behaviors of Turkish 

Youth from the perspective of Akers Social Structure and Social Learning Theory 

(SSSL).That is, this dissertation aimed at presenting the effects of components of the 

social learning process and background features of youth stemming from the social 

structure they are immersed in on delinquency among Turkish youth.  In addition, this 

study was designed to delve into differences between Western Society and Turkish 

Society, considering deviant behaviors among youths, which occur very commonly. 
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Moreover, in addition to having different family values coming from Islamic and national 

traditions, rapid social change in interfamilial roles due to modernization and 

globalization in Turkey would make this study unique. In addition to all this, this study 

intended to make a contribution to the literature of social structure and social learning 

theory by expanding the scope of the study to a different culture, Turkey. 

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine how social structure and social 

learning process affects delinquency among Turkish adolescents. In this vein, the 

research questions examined in this study asked:  

1. To what extent social structure variables explain delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents? 

2. To what extent Social Learning variables explain delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents? 

3. How Social Learning variables mediate the relationship between social structure and 

delinquency?  

1.4. Outlines of the Study 
This dissertation consists of 6 chapters excluding references and the appendix.  

The first chapter provides an introduction to the study, and describes its purpose and 

significance.  

In the second chapter, the theoretical framework and the literature are reviewed. 

For this purpose, first, the outline of social structure and social learning theory is 

introduced. In addition, the literature review is examined in a historical perspective, 

meaning that differential association, social learning theory and social structure and 
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social learning theory are reviewed. After providing a section touching on a critique of 

social learning theory, Turkish literature related to delinquency is provided.     

  The third chapter provides a summary of the literature review, with a specific 

focus on variables used in the analysis, and hypotheses of the study are provided. The 

following chapter describes the structure of the methodology including the data 

approaches, sample and sampling strategies, measurements and statistical analysis. 

The fifth chapter presents the results of the descriptive, bivariate and multivariate 

analysis. The last chapter begins with a discussion and conclusion section, after that it 

provides policy implications based on the results, and the limitations of the study are 

discussed as well. 
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CHAPTER 2           

A REVIEW OF THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
2.1 Development of the Theory 

The kernel of Social Learning Theory comes from social psychology and 

behavioral science, though it is accepted as one of the most common theories in the 

realms of sociology and criminology (Akers & Sellers, 2009). The early formation of the 

theory was presented by Edwin H. Sutherland under the name of “Differential 

Association Theory” (Sutherland, 1947). Recall that, in the 1920s and 1930s, a 

biological approach was used as the most common approach for explaining the reasons 

underlying criminal activities (Williams & McShane, 2010).  

A Chicago criminologist, Sutherland, criticized the biological theory approach, 

however, and argued that crime is part of a learning process (Lilly, Cullen, & Ball, 

2010). In addition, Jeffrey (1965) contributed to Sutherland’s Differential Association 

theory by proposing the Differential Reinforcement theory that focuses on social 

approval, satiation, and deprivation. While the works of Sunderland (1947)’ and Jeffrey 

(1965) constitute primary versions of the social learning theory, Burgess and Akers 

(1966) enhanced the theory of social learning to include a more enlarged social context, 

covering the reformulation of differential association, as well as benefiting from the 

research findings of behavioral physiologists. Moreover, Akers (1973) improved the 

social learning theory in the context of deviant behavior in his seminal publication. In a 

sociological sense, social learning theory is compatible with symbolic interactionism 

covering the exchange of meaning and symbols (Akers & Sellers, 2009). In addition, the 

theory is also related to the cognitive learning theories formulated by Albert Bandura 
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(1973).  

After formulating Social Learning Theory and applying the theory in different 

studies, Akers proposed a new general theory of crime, the Social Structure and Social 

Learning (SSSL) theory, in order to have more power to explain the underlying reasons 

for crimes and deviant behaviors (Akers & Sellers, 2009). 

2.1.1. Social Learning Theory 
Social learning theory mainly consists of four core dimensions which 

are: differential association, definit ions, differential reinforcement, and 

imitation. 

Differential association refers to direct and indirect interactions with an 

individual or group such as friends and family. The definition can be enlarged by 

accepting the internet and media tools as an indirect interaction group (Warr, 2002). 

Influences of these groups on delinquent or deviant behavior play a specific role in the 

social learning process (Akers, 2009). In addition, the social learning process came into 

existence based on priority (interactions that happen first or earlier), duration (spend 

time with these interaction groups), frequency (the question of how often they interact 

with these groups), and intensity (closeness of the association with the interaction 

groups) factors (Akers & Jensen, 2010). 

Definit ions basically refer to one’s realization, justification and neutralization of 

criminal activities or deviant behaviors in a positive or a negative way (Akers & Jensen, 

2006). That is to say, it should be noted that definitions do not necessarily have a role 

to play in motivating or supporting criminal activities or deviant behaviors, but for 

purposes of justification or neutralization (Akers & Jensen, 2010). These definitions 
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might stem from religious, moral, values and norms that provide orientation for being 

favorable or unfavorable to criminal acts and deviant behaviors (Akers, 2009). 

Differential reinforcement basically refers to a reward or a punishment which 

might be social, emotional, or physical after the criminal act or deviant behavior (Akers 

& Jensen, 2006). While a reward can be social such as gaining respect of a friend or 

high status in a group, it can be antisocial such as pleasure derived after using alcohol 

or drug or money that has negative social consequences such as power and status 

(Akers, 2009). In addition, the same behavior can serve as a reward or a punishment at 

different times. That is, after being silent among adults, hearing good words such as “I 

was so proud of you” from parents can serve as a reward for a kid. However, the same 

behavior might be a problem and a punishment among friends if the child feels some 

form of exclusion from that group (Akers, 1973). 

Imitation is acting out a crime or acting in a deviant way after observing the 

same process (Akers & Sellers, 2009). For purposes of influencing the imitation process, 

the models can be friends, family, teachers or relatives, the dimensions of media such 

as TV, the internet, or the newspaper (Akers, 2009). 

In addition to the core dimensions of social learning theory discussed above, 

Akers (2009) proposed his general theory of crime, which is Social Learning and Social 

Structure Theory (SSSL), to expand and elaborate upon his original theory. Based on 

this theory, the social learning process has a mediating role in the context of the 

relationship between the social structure and criminal activities and deviant behaviors. 
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Figure 2.1 

Social Structure and Social Learning Theory  

Social Structure --- Social Learning      --------- Criminal       Behavior 

I. Society, community 

II. Age, gender, class, 

race 

III. Social 

Disorganization, 

Conflict 

IV.   Family, Peers, 

School, others 

Differential association, 

definitions, differential 

reinforcement, and imitation. 

Other learning variables 
Individual Behavior 

I.                   Differential Social Organization 

II.                Differential Location in the Social Structure 

III.             Theoretically Defined Structural Variables 

IV.             Differential Social Location in Groups 

(Akers & Sellers, 2009) 

2.1.2. Social Structure and Social Learning Theory 
As seen in Figure 1.2, social structure dimensions consist of Differential Social 

Organizations, Differential Locations; Differential Locations in the Social 

Structure, Theoretically Defined Structural Variables, and Differential Social Locations in 

Groups. It should be noted that these dimensions provide the social context in which 

criminal behavior occurs. 
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Aker (2009) used the term Differential Social Organization to refer to the 

ecological, community, or geographical differences of an individual. In addition, the 

term Differential Location in the Social Structure covers the socio demographic 

variables such as class, gender, race and ethnicity, marital status, age and similar 

characteristic of individuals, all of which are generally used in crime related studies as 

control and background variables. Moreover, the term Theoretically Defined 

Structural Variables refers to other crime theories such as anomie, social 

disorganization, group conflict or other theories tested and well-defined in crime and 

delinquency studies. Last, but not least, the term Differential Social Location in 

Groups is suggested to imply membership of the individual in relation to primary, 

secondary, and reference groups and social agencies such as the family, friendship 

groups, social and sport clubs, related school and daily life activities (Akers & Sellers, 

2009). 

2.2.    Literature Review  
A considerable amount of literature has been published on the relationship 

between Social Learning Theory and criminal and delinquent activities since Akers and 

Burgers (1966) formulated the differential association- reinforcement theory by 

expanding and elaborating on Edwin H. Sutherlands (1947) differential association 

theory (Akers & Jensen, 2006). It is safe to say that several attempts by researchers 

such as Jensen (1972), Krohn (1974), Burkett and Jensen (1975), Conger (1976), 

Jessor and Jessor (1977) were made to test social learning theory in the 1970s, which 

was a relatively short time after the publication of the original work of Akers and Burges 

(1966) (see the details in Akers & Jensen, 2006). In addition, during the 1980s, much 



 

12 
 

more information became available on social learning theory after the publication of 

many related studies including those of Minor (1980), Kandel and Adler (1982), Adrews 

(1980), Matsueda (1982), Dull (1983), Dembo, Grandon, La Voie, Schmeidler, and 

Burgos (1986), Lanza-Kaduce and Klug, (1986), and Lopez (1989).  A large and 

growing body of literature on social learning theory also continued to be published in 

the 1990s. For example, Sellers and Winfree (1990), Kandel and Davies (1991), McGee 

(1992), Rowe and Gulley (1992), Benda (1994), Esbensen and Deschenes (1998) can 

be accepted as some of the key studies on social learning theory published in the 

1990s.   

2.2.1   Early literature on Social Learning Theory  
The initial examples of Social Learning Theory were not introduced into the crime 

and deviance literature until the late 1970s (Akers & Jennings, 2009). However, 

differential association theory which is an early version frame of social learning theory 

and its examples such as Sutherland’s (1937) and Cressey’s famous work (1953), a 

study of the social psychology of embezzlement can be accepted as preliminary 

examples. After the 1955 empirical studies of researchers such as Volkman and Cressey 

(1963), Reiss and Rhodes (1964), started to emerge in the criminology literature.  As a 

particular example is a study by Short (1957) who conducted a survey that had a 

sample of 126 males and 50 females from State College of Washington, where Short 

examined components of differential associations such as frequency, duration, priority, 

and intensity which were found to be significant predictors of delinquent behavior. In a 

replication study of that conducted by Short (1957), Voss (1964) supported the 
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differential association theory through the statistical analysis of that study’s survey, 

which was completed by a sample of 620 seventh grade students from Honolulu and 

183 delinquents from Hawaii’s training school.  

In addition to all that, after introducing the “definition”  of “verbalization”  into 

the differential association theory by Cressey (1953), Skyes and Matza (1957) 

contributed to differential association theory by defining a new component known as 

neutralization. The term neutralization referred to the process of justification of 

adolescents when they are acting in a delinquent way.    

Before the new formulation of deferential association theory under the mane of 

“Differential association and reinforcement theory by Burgess and Akers (1966), Jeffery 

(1965) introduced a new version of the differential association theory by focusing on 

behavioral science concepts and using new components such as operant behavior, 

punishment and delinquent subcultures. In this vein, Jeffery’s (1965) work received 

considerable attention in the criminology literature since the theory was a combination 

of criminology and behavioral science.  

Over and above these perspectives, under the name  “Differential association 

and Reinforcement theory” Burgess and Akers (1966) presented the most 

comprehensive work in this field by reformulating the differential association theory. 

This new formulation explained the social learning process in a more detailed way; 

meaning that the new version formulated the differential association theory word for 

word, and created awareness among those in the field of criminology by showing that 
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behavioral science could be used to explain criminal acts (Burgess & Akers, 1966, p. 

131).   

The cornerstone of this work that employed social learning theory concepts was 

published in 1973 by Akers (1973) in a work entitled “Deviant Behavior: A social 

Learning Approach.”  Akers (1973, p.47) argued that “social learning’’ as a label was 

first used in the article of Burges and Akers (1966). It is safe to call the theory “social 

learning theory or differential association-reinforcement theory. In this new formulation, 

the theory or learning mechanism was defined by using 4 components: differential 

association, differential reinforcement, definition and imitation that are discussed above 

under the theoretical framework section. After this date, many empirical studies related 

to Sutherland’s differential association theory, and social learning theory emerged in the 

crime literature. Since Akers (2009) argued that social learning theory is the 

continuation of Sutherland’s differential association theory, some important empirical 

examples on the link between social learning theory or differential association theory 

and deviant behaviors are presented,  following the historical order described above.  

Since Jinsen (1972) operationalized neutralization which is the new component 

of differential association theory by Sykes and Matza (1957), the study deserves 

mention here. By drawing a sample with 1559 nonblack males from Richmond Youth 

Study (1965), Jensen (1972) differential association or delinquent friends, and  

delinquent definitions significantly predicted delinquent behavior. In addition, another 

study conducted with his colleague, Burkey and Jensen (1975) supported the significant 

association between differential association and delinquent behavior based on a survey 
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of 546 males and 510 female students from Seattle, Washington.  

In another study, Conger (1976) compared two rival theories, social control 

theory and social learning theory. By using two surveys, conducted at Seattle Atlantic 

Center in 1964 and Western Contra Costa County, San Francisco in 1965, the results 

indicated that delinquent acts committed by friends are more important than peer 

attachment. In addition, Conger (1976) argued that the importance of differential 

association/peer delinquency as a variable to predict delinquency is not an opposing 

theme against control theory, but one that goes “beyond it” (p. 36).  I argue that the 

study is important since the author used the label, social learning theory instead of 

differential association theory which is a signal  that social learning theory had started 

to be accepted as a main theory in the literature at that time. 

In the 1980s, numerous empirical studies continued to support differential 

association theory and social learning theory. In this vein, by using the study of Sykes 

and Matza (1957) as a framework, and obtaining a randomly selected sample from 

1973 Florida Prisons Survey, Minor (1980) presented the view that 

neutralization/justification of criminalist plays an important role when delinquency 

occurs. Moreover, Matsueda (1982) compared differential association theory and social 

control theory, and thereby benefitted from the Richmond Youth Project. Results 

showed that differential association theory provides an explanation for the role of 

delinquency over social control theory. Conducting a mail survey with a systematic 

random sample, having 2000 individual among Texas dwellers, Dull (1983) found that 

differential association had a statistically and significant impact on individual use of 
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alcohol and marijuana, and smoking tobacco.  

 In an important study, Winfree and Griffiths (1983) tested social learning theory 

rather than only differential association. What made their study unique was the use of 

independent variables touching on the definitions, social reinforcements, 

social/nonsocial reinforcements, differential association and the sample size, consisting 

of 129 males and 148 males who lived in a rural area, which is a Rocky Mountain 

community. The study provided empirical support for social learning theory. In addition, 

the study provided a framework for explaining the behavior of rural  adolescents in the 

context of using marijuana.  

Comparing the effects of the social learning process, and the deterrence effect of 

sanctions on marijuana use among adolescents, Meier, Burkett, and Hickman (1984) 

argued that differential association/ peer marijuana use is the most important variable 

explaining individual marijuana use based on results obtained from the analysis 

examining a panel study of youth conducted in two public schools from the Pacific 

Northwest with a sample size of 265 adolescents.  Highlighting the importance of 

differential association and age for explaining deviant behaviors and drawing a sample 

of 341 male New Jersey adolescents from the Rutgers health and Human Development 

Project, La Grange and White (1985) noted that delinquent associations should be 

considered in the light of age, which has an impact on social control measures and 

other associations.  

In a different study, Massey and Krohn (1986) used both social control and 



 

17 
 

differential association theory to explain smoking attitudes among adolescents. This 

study, I argue, might represent an early version of social structure and social learning 

theory (SSSL) since differential association theory was tested as a mediator on a well-

designed theory, social control theory, meaning that Akers (2009) discussed the fact 

that theoretically defined structural variables that could be used in describing social 

structure features. In this vein, Massey and Krohn (1986) presented the view that social 

structure variables such as socio economic status, and social control variables such as 

family attachment, peer attachment, commitment and belief influence differential peer 

association, which has an impact on smoking based on the results of a structural 

equation model produced by an analysis drawn from a sample in a panel study of 1065 

high school students in a mid-size community. Similarly, Dembo, Grandon, Voie, 

Schmeidler, and Burgos  (1986) examined the effects of family attachment and family 

drug use on the social learning process of individual drug users among adolescents. By 

benefitting from data gathered in a high school, in the South Bronx, New York, results 

indicated that attachment to family has a role to play in understanding differential peer 

association which is statistically and significantly correlated with drug use.   

Different from others, Burkett and Warren (1987) focused on religiosity and its 

impact on marijuana use via peer associations. Drawing on a sample of 264 high school 

students from panel study data, results revealed that peer association is a mediator 

between religiosity and delinquent behaviors. In addition, the authors noted that not 

only social learning theory, but also social control theory should be used together to 

explain deviant behavior among adolescent.  Collecting data with a sample size of 768 
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adolescents between 9th through 12th grades from a high school in urban realms of 

western United States, Johnson, Marcos, and Bahr (1987) examined the relationship 

between drug use, and social learning variables such as peer associations, parental 

drug use and definitions of friends, and social control variables such as parental 

attachment, religious attachment, and educational attachment. The study presented 

tangible evidence for social learning variables in particular for drug-using peers. Based 

on the results, it can be also said that drug using peers have more influence than drug 

using parents on attitudes of adolescents towards drug use. Comparing deviant 

behaviors of black and nonblack adolescents in the context of structure of family, and 

drawing on a sample with 1588 nonblack males and 1001 black males from the 

Richmond Youth Project, Matsueda and Heimer (1987) demonstrated that while the 

effect on delinquency of a broken family is larger among black adolescents in 

comparison to nonblack adolescents, the impact of social control variables is lower than 

social learning variables within both black and nonblack youths.   

Using social learning theory as a theoretical framework, Winfree, Griffiths, and 

Sellers (1989) studied the variation between Indian youths and Caucasian youths in the 

context of delinquency. Using a sample with 113 America Indian and 372 Caucasian 

adolescents from a high school of Rocky Mountain, the study revealed that the impact 

on drug use of social learning variables can vary between different sub cultures and 

race groups. The study contributed to the understanding of social learning theory and 

pointed out that more cross cultural studies should be done to increase understanding.   

Turning our focus to the 1990s, much more empirical support become available 
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for social learning theory in the literature. Touching on some examples, Sellers and 

Winfree (1990) focused on particular components of social learning theory: and 

differential association and definitions to examine youth drinking behaviors. After 

conducting an analysis with a sample of 373 middle school and 282 high school 

students that was drawn from panel data from a small southwestern city, it was found 

that parental discussions, peer discussions, other adult approval, peer approval, and 

peer drinking behaviors have influence on adolescents drinking behaviors and changing 

in drinking habits over time. In addition, Warr and Stafford (1991) focused on peer 

delinquency and peer behaviors to explain delinquency among adolescents. Drawing a 

sample 1,726 person from 11 to 17 years old from National Youth Survey, the authors 

demonstrated that while peer delinquency affects individual behaviors, which leads to 

delinquency, behavior of friends also has a strong impact on delinquency, including 

marijuana use, cheating and larceny. The study emphasized that behavior (definitions 

and norms) of friends should be paid attention to in order to fully understand the 

underlying reasons of delinquency. From a different point of view, Rowe and Gulley 

(1992) examined the effect of siblings’ substance use and delinquent behaviors on 

adolescents under the context of social learning process. Having a sample with 142 

sister pairs and 135 brother pairs, results indicated that siblings who are close to each 

other, spend time together, and common friends affect each other as far as delinquent 

behaviors and substance use goes.  

Touching on the problem of gangs, Winfree, Backstrom, and Larry (1994) 

attempted to reveal the underlying reasons for participation in gangs among youths by 
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applying the theoretical framework of social learning. Conducting a survey having a 

population of two independent public districts from New Mexico County, and a sample 

of 234 adolescents ranging from 9th to 11th grades, the results demonstrated that 

differential association and definitions has an impact on gang’s membership, and 

definition has an effect on all types of deviant activities.   

In addition, Thornberry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farnworth, and Jang (1994) explored 

how socialization affects delinquent behaviors among adolescents by analyzing a 

sample of 937 adolescents drawn from Rochester Youth Development Study. Results 

demonstrated that having more delinquent friends results in more delinquent behaviors, 

and having more friends who have higher level of delinquent beliefs leads to have more 

delinquent behaviors which is an expletory variable for delinquent attitudes.  Centering 

parental and peer influences as the main explanatory themes, Reifman, Barnes, 

Dintcheff, Farrell, and Uhteg (1998) found that friend’s drinking attitudes and parental 

control is the strongest predictor to understand heavy drinking based on their study 

having a sample size of 612 adolescents from urban areas of Buffalo, New York. 

 Moreover, covering a different type of crime, Skinner and Fream (1997) 

examined the relationship between effect of social learning process and computer 

crimes among college students. After analyzing the sample, having a 581 college 

students from a university of a southern state, results indicated that differential 

association and definition have an impact on all kinds of cyber related crimes. In 

another study, by illustrating the link between marital violence and the social learning 

process, Mihalic and Elliott (1997) analyzed the data with a sample of 360 females and 
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290 males that were taken from the National Youth Survey, and concluded that 

witnessing violence and becoming a victim in the original family as an imitation process 

leads to marital violence. In addition, the authors presented the view that the social 

learning process has more influence on female than males.   

Before finishing the section of early literature on social learning theory, it is 

essential to mention those empirical studies conducted by Akers and his colleagues.  To 

give some examples of these, Akers, Krohn, Lanza-Kaduce, and Radosevich (1979) 

presented one of the most important and cited empirical studies to demonstrate how 

the process of socialization and learning influence adolescents in the name of 

delinquency. Collecting data that had a sample of 3,062 males and females, the study 

tested the effect of selected components of the social learning theory on alcohol and 

marijuana abuse. Results indicated that all outcome variables were statistically related 

to differential association, differential reinforcement, definitions and imitations. In 

addition, focusing on smoking and social learning process, Lauer, Akers, Massey, and 

Clarke, (1982) revealed that smoking attitudes of parental and peer tobacco use  are 

correlated with the attitudes of adolescent smoking use determined based on a survey 

conducted in Muscatine, Iowa among 2156 student ages between 12 to 18.  In another 

smoking study, Akers and Lee (1996) illustrated the relationship between social learning 

theory and smoking by using 5 years of longitudinal data that had a sample of 454 

students ranging from 7th grades to 12th from an Iowa based city. The result produced 

by structural equation modelling demonstrated that deferential reinforcements, 

definitions and differential association played a significant role in explaining the reasons 
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for smoking among adolescents though the differential association model had more 

explanatory power than the other components. In addition, with the same data, 

centering age and comparing social learning theory and control theory, the study of 

Akers and Lee (1999) suggested that the social learning process has a mediation effect 

on the link between age and substance use though social control has a limited 

mediating effect on substance use.  

2.2.2   Recent Literature on Social Learning Theory   
Moreover, in recent years, there continues to be an increasing number of 

publications on social learning theory that were discussed above.  Narrowing this focus, 

are studies on the specific topic of delinquency among adolescents conducted recently 

and that have used social structure and social learning theory as a basis. For example, 

Lee, Akers, and Borg (2004) examined the mediation effect of social learning variables 

on social structure variables to explain adolescent alcohol and marijuana use by using 

Boys Town data. The results of the structural equation modelling process generally 

supported the hypothesis of the theory, SSSL. The study highlighted the importance of 

the social environment and social learning processes together in an attempt to 

understand substance and alcohol use. Focusing on the association between violence 

and the labor market and community, Belleair, Roscigno, and McNulty (2003) tested 

Social Learning and Social Structure theory with a data set from a longitudinal survey of 

25,000 middle school students. The study reported support for the hypotheses that 

would promulgate mediation by the social learning process and family structure 

between the labor market structure and violence. In addition, with a sample of 
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university students from eight university campuses, Lanza-Kaduce and Capece (2003) 

examined to what extent Social Learning and Social Structure (SSSL) theory explained 

binge drinking. The study showed there was a significant relationship between binge 

drinking and social learning variables, which was compatible with the findings of a great 

deal of the previous work. In addition, most of the hypotheses related to the social 

structure context were supported by the results. 

Over and above the studies described in the previous paragraphs, Holland-Davis 

(2006) tested the first full Social learning and Social structure (SSSL) model to explain 

substance use among American adolescents. After conducting multilevel modelling with 

a sample 3065 students who participated in the Boys Town survey, the results 

suggested that social learning variables mediated the majority of social structure 

variables found to explain substance use. 

In addition to all the above examples, the book edited by Akers and Jensen 

(2011) consisted of studies examining the link between crimes and learning process 

covers recent publications that deserve to be mentioned here and some of them will be 

discussed under the headline of comparative literature. As an example, Button and Ogle 

(2011) proposed an alternative approach for explaining homicide and suicide by offering 

social learning theory as a framework to understand the underlying reasons. The main 

center of the study focused on the effect of group differences on suicide and homicide 

both of which are accepted by the authors as associated facts influencing each other. In 

this vein, the authors highlighted the importance of social interaction with primary and 

secondary groups and their impact on crime related behaviors.  In addition, the study 
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provided information on the importance of differential reinforcement and norms for 

understanding lethal actions. In sum, while their study did not include any empirical test 

, the authors presented a theoretical framework for further studies aimed at 

understanding homicide and suicide under the context of social learning theory. 

In another interesting study, Sellers, Cochran, and Winfree (2003) focused on 

the link between social learning theory and courtship violence. By conducting a survey 

among university students in Florida, the authors sought to find out how components of 

social learning theory such as imitation, definition, differential reinforcement and 

differential association affect psychical aggression which was accepted as deviant 

behavior by Akers (1973) if this was towards a current dating partner. Results 

demonstrated that differential association is the most influential variable explaining  

partner violence. The cost component of differential reinforcement is also an important 

predictor for helping us to understand the underlying reasons for courtship violence. 

Last but not least, based on the results, imitation of father or stepfather, mother or 

stepmother, siblings, other relatives, friends, and actors on TV/movies were found to 

play a key role in explaining the violence. 

Focusing on gender variation, Jensen (2003) examined the role of gender in 

delinquency. The study used three dimensions which were self-images of feminine, 

moral belief and differential association  to understand the relationship between gender 

and delinquency. The data was derived from the 1978-1979 Seattle Survey. The study 

provided a framework for further studies, and explored the link between gender and 

delinquency under the light of the social learning mechanism.  
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Focusing on deferential reinforcement in the context of delinquency, Brezina and 

Piquero (2003) encompassed the role of pleasure stemming from deviant behaviors as 

non-social reinforcement for delinquency.  By using data from the Youth and 

Deterrence study, the authors tested the impact of non-social reinforcement, which 

focused on the effects of alcohol / marijuana on delinquency, on the level of marijuana 

and alcohol use. In addition, the study delved into the social learning process and the 

effects of alcohol / marijuana. Results indicated that peer use and peer approval are 

positively associated with the likelihood of perception that alcohol and marijuana has a 

positive effect. On the other hand, moral belief had a negative effect on the likelihood 

of the perception. Last, but not least, results revealed that adolescents who have a 

perception that alcohol and marijuana has a positive effect, namely pleasure, are more 

likely to drink alcohol and use marijuana than others. The study highlighted two 

different aspects. First, having pleasure from substance use and alcohol is linked with 

the social learning process. Second, having pleasure and thinking that alcohol and 

marijuana have a positive effect is a form of non–social reinforcement that increases 

the level of delinquency among adolescents.  

In their unique study, Wiesner, Capaldi, and Patterson (2003) examined the link 

between anti-social behavior and the social learning process. After reviewing the 

literature related to this link, the authors concluded that anti-social behavior can be 

understood very effectively by focusing on social inaction and social learning over the 

life span.  

In addition, different from those factors mentioned above, along with his 
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colleagues, Akers published many empirical studies to explain the relationship between 

delinquency, criminal activities, deviant behaviors and the social learning process 

including adolescent alcohol and drug use and abuse. To provide a specific example, 

Jennings, Tomsich, Gover, and Akers, (2011) tested social learning theory partially by 

focusing on nonsocial reinforcement. After conducting an analysis using the National 

Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), results showed the effect of nonsocial 

reinforcement on offenders. In another interesting example, Fox, Nobles, and Akers 

(2011) examined the link between the social learning process and stalking including 

threatening, harassing, and unwanted behaviors. Having a sample of 2783 college 

students from a southeastern university, the results indicated that differential peer 

reinforcement, differential association, and definitions were significantly related to 

stalking.  In addition, the study of Meneses and Akers (2011), and Hwang and Akers 

(2003) is another example that will be discussed under the comparative and cross 

national literature discussion section.  

2.2.3   Comparative and Cross National Literature on Social Learning Theory 
A feature of this study was that it required an in depth literature review that was 

related to the most recent cross cultural studies conducted by using Social Learning and 

Social Structure Theory (SSSL). To understand the explanatory power of the theory, 

Kim (2010) analyzed substance use among South Korean adolescents with a sample of 

1021 high school student. The most unique feature of the study was its attempt to 

compare social bounding and self-control theories with SSSL theory. Results of the 

study were consistent with previous literature on SSSL and provided tangible evidence 
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for the higher explanatory power of SSSL than social bounding and self-control theory.  

Moreover, Miller, Jennings, Alvarez-Rivera, and Miller (2008) delved into cross-

cultural efficacy of social learning theory to explain substance use among Puerto Rican 

adolescents with a sample size of 305 students between the ages of 14 and 19. Results 

were compatible with Social Learning theory and also highlighted the importance of the 

peer network stemming from public and private school differences. 

In their primary and highly important study, Meneses and Akers (2011) 

compared American and Bolivian University students to understand the level of 

explanatory power of the most leading social psychological theories of criminal and 

deviant behavior belonging to  United States criminology literature such as General 

Strain, Social Bonding, Self-Control, and Social Learning.  By using a sample consisting 

of 367 American and 420 Bolivian university students, results demonstrated that social 

learning theory has slightly more explanatory power than other theories. 

          Another cross cultural study by Tittle, Antonaccio, and Botchkovar, (2012) 

reported comparative results of three cities concerning the applicability of social 

learning theory in different cultures. Examining the data from house-hold surveys 

conducted in three European Cities: Athens (Greece), Nizhni Novgorod (Russia), and 

Lviv (Ukraine), results provided support for social learning theory in efforts to 

understand violent and property offences. In addition, Wang and Jensen (2003) tested 

the social learning theory to explain delinquency among Taiwanese adolescents. 

Collecting data from nine high schools with a sample of 935 students, the results 

showed that features of the family have a role to play in school learning mechanisms in 
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the context of delinquency.  

 In addition to all that, another cross cultural study by Hwang and Akers (2003) 

was conducted to understand the effect of the social learning process on substance use 

among Korean Adolescents.  By comparing the applicability of social learning theory 

with social bounding and self-control theory and using a sample of 1012 Korean 

Adolescents from a Korean city, Pusan, the study revealed that differential peer 

association, and father’s use, had a significant effect on both alcohol use and tobacco 

smoking.  

2.2.4 . Critiques on Social Learning Theory 
While Social Learning Theory has become one of the most influential approaches 

over the last forty years for explaining delinquent behaviors, there have been always 

critiques by other scholars that show weaknesses of the theory. For example, Lilly, 

Cullen, and Ball (2010) noted that the reason for delinquency is habitus or where you 

live or which class you belong to rather than delinquent friends. In addition, Lilly and et 

al. (2010, p. 57) argued that the role of peers in explaining delinquency is “spurious”, 

since similar types of peers seek similar others to engage in undesirable behavior. In 

other words, adolescents becomes delinquent, and then they start to seek delinquent 

peers. Regarding this argument, another problem noted was that the structure of self-

report surveys on delinquency and the number of delinquent friends are similar in 

nature and in fact are measuring the same thing twice (Akers & Sellers, 2009).  

In addition, Warr (2002) discussed the fact that while social learning theory had 

been tested and was based on considerable empirical evidence, most of the studies 



 

29 
 

focused on substance use such as alcohol, smoking, marijuana, and illegal drug use and 

neglected minor delinquency. The theory thus needs more support for other types of 

deviant behaviors. Another critique by Warr and Stafford (1991), discussed the fact that 

peer behaviors and attitudes are as important as peer delinquency. I argue that while 

the authors criticized differential association theory, the same deficiency exists in social 

learning theory.    

2.2.5. Turkish Literature on Delinquency 
 

As discussed in the introduction section, as in other societies, juvenile 

delinquency is one of the most important problems in Turkish Society. However, even 

though the Turkish literature dominantly consists of recent publications published after 

2000s there is still a need for more research in this area. While before the 2000s there 

had been some research on delinquency in Turkey (Turk Kriminoliji Enstitusu, 1953; 

Tuncer, 1976 ;Yavuzer , 1981), most of the studies have been conducted after 2000s.  

In this vein, it safe to say that, after 2000s, many publication appeared in the Turkish 

Literature concerning  criminology and that tested  Western Origin theories and 

different variables to explain delinquent behaviors such as: the relationship between 

juvenile delinquency and social class (Özbay, 2006), self-control theory and violence 

among Turkish adolescents (Özbay & Köksoy, 2009), testing Hirschi's Social Bonding 

Theory (Özbay, & Özcan, 2006a), classic strain theory and delinquency under the 

context of gender (Özbay, & Özcan, 2006b), the role of family on delinquent behaviors 

(Isir, Tokdemir,  Küçüker, & Dulger, 2007), the impact on self-esteem, family rituals, 
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religiosity and conforming activities on delinquency (Roberts, Gunes,  & Seward, 2011), 

the role of school on delinquency (Ünal, & Çukur, 2011), the impact of school types on 

delinquency  (Ünlü, Evcin, Yilmaz, & Dalkilic, 2013), socio-demographic characteristics 

of juvenile delinquents in Turkey (Zeren,  Arslan, Yengil, Karanfil,  Akçan, & Oksuz, 

2013), the role of the family and self-control on delinquency (Ozdemir, Vazsonyi,  & 

Cok, 2013), and the impact of self-esteem on deviant behaviors ( Sankir, 2014).   

While these studies discussed above did not use the social learning approach as 

a theoretical framework, some of them touched on variables which are, at the same 

time, components of social learning theory. That is, the study of Özbay (2006), having a 

sample of 1710 high school students from Ankara, the capital city of Turkey,  presented 

the view that the delinquent peers/ differential association factor has a significant 

impact on violent crimes, school delinquency, and public disturbances among Turkish 

adolescents. In addition, based on research conducted among 973 college students by 

Özbay and Köksoy (2009) these authors indicated that the factor of criminal friends/ 

differential association was significantly related to public violence and other forms of 

violence. In addition, conducting a survey with 277 adolescent, Yüksel-Şahin (2013) 

presented the view that peer deviance influences delinquent behaviors. Considering 

norms and definitions, Özbay and Özcan (2006a) reported that beliefs of adolescents 

had an effect on violent crime, school delinquency, and public disturbances among high 

school students from Ankara.   

In sum, the Turkish literature, mostly published after 2000s, has not applied 

social learning theory to understand the underlying reasons for delinquent behaviors 
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among Turkish adolescents. However, it can be said that one of the main 

measurements of differential association theory, namely delinquent peers, has been 

used as an explanatory variable to predict these deviant behaviors. In addition, the 

studies which examined peer delinquency through statistical analyses had significant 

results, and noted that peer delinquency and individual delinquency are significantly 

correlated.      
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CHAPTER 3  

SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS 
In the previous sections, the theoretical framework and literature review related 

to the relationship between social structure and social learning, and delinquent 

behaviors were presented. In light of this review, in this section, the research questions 

of the study and the study hypotheses are clarified to demonstrate how the predictions 

were promulgated based on each variable used in the study to explain delinquent 

behaviors among Turkish Adolescents.  

3.1. Social Learning Model 
Assessing the impact of the social learning process on delinquency, four 

components of social learning theory were hypothesized to derive  the answer to the 

first research question:  

To what extent do Social Learning variables explain delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents? 

3.1.1. Differential Association 
It is safe to say that the kernel of  delinquency studies lies in the association 

between peers and delinquent behaviors (Haynie, 2001). This relationship is not only a 

central predictor for delinquent studies, but also the heart of differential association and 

social learning theory. Moreover, there is sufficient evident that there is a strong and 

positive relationship between peer delinquency and an individual’s own delinquency, 

and peer delinquency has been used as one of the most important predictors to 

understand the underlying reasons for delinquent behaviors even though the names of 

the theoretical frameworks are different . In addition, cross national studies also found 
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that differential association is not only an important predictor for explaining delinquent 

acts among adolescents, but also plays a major role in understanding crimes in different 

cultures. Over and above all this, studies conducted in Turkey have demonstrated that 

peer delinquency follows the same pattern, and increases an individuals’ own 

delinquency among Turkish adolescents, which constitutes the population of  this study 

. Therefore, it was expected that:  

H1: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between differential association and delinquency.            

3.1.2. Definitions 
The justification for deviant behaviors by adolescents is a major step before engaging in 

delinquent acts (Sykes & Matza, 1957).  On the other hand, having norms for being 

against deviant behaviors can be prohibitive for engaging in delinquency, and these 

norms can come from a society, religion, family or similar social institution in which 

adolescents live (Akers, 2009). Many empirical studies have provided tangible evidence 

that supports the idea that claims that having norms favorable to delinquency increases 

the likelihood of engaging in criminal acts (Akers et al., 1979; Jensen, 1972; Minor, 

1980; Winfree & Griffiths,1983; Lanza-Kaduce & Capece, 2003; Lee et al., 2004; Marcos 

& Bahr, 1987; Massey & Krohn, 1986; Sellers & Winfree, 1990; Thornberry et al., 1994; 

Winfree et al., 1994; ). In addition, studies conducted in the U.S. that are cross-national 

produced similar results (Kim, 2010; Menese & Akers, 2011; Tittle et al., 2012). 

Considering the literature produced in Turkey, although no specific study has been 

conducted that centers on social learning theory, belief and norms were examined 
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under different theoretical approaches such as social control theory, containment 

theory, and were used to explain the effect of beliefs on delinquent behaviors (Özbay & 

Özcan, 2006a; Ozbay, 2008; Roberts et al., 2011). In this regard, while Turkish society 

provides a different structure of culture than Western Societies in the name of religion, 

customs and norms, I expected similar results since most of the deviant behaviors were 

undesirable behaviors in Turkish society as well. Therefore, I promulgated that: 

H2: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between norms/definitions favorable to deviant behaviors and delinquency.           

3.1.3. Differential Reinforcement  
Differential reinforcement can be constituted by a social fact or a non-social fact 

such as emotion, sense, and pleasure that prevents adolescents from engaging in 

delinquent behaviors or encouraging adolescents to behave in a delinquent way (Akers, 

2009). In that sense, reinforcement might involve the cost, reward and negative 

reaction to delinquency by others. As discussed in the previous chapter, similar to other 

components of social learning theory, the literature reports many studies, showing that 

cost, reward and reaction to delinquent behaviors by others have a significant impact 

on deviant behaviors (Akers & Lee, 1996; Akers & Krohn, 1979; Sellers et al., 2003; 

Winfree & Griffiths, 1983). In addition, studies conducted in different counties have 

provided empirical evidence for the link between differential reinforcement and 

delinquent behaviors (Hwang & Akers, 2006;Kristjansson et al. 2010; Yun & Kim, 2014;  

). On the other hand, there is limited evidence as to how cost, reward and reactions by 

family or others affect adolescents’ deviant behavior in Turkey. In light of the literature 



 

35 
 

review, I anticipated that: 

H3: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and negative relationship 

between cost of delinquent behaviors and delinquency, 

H4: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and negative relationship 

between reward of desirable behaviors and delinquency, 

H5: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and negative relationship 

between parental reaction to delinquent behaviors and delinquency. 

3.1.4. Imitations  
Considering social learning theory, imitation is a process of observing after 

replicating the deviant behavior (Akers & Jensen, 2006; Akers, 2009). In comparison to 

other components of the theory such as differential association, differential 

reinforcement and norms/beliefs, there have been fewer sources of evidence linking 

imitation and delinquent behaviors. While friends, family, teachers or relatives, the 

dimensions of media such as TV, the internet, or the newspapers can be the source of 

imitation, the literature on social learning theory focuses on the imitation process that 

occurs in families. In this vein, studies that have focused on witnessing an argument or 

violence in a family context, and have found significant results, suggest that witnessing 

arguments and violence in a family setting is positively related to deviant behaviors 

(Mihalic & Elliott, 1997; Sellers et al., 2003). In addition, in the context of Western 

culture including the U.S and European countries, the impact  of witnessing violence in 

the family on delinquency has not only been  studied  by using social learning theory, 

but also by applying different theoretical frameworks . In this vein, I expected that: 
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H6: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between witnessing a serious argument in the family and delinquency,  

H7: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between witnessing violence in the family and delinquency.  

3.2. Social Structure Model 
As discussed in the theoretical framework and literature review section, Akers 

(2009) developed Social Structure and Social Learning (SSSL) theory after having 

examined a large body of research on social learning theory to elaborate and expand 

the theory. In this study, two components of social structure, namely differential 

location in the social structure and differential social location in groups were 

hypothesized to respond the second research question: 

 To what extent do social structure variables explain delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents? 

3.2.1. Differential Location in the Social Structure (Age & Gender) 
Age is a well-known predictor in studies related to social learning and other 

theoretical approach developed in criminology (Akers & Lee, 1999). Considering Turkish 

adolescents, studies on delinquency have provided mixed results, indicating both 

negative and positive relationship. For an example, the study of Ozbay (2006b) 

revealed that while age has a positive effect on school delinquency, it has a negative 

effect on public disturbance. In addition, the study of Ozbay (2006a) indicated that 

there is a positive relationship between age and total delinquency. In addition to all 

this, there are studies that have found no relationship between age and delinquency 

(Unal & Cukur, 2011). Based on the present literature review, I predicted that:  
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H8: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between age and delinquency. 

Gender has been always one of the central issues examined in the context of 

criminal research. While gender as a variable exists in most of the delinquency studies 

as a control variable there have been many studies centered on gender to understand 

deviant behavior that have concluded males have a stronger tendency to engage in 

delinquent behaviors (Bartusch & Matsueda,  1996; Campbell, 1990; Hagan, Gillis & 

Simpson, 1985; Jensen, 2003;  Piquero, Gover, MacDonald, & Piquer , 2005; Simon, 

1975;).  Moreover, Akers (2009, p. 338) argued that the behaviors of females follows a 

more confirmative way of behaving in comparison to males, since they are exposed to 

higher social control by their families.   In addition, using 1978-1979 Seattle survey, 

Jensen (2003) noted gender has a variable influence on criminal behavior as well as 

social learning processes. In the Turkish Context, several studies have provided 

correlative results (Özbay & Özcan, 2006a; Ozbay, 2008; Roberts et al., 2011). In this 

vein my hypothesis was that: 

H9: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and positive relationship 

between being male and delinquency. 

3.2.2. Differential Social Location in Groups (Family Structure) 
Family is the primary social institution in which associations are differentiated 

(Akers & Jensen, 2006). Moreover, family is the main actor or agency for providing 

social control for adolescents (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). In that sense, family 

structure, namely whether or not adolescents live with their both parents or live in the 

context of other arrangements can have an impact on social control, social learning, 
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integration into society and the regulation of all who have the capacity to encourage 

adolescents from engaging in delinquent behaviors. There has been sufficient support 

suggesting that living with two parents has a negative effect on delinquency (Akers, 

1994*; Akers & Jensen, 2006). Studies conducted in Turkey produced mixed results 

including no relationship (Altuner, Engin, Gürer, Akyay, & Akgül, 2009) and a 

relationship  with delinquency. Based on the literature covering both Western and 

Turkish contexts, I promulgated that: 

H10: Among Turkish adolescents, there would be a significant and negative 

relationship between living with two parents and delinquency.  
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CHAPTER 4  

METHODOLOGY 
4.1. Data 

The data, which was used in this study, originated from a survey conducted by 

the European Cities Against Drug (ECAD)1 organization. The project employed by ECAD 

that provided the data for this study is the Youth in Europe project (YIE)2. ECAD is a 

European organization aimed at promoting a drug free Europe. In this vein, the 

organization started an international comparative study related to drug prevention, and 

social problems of youth in Europe. The project covers ECAD member cities, and in the 

context of this project, the data used in this study, Youth in Europe Survey of 

Istanbul/Bagcilar was conducted in 2007 as part of the comparative study among ECAD 

member cities. Since the data was collected only once on December of 2007, it is cross-

sectional data.  

The survey was administrated to 2445 high school students using a random 

sampling selection technique.  The sample surveyed consisted of 10th grade students. 

The language of the survey was Turkish.  

While Bagcılar where the survey was delivered is a province of Istanbul rather 

than a city, its population and density is higher than most of the Turkish cities with a 

population of 700,000 Turkish citizens (TURKSTAT, 2014). Another important feature of 

Bagcilar is that the residents of the province, on average, consist of lower class families. 

The survey questions were designed from the Youth in Europe surveys that were 

                                           
1  See the website for more details : http://www.ecad.net/  

2  See the website for more details :  http://www.youthineurope.org/ 
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created by the Icelandic Center for Social Research and Analysis (ICSRA)3. The survey 

was designed to measure social problems among youth, covering delinquent behavior, 

school attachment, health status, and academic achievement (James, Kristjánsson, & 

Sigfúsdóttir, 2011; Kristjansson, Sigfusdottir, & Allegrante, 2013; Sigfusdottir, 

Kristjansson, & Agnew, 2012) behavior of smoking and alcohol  (Kristjansson, 

Sigfusdottir, Allegrante,  & Helgason, 2009); leisure activities (Thorlindsson & 

Halldorsson, 2010); emotional features of adoloscence (Sigfusdottir, Farkas,  & Silver, 

2004); and suicidal attitudes (Thorlindsson, & Bernburg, 2009). 

4.3. Measurement  
4.3.1. Dependent variable: Delinquent Behaviors 

The delinquency index, the dependent variable of the study, was created using 

13 items. Respondents were asked how often (if ever) they had done any of the 

following during the last 12 months: stolen something worth less than 3 normal movie 

tickets, stolen something worth more than 3 normal movie tickets, used physical 

violence in order to rob/steal, broken into a building or a car to steal, damaged or 

vandalized things that did not belong to you, punched somebody, knocked somebody 

over, kicked somebody, hit/slapped somebody, held somebody by their neck, 

threatened somebody with violence, forced somebody to have sexual relations with 

someone, forced somebody to have sexual intercourse with someone? The concept and 

questions of the index were created by ICSRA and were used previously in peer 

reviewed articles (Heimer, & Matsueda, 1994; Sigfusdottir, Farkas, & Silver, 2004; 

Sigfusdottir, Thorlindsson, & Bjarnason, 2007; Thorlindsson &  Bernburg, 2006; Warr, 

                                           
3  See the website for more details : http://www.rannsoknir.is/rg/english/ 
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1993). In these studies, the internal consistency of the index had been tested 

successfully by calculating the Cronbach's alpha score. 

Initially, the response categories ranged from never (1) to 18 times or more (7). For 

creating an index, first, each item was coded as “0” if the respondent was not involved 

in delinquency in the last year and “ 1” if the respondent was involved in delinquency 

one or more times last year. After that, the summative index that indicated the number 

of delinquency acts in which adolescents engaged was created and had a Cronbach's 

alpha score (.889). In doing so, the index of delinquency yielded a summative score 

ranging from 0 to 13. This measurement was replicated from the study of Hayne (2002)  

Table 4.1  

Measurement of Delinquency 

Question Responds 

How often during last 12 months : 
1) Stolen something worth less than 
3 normal movie tickets, 
2) Stolen something worth more than 
3 normal movie tickets, 
3) Used physical violence in order to 
rob/steal, 
4) Broken into a building or a car to 
steal, 
5) Damaged or vandalized things that 
did not belong to you, 
6) Punched somebody, 
7) Knocked somebody over, 
8) Kicked somebody, 
9) Hit/slapped somebody, 
10)Held somebody by their neck, 
11) Threatened somebody with 
violence. 
12)  Forced somebody to have sexual 

relations with you 

1= Never 
 
2= Once 
 
3= 2-5 times 
 
4= 6-9 times 
 
5=10-13 times 
 
6= 14-17 times 
 
7=18 times or more 
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13)   Forced somebody to have 
sexual intercourse with you 

 
 

4.3.2. Independent Variables  
Differential association was measured using an index consisting of 8 items. Each 

item measures different kinds of delinquency of peers. Questions posed included “how 

many of your friends do you think have done the following during the last 12 months?: 

stolen something worth more than 3 movie tickets, broken into a building or a car in 

order to steal, damaged or vandalized things that did not belong to you; searched out 

for fights, picked fights, smoked cigarettes, smoked hash or marijuana, drank alcohol. 

The responses vary from none (1) to all (5). The index was calculated by summing each 

item and then divided by the number of questions to keep the original scale (Cronbach's 

alpha =.879). The higher score indicates the higher level of having delinquent friends.     

The concept and questions were operationalized by ICSRA and tested before being 

utilized (Heimer & Matsueda, 1994; Thorlindsson  & Bernburg, 2006). 

Table 4.2  

Measurement of Differential Association 

Question Responds 

How many friends have done in last 12 
months: 

1) Stolen something worth more than 3 
movie tickets, 
2) Broken into a building or a car to 
steal, 
3) Damaged or vandalized things that 
did not belong to you, 
4) Search out for fights, 
5) Pick fights, 

 1= None 
 
 2=A few 
 
 3=Some 
 
 4=Most 
 

           5= All 
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6) Smoke cigarettes, 
7) Smoke hash or marijuana, 
8) Drink alcohol,  

 

Definit ions included 7 items asking respondents to report whether or not they 

justify engaging in delinquent behaviors based on some situations such as “punching 

people to protect their honor in their peer group”, “beating up when someone treats 

them badly”, “responding to a personal attack for not being a coward in a group of 

friends,” or “sometimes smoking cigarettes, drinking alcohol, smoking cannabis for not 

being left out in the peer groups. Responses range from 1 “agree” to 4 “strongly 

disagree”. Questions were reverse coded. In doing so, the higher score reflects higher 

level of justification for delinquency. The index was created with a high enough 

Cronbach's alpha (.749), indicating the mean score of 7 items. The higher score were 

taken to mean higher levels of favorable norms for delinquency. The questions and 

conceptualization were developed by the ICRSA (2008). 

Table 4.3  

Measurement of Definitions/Norms 

Question Responds 

What do you consider important to do to 
gain respect from your friends?  

 1) Sometimes there are situations that 
justify people being beaten up or hit 

    2)  When someone treats me badly I 
think it is okay to beat up him/her or hit 
him/her 

   3) Sometimes you need to hit or punch 

1=Agree 
 
2=Agree somewhat 
 
3= Disagree somewhat 
 
4= Strongly disagree 
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people to protect your honor in your peer 
group 

   4) One who does not respond to a 
personal attack...is considered a coward 
in my group of friends 

   5) Sometimes it is necessary to smoke 
cigarettes in order not to be left out of 
the peer group 

    6) Sometimes it is necessary to  drink 
alcohol in order not to be left out of the 
peer group 

    7) Sometimes it is necessary to smoke 
cannabis in order not to be left out of the 
peer group 
 

 

 

For the variable entitled cost of differential reinforcement, a 5-item index 

was used. Respondents were originally asked to what degree selected delinquent 

actions were considered as a reason for losing respect from their friends:  drinking 

alcohol, smoking cigarettes, smoking cannabis, rebelling against the rules of adults, and 

stealing from shops. Response categories included: 1= Increases respect a lot, 2= 

Increases respect somewhat, 3= Has no effect, 4= Decreases respect somewhat, and 

5= Decreases respect a lot. With an adequate Cronbach's alpha score (.851), the higher 

score on the index indicated a higher cost, namely, a lower level of respect. The index 

was developed by ICRSA (2008).   
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Table 4.4 

Cost of Differential Association 

Question Responds 

What do you consider important to do to 

gain respect from your friends?  

1) To drink alcohol, 
2) To smoke cigarettes, 
3) To smoke cannabis, 
4) To be against the rules of adults, 
5) To steal from shops. 

   1= Increases respect a lot 

   2= increases respect somewhat 

   3= Has no effect 

   4= Decreases respect somewhat 

   5= Decreases respect a lot 

 

 In order to measure the reward of differential reinforcement, a two-item 

index was constructed based on the perceptions of  which kinds of  the following  

desirable behaviors  lead to gains in respect from  friends such as doing well in school, 

and doing well in sports. The response options ranged from 1 “Increases respect a lot” 

to 5 “decreases respect a lot.” Responses were reverse coded to produce a summative 

mean score with marginally high enough Cronbach's alpha score (.671), and the higher 

score on the index represented a higher level of differential reinforcement for gaining 

respect from friends. The index was created by ICRSA.  

Table 4.5  

Measurement of Reward of Differential Association 

Question Responds 

What do you consider important to do to 
gain respect from your friends?  
 

1) To do well in school, 

 1= Increases respect a lot 

 2= increases respect somewhat 
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2) To do well in sports.  3= Has no effect 

 4= Decreases respect somewhat 

 5= Decreases respect a lot 

 

Another differential reinforcement variable, parental reaction to delinquent 

behaviors was formed as an index including 3 items. Respondents were asked how their 

parents would react if they would engage in delinquent behaviors such as: (1) smoking 

cigarettes (2) drinking alcohol and (3) smoking cannabis. Initial response options 

ranged from 1 “Totally against” to 4 “They would not care”. Reverse coding was 

conducted to construct an index consisting of the mean of 3 items scores and where 

the higher score reflected higher levels of reaction by parents to delinquency 

(Cronbach's alpha =. 792). The index was developed by ICSRA  

Table 4.6  

Measurement of Parental Reaction 

Question Responds 

How do you think your parents would react 
if you did any of the following?  
 
1) Smoke cigarettes,  
2) Become drunk, 
3) Smoke Cannabis. 

  1= Totally against 

  2= Very Much Against  

  3= Rather Much Against  

  4= They would not care 

 

Imitation was measured by two independent questions of whether or not 

respondents witnessed serious arguments by their parents, and physical violence in 
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their home where an adult was involved in 30 days, 12 months, and ever. For all three 

time periods, the questions having a response option of Yes (1) and No (0) were 

summed and recoded as 0= “No, never” and “1=Yes, sometimes”.  This measurement 

was used by Mihalic and Elliot (1997).  

Table 4.7  

Measurement of Imitation (Argument) 

Question Responds 

Have you ever : 
1) Experienced in last 30 days : 
Witnessed a serious argument by your 
parents 
2) Experienced in last 12 months: 
Witnessed a serious argument by your 
parents 
3) Experienced in more than 12 
months ago : Witnessed a serious 
argument by your parents 

                     1= Yes 
 
                     0=No                   

 

 

Table 4.8  

Measurement of Imitation (Violence) 

Question Responds 

Have you ever : 

1) Experienced in last 30 days  : 
Witnessed a physical violence in your 
home were an adult was involved 
2) Experienced in last 12 months : 
Witnessed a physical violence in your 
home were an adult was involved 

3) Experienced in more than 12 
months ago : Witnessed a physical 
violence in your home were an adult 
was involved 

                     1= Yes 
 
                     0=No                   
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Due to limitations of the data set, only two dimensions of social structure were 

tested out of a possible four. In this respect, age and gender were employed to 

represent Differential Location in the Social Structure. In addition, family 

structure was used to represent Differential Social Location in Groups. 

Age was centered for better interpretation. Gender was recoded as 1=Male and 

0=Female. A dummy variable was created for Family structure so that 1=Living both 

parents and 0=Living in other arrangements.  

4.4. Research Design and Analytic Framework 
While most researchers in this field traditionally prefer Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regression for their analysis, OLS regression requires particular assumptions such 

as having a normal distribution and linearity (Alison, 1999). In this vein, most 

delinquency studies have a problem when OLS regression is used to analyze the data, 

due to fact that delinquency as a dependent variable is generally highly and positively 

skewed since the majority of the cases are zero.  Logistic regression is a common 

method that collapses all delinquent events into 1 and denotes the dichotomous 

dependent variable as 1 and 0. However, this method has some validity problems since 

collapsing all the frequencies of delinquent behaviors into 1 might lead to 

underestimating the different ranges of delinquency (Piza, 2012). To eliminate these 

problems, a negative binomial regression approach was applied in this study. That is, a 

negative binomial regression approach is usually used for count variables having an 

over-dispersed distribution, particularly when the conditional variance of a dependent 

variable is greater than the mean of a dependent variable (Bruin, 2006). In this respect, 



 

49 
 

the negative binomial regression is a very useful method for explaining delinquency and 

aggregate crime rates and also for providing an opportunity to take the frequency of 

deviant behaviors into account (Osgood, 2000). 

To provide more details, after analyzing the data, descriptive statistics were 

presented including means, standard deviations, and ranges of the variables. A 

univariate analysis was conducted by examining the correlation coefficient to better 

understand the initial relationship between the dependent variable and each 

independent variable separately without controlling for any other variable. Multivariate 

analysis was executed using three different models. The first model covered social 

structure variables such as the independent variables. The second model was run with 

the social learning variable. In the third model, both social structure and social learning 

variables were introduced into the analysis. In doing so, the explanatory power and 

mediating role of the social learning variables was observed and reported. 
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CHAPTER 5  

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
5.1. Descriptive Statistic 

As seen in Table 1, the delinquency index which is the dependent/outcome 

variable of the study has a valid alpha score of.889. Minimum and maximum scores 

ranged from 0 to 13. That is, respondents having 13 points on the delinquency scale 

reported that they engaged in 13 different delinquent activities, which were described 

in the method section, on several occasions. Based on the mean and standard deviation 

of the dependent variable, it is safe say that the distribution of delinquency was highly 

and positively skewed, meaning that most of respondents had not engaged in any type 

of delinquent behaviors. That is, the percentage of students who did not engage in any 

type of delinquent behaviors is 61%, and the percentage of students who engaged in at 

least one type of delinquent behaviors is 39%. On average, adolescents reported 1.763 

points on the index of delinquency with the standard deviation of 2.740.  

To provide more detail about the dependent variable, as illustrated in Table 5.2, 

a relatively small percentage of property crimes were reported by respondents. For 

example, 3.4% adolescents reported that they had stolen something worth less than 3 

movie tickets once or more times, and a small number of those (% 2.9) responded that 

they had engaged once or more times in stealing something worth more than 3 movie 

tickets. In addition, based on self-reports of respondents, a minority of participants 

(2.6%) had used physical violence once or more times in order to rob/steal car, and the 

same proportion of adolescents (2.6%) had broken into a building or a car to steal 
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something. In addition, similar to other property crimes a small proportion of the 

sample (4.6) expressed the fact that they had damaged or vandalized things that did 

not belong to them. With this respect, 96.6% adolescents reported that they had never  

stolen something worth less than 3 movie tickets, and majority of the students (97.1%) 

responded that they had never engaged in stealing something worth more than 3 movie 

tickets. In this respect, 96.6% of adolescents reported that they had never stolen 

something worth less than 3 movie tickets, and the majority of the students (97.1%) 

had never stolen something worth more than 3 movie tickets. Moreover, most of the 

students (97.4%) had never used physical violence to rob/steal car, and the same 

proportion of the students (97.4%) had never broken into a building or a car to steal 

something. In addition, 97.4 % of the students had never damaged or vandalized 

anything that did not belong to them. 

On the other hand, it can be seen from the data in Table 5.2 that the 

propensities for engaging in violent crimes except for sexual crimes is relatively higher 

than property crimes. For example, almost one -fourth of the participants (25%) 

reported that they punched someone, and three of fourth of the participants (75%) 

reported that they did not punch someone. Similarly, the same proportion of the sample 

(25%) expressed the fact that they had knocked somebody over, and 75% of the 

students did not knocked somebody over. In addition, the highest parentage (32.8) of 

delinquency, which is almost one-third of the sample, was reported for hitting or 

slapping someone, and 67.9% percent of the students reported that they did not hit or 

slap someone. Moreover, 17.6% of the sample stated that they had threatened 
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somebody with violence, and majority of the students (82.1%) responded that they had 

never threatened somebody with violence. Over and above all this, as highlighted at the 

beginning of the paragraph, sexual crime as a kind of violent crime was dramatically 

lower than other types of violent crime discussed above. In detail, the percentage of 

respondents who forced somebody to have sexual relations with them was 6.1%, and 

the percentage of respondents who did not force somebody to have sexual relations 

with them was 83.9%. Similarly, 5.7% of the adolescent from the sample reported that 

they forced somebody to have sexual intercourse, and 94.3% of the adolescents 

reported that they did not force somebody have sexual intercourse. The basic 

explanation for the reason that sexual crimes were dramatically lower than violent 

crimes is that sexual crimes might be accepted as a major form of delinquency which 

can result in heavy consequences considering the law.   

Considering the differential association index, as indicated in Table 1, the index 

of peer delinquency created by 6 items had a sufficient alpha score (.879). The index 

ranged from 1 (None) to 5 (All). That is, higher scores indicated higher levels of having 

delinquent friends. In this vein, on average, respondents reported 1.460 points with the 

standard deviation of .631 on the index of delinquent friends. Therefore, it can be said 

that, on average, Turkish adolescents had few delinquent friends.  

Based on Table 5.1, the index of definition for delinquent behaviors that 

consisted of 7 items had an acceptable alpha score, which was .749, and the scale 

ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree). The students’ mean score on 

the index of norms/definition was slightly higher in comparison to their low score on the 
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delinquency index. The students averaged 1.978 points on the index with a standard 

deviation of .609, namely, Turkish adolescents, on average, disagree somewhat that 

there are some situations that justify people to engage in delinquent behaviors.  

Turning to the components of differential reinforcement within friends 

environment, the index of cost of delinquent behaviors was created by 5 items and had 

an acceptable alpha score ( 852), with items ranging from 1 (Increases respect a lot) to 

5 (Decreases respect a lot). The mean score on the index of cost of delinquent 

behaviors was 4.215 with the standard deviation of .907. That is to say, on average, 

Turkish adolescents reported that delinquent behaviors decreased respect among peers.  

On the other hand, the index of reward of socially desirable behaviors was 

created by 2 items, with an almost acceptable alpha score (.671). Response categories 

ranged from 1 (Decreases respect a lot) to 5 (Increases respect a lot). The mean score 

was 4.145 with a standard deviation of .759 on the index. On average, respondents 

reported that socially desirable behaviors increased respect somewhat.  

 Another component of differential reinforcement was parental reaction measured 

with an index having 3 items with an alpha score that was acceptable (.792). Response 

categories varied from 1 (They would not care) to 4 (Totally against). As illustrated in 

Table 5.1, respondents averaged 3.879 on this index with a standard deviation of .383, 

meaning that Turkish adolescents, on average, reported that if they would engage in 

deviant behaviors their parent’s reaction would be almost totally against that.  

Based on the indicated results seen in Table 1, on average, 24.7% of Turkish 
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adolescents witnessed a serious argument in their home by their parents. In addition, 

12.9% of respondents reported that they witnessed physical violence in their home in 

which their parents were involved.  

Examining the social demographic characteristic of the sample used in this study, 

the proportion of males and females was nearly same. That is, the percentage of males 

of (49.4%) was slightly lower than that of the females.  Moreover, 91.4% of the 

respondents reported that they lived with both their parents. Over and above all this, 

the mean age in the sample was 3.622 with a standard deviation of .699. Since the age 

variable was centered by subtracting 12 from age of each respondents, it means that 

the respondents, on average, consisted of 16- and 15-year-old students.  
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  Table 5.1  

Descriptive Statistics, Turkish Adolescents, 2008 from Youth in Europe Survey, N=2025 

Variable Mean Std. 
Dev. 

 Min Max Cronbach 
Alpha 

       
Dependent variable  
 

      

Delinquency index 
 

1.763 2.740  0 13 .889 

       
Social learning variables  
 

      

Differential association  
 

1.460 .631  1 5 .879 

Definition/ norms  
 

1.978 .609  1 4 .749 

Differential reinforcement  
 

      

Cost of delinquent behaviors  
 

4.215 .907  1 5 .851 

Reward of desirable behaviors   
 

4.145 .759  1 5 .671 

Parental reaction to delinquency 
 

3.879 .383  1 4 .792 

Imitation 
 

      

Witnessed a serious argument in 
the family (1=Yes) 

.247   0 1  

Witnessed a serious violence  in 
the family (1=Yes) 

.129   0 1  

       
Social factor variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 

.494   0 1  

Age 
 

3.622 .699  1 5  

Family (1=Living both parents) .9143   0 1  
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Table 5.2  

Descriptive statistics of Dependent variable (Delinquent Behaviors) among Turkish 
Adolescent in Bagcilar, Istanbul in 2008 (N=2025) 

 Dependent Variable 
(Delinquency) 

Min (%)  Max (%) 

        
     
Stolen   something  worth 
less    than 3 movie tickets 
 

0=Never (3.4 %) 1= Once or more times (96.6 %)  

Stolen  something worth  
more  than 3 movie tickets 
 

0=Never (2.9 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (97.1 %) 

Used physical violence in 
order to rob/steal car to steal 
 

0=Never (2.6 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (97.4 %) 

Broken into a building or a 
car to steal 
 

0=Never (2.6 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (97.4 %) 

Damaged or vandalized 
things that did not belong to 
you 
 

0=Never (4.6 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (95.4 %) 

Punched somebody 
 

0=Never (25 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (75 %) 

Knocked somebody over 
 

0=Never (25 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (75 %) 

Kicked somebody 
 

0=Never (28.1 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (71.9 %) 

Hit/slapped somebody 
 

0=Never (32.8 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (67.2 %) 

Held somebody by their neck 
 

0=Never (24.4 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (75.6 %) 

Threatened somebody with 
violence 
 

0=Never (17.6 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (82.4 %) 

Forced somebody to have 
sexual relations with you 
 

0=Never (6.1 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (93.9 %) 

Forced somebody to have 
sexual intercourse with you 

0=Never (5.7 %) 
 

1= Once or more times (94.3 %) 
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5.2. Bivariate Analysis 
 

The results of the bivariate correlations among the dependent variable, and 

social learning variables and social structure  variables are presented in Table 5.3. 

Before interpreting the outputs, it is important to say that there were no multi-

colliniarity   problems since a value greater than 0.7 was not detected among the 

independent variables. In addition, highest VIF score is 1.35 and the lowest tolerance 

score is 0.74. Considering the threshold score of VIF (2.5) and tolerance (.40) (Allison 

1999, p.141), it is safe to say that there is no violation of multicollinearity.     

In general, the table demonstrates that most of the hypotheses were supported 

by the results. In terms of the observed relationship between the dependent variable, 

and the delinquency and social learning variables, there was a statistically significant 

and positive correlation between delinquent behaviors and differential association 

(r=0.446, p<0.01). Similarly, norms/definitions are significantly and positively 

associated with delinquent behaviors (r=0.386, p<0.01) On the other hand, there was a 

statistically significant and negative correlation between the cost of delinquent 

behaviors and delinquency (r= -0.257, p<0.01). In addition, the reward of desirable 

behaviors was significantly and negatively correlated with delinquent acts (r=-0.063, 

p<0.05). Similarly, there was a statistically significant and negative correlation between 

parental reaction and delinquency (r= -0.367, p<0.01). Taking imitation variables into 

account, both witnessing a serious argument (r=0.114, p<0.01) and witnessing serious 

violence in the family (r=0.169, p<0.01) were significantly and positively correlated 
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with delinquency.   

 

Turning to the social structure variables, there was a statistically significant and 

positive correlation between being male and delinquency (r=0.292, p<0.01). Similarly, 

age was significantly and positively correlated with delinquency (r=-0.119, p<0.01). 

Surprisingly, there was no correlation between family structure and delinquent 

behaviors which is contrary to findings in previous command literature.   

 Over and above these findings, and considering the strength of correlations, 

differential association, definition/norms and parental reaction had moderate 

correlations with delinquent behaviors. Other variables had weak correlations with the 

dependent variable except family structure which had no correlation with delinquency.  
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Table 5.3 
 Bivariate Correlation Between Social Learning, Social Structure and Delinquency  
 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Delinquency index    1.000        
2. Differential association  0.446** 1.000       
3. Definition/ norms  0.386** 0.293** 1.000      
4. Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  

-0.257** -0.283** -0.410** 1.000     

5. Reward of desirable 
behaviors   

-0.063*  -0.051 -0.089** 0.225** 1.000    

6. Parental reaction  -0.367** -0.324** -0.132** 0.175** 0.057* 1.000   
7. Witnessed a serious 
argument  

0.114** 0.161** 0.045   -0.097** 0.008 -0.057* 1.000 

8. Witnessed a serious 
violence   

  0.169** 0.130** 0.110** -0.167** -0.036 -0.116** 0.457** 

9. Male  0.292** 0.084** 0.307** -0.149** 0.035 -0.093** -0.103** 
10. Age  0.119** 0.103** 0.101** -0.099** 0.001 -0.094** 0.026 
11. Living with both 
parents  

  -0.030      -0.031    -0.006   0.042 0.025 0.010 -0.031 

  9 10 11      
8. Witnessed a serious 
violence   

1.000        

9. Male  -0.003 1.000       
10. Age    0.060* 0.190** 1.000      
11. Living with both 
Parents  

-0.036 -0.066** 0.009 1.000       
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5.3. Multivariate Analysis 
 The multivariate analysis was conducted with three models by applying a 

negative binomial regression. As discussed in the methods section, a negative binomial 

regression was determined as the appropriate statistical technique since the dependent 

variable was highly and positively skewed and that is a violation of one of the 

assumptions for OLS regressions (Allison, 1999). In the first model, the effect of the 

social structure variable on delinquent behaviors was examined.   The second model 

analyzed the impact of social learning variables on delinquent variables. The last model 

covered both social structure and social learning variables to increase the explanatory 

power of models.  

 Table 5.4 presents the result of negative binomial regression analysis, by 

examining the   effect of social structure on deviant behaviors. It is safe to say that, the 

model is significant (X2=127.40, p<0.001). As illustrated in Table 5.4, there is a 

significant and positive relationship between being male and delinquent behaviors. 

Namely, males are 2.58 times more likely to engage in delinquent behaviors than 

females, all else equal (IRR= 2.58, P<0.001). In addition, age is significantly and 

positively related to delinquent behaviors. That is, each yearly increase in age leads to a 

20 % increase in the incidence rate of engaging in delinquent behaviors, controlling for 

all other social structural variables (IRR= 1.20 [(IRR-1=20)*100], p<0.001). Contrary 

to our expectation, there was no significant relation between family structure and 

delinquency among Turkish adults.  
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Table 5.4  

The Results of Incident Ratio Rate From Negative Binomial Regression Predicting the 
Effect of Social Factor Variables on Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish adolescent in 
2008 in Turkey, (N=2025) 4 
 
Variables  
 

IRR Std. 
Err. 

z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Interv
al] 

       
Social factor variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 

2.58*** 0.23 10.53 0.000 2.16 3.07 

Age 
 

1.20** 0.09 -2.74 0.006 0.74 0.95 

Family (1=Living both 
parents) 

0.86 0.14 -0.96 0.337 0.62 1.18 

       
Constant 2.11 0.62 2.53 0.010 1.18 3.77 
       
       
Pseudo R2 0.018      
LR chi2 127.40***      
-2likelihood -6511.63      
       

P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 

Table 5.5 demonstrates the results of the negative binomial regression analysis (model 

2) that was conducted to understand the impact of social learning variables on 

delinquent behaviors. It appeared that the second model was also significant 

(X2=350.39, p<0.001). In addition, it had fitted the data better than the first model 

since a lower -2likelihood value (-6281.703) and a higher Pseudo R2 value which was 

350.39 and a based on a log likelihood test (X2=229.92, p<0.001) (Bohrnstedt & Knoke 

, 1994).  

                                           
4 Coefficients are presented at Appendix A  
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Based on these results, there was a significant and positive relationship between 

differential association and delinquent behaviors (p<0.001), meaning that each level 

increase in having delinquent friends leads to an increase in the incidence rate of 

delinquent behaviors by 83% , all else being equal (IRR=1.83, [(IRR-1= 83.3)*100], 

p<0.001). Similarly, there was a significant and positive relationship between 

definition/norms and delinquency (p<0.001). In other words, the incidence rate of 

delinquent behaviors increased by over two-and-a-half times with each level of increase 

in having favor norms and the definition for delinquency (IRR=2.55, p<0.001). Contrary 

to expectation, two of the differential reinforcement variables, which were:  cost of 

delinquent behaviors and reward of desirable behaviors had no significant impact on 

delinquent behaviors. On the other hand, another differential association variable, 

parental reaction had a significant and negative effect on delinquency.  

In this vein, it appeared that the percentage change in incidence rate of 

delinquent behaviors was 33% with each level increase in parental reaction to 

delinquency, controlling for all other independent variables (IRR= .67, [(IRR-1= 

33)*100], p<0.001). Considering the imitation variables, witnessing a serious argument 

in the family was not significantly related to delinquent behaviors whereas witnessing 

serious violence in the family was significantly and positively related to delinquency. 

That is, adolescents who witnessed serious violence in their family engaged in 

delinquent behaviors 29% more often than those who did not witnessed that activity, 

holding all other variables constant (IRR=1.29 , [(1-IRR=0.29)*100], p<0.001).    
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Table 5.5  

The Results of Incident Ratio Rate From Negative Binomial Regression Predicting the 
Effect of Social Learning Variables on Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish adolescent 
in 2008 in Turkey, (N=2025) 5 

Variables  IRR Std. 
Err. 

Z            P> [95% 
Conf. 

Inter
val] 

       
Differential association  
 

1.83*** 0.14 7.820 0.000 1.56 2.13 

Definition/ norms  
 

2.51*** 0.21 11.11 0.000 2.14 2.95 

Differential reinforcement       
Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  
 

0.98 0.05 -0.31 0.757 0.89 1.08 

Reward of desirable 
behaviors   
 

1.01 0.06 0.15 0.878 0.90 1.12 

Parental reaction to 
delinquency 
 

0.67*** 0.08 -3.57 0.000 0.54 0.83 

Imitation  
 

      

Witnessed a serious 
argument in the family 
(1=Yes) 
 

1.07 0.11 0.70 0.484 0.88 1.31 

Witnessed a serious 
violence  in the family 
(1=Yes) 

1.29* 0.17 1.99 0.046 1.00 1.66 

       
Constant  0.39 0.23 -1.60 0.109 0.12 1.23 
       
Pseudo R2 0.053      
LR chi2 350.39***      
-2likelihood -6281.70     
       
P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 

 
                                           
5 Coefficients are presented at Appendix A  
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Table 5.6  

The Results of Incident Ratio Rate From Negative Binomial Regression Predicting The 
Effect of Social Learning and Social Factor Variables on Delinquent Behaviors among 
Turkish adolescent in 2008 in Turkey. (N=2025)  6 

Variables  
 

IRR Std. 
Err. 

Z P>z   [95% 
Conf. 

Interva
l] 

       
 
Differential association  
 

1.91*** 0.14 8.66 0.000 1.65 2.21 

Definition/ norms  
 

2.05*** 0.17 8.88 0.000 1.75 2.39 

Differential reinforcement        
Cost of delinquent behaviors  
 

1.02 0.05 0.38 0.703 0.92 1.12 

Reward of desirable 
behaviors   
 

0.96 0.05 -0.83 0.409 0.86 1.07 

Parental reaction to 
delinquency 
 

0.70*** 0.08 -3.26 0.001 0.57 0.87 

Imitation        
Witnessed a serious 
argument (1=Yes) 
 

1.32** 0.13 2.78 0.006 1.09 1.61 

Witnessed a serious violence 
(1=Yes) 

1.30* 0.16 2.13 0.034 1.02 1.66 

Social factor variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 

2.36*** 0.20 9.95 0.000 1.99 2.80 

Age 
 

0.99 0.06 -0.03 0.975 0.89 1.12 

Family Structure (1=Living 
both parents) 

1.17 0.17 0.87 0.382 0.85 1.51 

       
Constant 0.26 0.16 -2.17 0.030 0.076 0.877 
       
       
Pseudo R2 0.0675      
LR chi2 447.89***   (Continued Next Page) 
                                           
6 Coefficients are presented at Appendix A 
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-2likelihood -6184.20      
       
P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 

Table 5.6 presents model 3, which covers both social factor and social variables 

for predicting delinquent behaviors among Turkish adolescents. As demonstrated in the 

table, results suggested that model 3 had fitted the data better  than model 1 and 

model 2 since it had a lower -2likelihood value (-6281.70) than other models but a 

higher  Pseudo R2 value which was 0.53, and based on the log likelihood test (For 

model 1 : X2=97.50, P<.001 and for model 2: : X2=327.42, P<.001). Therefore, it can 

be said that model 3 was the best fit model and had more significant variables, 

predicting delinquent behaviors and more explanatory power than the other models.  

As can be seen from Table 5.6, after introducing the social structure variables, 

differential association and definitions as independent variables were still significantly 

related to delinquent behaviors. Giving more details, on average, with each level 

increase in differential association, the incident rate of delinquent behaviors tended to 

increase by 91%, all else being equal (IRR=1.911, [(IRR-1=.91*100], p<0.001). 

Similarly, the incident rate of delinquent behaviors was predicted to increase by almost 

100% with a level increase in norms/definition, controlling for all other independent 

variables (IRR= 2.004, [(IRR-1=1.004)*100], p<0.001).  No change was observed as 

related to differential association variables after introducing the social control variables 

into model 3. That is, the cost of delinquent behaviors and the reward of desirable 

behaviors had no significant impact on delinquent behaviors, whereas parental reaction 

was significantly and negatively associated with delinquent behaviors. In  more detail, 
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all else being equal, the incidence rate of delinquent behaviors tended to decrease 30% 

with each additional level increase in parental reaction to delinquent behaviors  

(IRR=.70, [(IRR-1= .298)*100], p<0.001). For the imitation variables, by introducing 

social structure variables, in addition to witnessing a serious argument in family was still 

significantly and positively related to delinquent behaviors, and witnessing serious 

violence in the family also appeared to be a significant predictor. In other words, 

holding all other items constant, adolescents who witnessed a serious argument in the 

family were 32% more likely than those who did not experience  a serious argument in 

the family ( IRR=1.32, [(IRR-1= .32)*100], p<0.001). Similarly, all else being equal, 

adolescents who witnessed  serious violence in the family were 30 %  more likely to 

report that they engaged in delinquent acts in comparison to those who did not witness 

any serious violence in their family (IRR=1.304 ,[(IRR-1= 0.30)*100, p<0.05).  

Turning now to variables of social factors, it appeared that age and family 

structure had no significant effect on delinquent behaviors. On the other hand, as 

predicted, gender was significantly related to delinquent behaviors. More clearly, being 

male increased the incidence rate of delinquent behaviors by almost 136%, holding all 

other variables constant (IRR= 2.363 [(IRR-1=1.36)*100], p<0.001). Moreover, it can 

be concluded that, since the significant relation between age and delinquent behaviors 

disappeared after introducing social learning variables in model 3, social learning 

variables mediated the association between age and delinquent behaviors (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986).    

In addition to all that, instead of the incidence rate ratio (IRR) from the negative 
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binomial regression of the three models being presented, the tables indicating the 

coefficients of the results are provided in the appendix. Moreover, in order to support 

the findings with other appropriate statistical methods, zero inflated negative binomial 

regression and Tobit regression procedures were also run and similar results,  which 

can be seen in the appendix as well, were obtained.  

(Table 7.4 is about here) 

In the zero inflated negative binomial regression analysis, while the count section 

showed that all significant predictors were the same, the zero inflated part provided 

different insight by presenting predictors of the likelihood of being in the group of 

excess zeros, or in other words, students who did not engage in delinquent behaviors.  

For example, the log odds of being in the group of certain zero would decrease by 1.14 

for every level increase in differential association, all else equal (b=1.14, p<.001). In 

other words, every level increase in having delinquent peers would decrease the log 

odds of being in the group of students who did not participate in delinquent behaviors.  

Similarly, each level increase in favorable norms for delinquency would decrease the log 

odds of being in the group of non-delinquent respondents by .89, controlling for all 

other variables (b=-.89, p<.001). On the other hand, each level increase in parental 

reaction to delinquency would increase the log odds of being in the group of non-

delinquent students by .76, holding other variables constant (b=-.76, p<.001). It is 

noteworthy that witnessing a serious argument was a significant predictor estimating 

the log odds of being absolute zero, while it was not a significant predictor in the count 

section. That is, students who witnessed a serious argument in the family had .41 lower 
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expected log odds of being in the group of non-delinquent respondents than that of 

students who did not experience a serious argument in the family, all else equal (b=-

.41, p<.01). On the other hand, witnessing serious violence was not a significant 

predictor in the inflated part, even though it was a significant predictor in the count 

section. Lastly, gender was a significant predictor estimating log odds of being in the 

group of non-delinquent students. That is, the predicted odds of being in the group of 

non-delinquent adolescents are .76 points lower for males than for females, all else 

equal (b=-76, p<.001).     

(Table 7.5 is about here) 

Focusing on the results from the Tobit regressions, all significant predictors were 

consistent with the results of the negative binomial regression, except the imitation 

variables. The results of the negative binomial regression demonstrated that witnessing 

serious violence had a significant impact on participating in delinquency, whereas 

witnessing a serious argument in the family had no effect on engaging in delinquent 

acts. On the other hand, the results of the Tobit regression indicated that not only did 

witnessing serious violence in the family have an effect on delinquency, but witnessing 

a serious argument also significantly predicted the propensity of engaging in 

delinquency, controlling for all other variables. (See details and tables in Appendix). 

5.4 Summary of Findings 
 

Whether or not the results supported the hypotheses, these were indicated in a 

brief manner in Table 5.7. While descriptive and correlation analysis were conducted to 
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view the delinquency picture in a large context, multivariate analysis as summarized in 

this section provided more valid predictions. In this vein, more detailed information is 

presented in following paragraphs.   

Centering on the multivariate analysis to summarize the results, the hypothesis 

related to differential association and norms/definitions was supported by model 3, 

which had the most explanatory power for predicting delinquent behaviors among 

Turkish adolescents. On the other hand, except for the 5th hypothesis predicting that 

there would be a significant and negative relationship between parental reaction and 

delinquent behaviors, it appeared that the other two differential reinforcement 

variables, namely cost of delinquent behaviors   and reward of desirable behaviors, was 

not significantly related to delinquent behaviors. Therefore, it can be said that the 3rd 

hypothesis (cost of delinquent behaviors) and the 4th hypothesis (reward of desirable 

behaviors) were not supported by the results. Considering the imitation variables, the 

6th hypothesis (witnessed a serious argument in family) and the 7th hypothesis 

(witnessed a serious violence in family) were supported by the results. When comparing 

model 2 and model 3, after controlling for social structure variables, all significant 

predictors were consistent with the previous model, except witnessing a serious 

argument in the family. That is, in comparison to model 2, the results from model 3 

demonstrated that not only is witnessing a serious argument a significant predictor, but 

also witnessing serious violence.    

Taking the variables of the social factors into account, the 9th hypothesis (age) 

and the 10th hypothesis (family structure) were not supported by the results. While age 
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was a significant predictor in the social structure model, it did not appear as a 

significant predictor after introducing social learning variables to the full model. This 

means that the social learning variables mediated the relationship between age and the 

likelihood of engaging in delinquent behaviors. On the other hand, the 8th hypothesis, 

promulgating that males are more likely to engage in delinquent behaviors than 

females, was supported by results.  

All in all, in general, the results illustrated a compatible picture with studies 

conducted in Western Cultures except for the role of the family in predicting 

delinquency. That is to say, while differential reinforcement variables (cost and reward), 

on average, appeared as non-significant predictors, parental reaction to delinquency 

was found to be significant in both models 1 and 3. On the contrary, the hypothesis of 

family structure was not supported by results. The underlying reasons for this paradox 

is discussed in the conclusion section. 
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Table 5.7  

Summary of Hypothesis Testing The effect of Social Structure and Social Learning 
Variables on Delinquent Behaviors       

Dependent Variable 
Delinquent Behaviors  
 

Model 1 
(N=2025) 

Model 2 
(N=2025) 

Model 3 
(N=2025) 

H1: There is a significant and positive relationship 
between differential association and delinquent 
behaviors  

 Supported Supported 

H2: There is a significant and positive relationship 
between norms/definitions and delinquent 
behaviors 

 Supported 
 

Supported 

H3: There is a significant and negative 
relationship between cost of delinquent behaviors  
and delinquent behaviors 

 Not 
Supported 

Not 
Supported 

H4: There is a significant and negative 
relationship between reward of desirable 
behaviors  and delinquent behaviors  

 Not 
Supported 

Not 
Supported 

H5: There is a significant and negative 
relationship between parental reaction and 
delinquent behaviors 

 Supported Supported 

H6: There is a significant and positive relationship 
being witnessed a serious argument in family and 
delinquent behaviors 

 Supported Supported 

H7: There is a significant and positive relationship 
between being witnessed a serious violent in 
family and delinquent behaviors  

 Not 
Supported 

Supported 

    
H8: There is a significant and positive relationship 
being male and delinquent behaviors 

Supported   Supported 

H9: There is a significant and positive relationship 
between age and delinquent behaviors  

 
Supported 

 Not 
Supported 

H10: There is a significant and negative 
relationship between living both parents and 
delinquent behaviors 

Not 
Supported  

 Not 
Supported 
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CHAPTER 6  

DISCUSSSION AND CONCLUSION 
6.1 Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine how social learning process 

and social structure influence delinquency among Turkish adolescents. Another aim was 

to articulate to what extent Akers (2009) Social Structure and Social Learning Theory 

explain delinquency in a different cultural context, Turkey that is different from Western 

countries in the name of family structure, level of collectivism or individualism, religion, 

belief and norms. In this vein, the study provided two main contributions to the 

literature. First, the study presented the view that Akers Social Structure and Social 

Learning Theory (SSSL) is applicable to Turkish society, and strengthened the position 

of the theory in terms of becoming universal covering all kind of societies to explain 

underlying reasons for delinquency among adolescents. Second, since the Turkish 

literature on delinquency is not mature in comparison to Western literature, this study 

serves to expand the knowledge on delinquency which has been developed 

insufficiently so far in Turkey.   

For examining the delinquency problem which was the purpose of the study, 

three different multivariate analyses were conducted using negative binomial 

regression. Focusing on the last model provided the best fit model and covered all the 

variables used in the study, and the first hypothesis which predicted that there would 

be a significant and positive relationship between differential association and 

delinquency was supported by the result. As discussed in the previous chapter, peer 

delinquency is the kernel of delinquency studies and the Turkish literature on 
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delinquency supported this result in several ways. Therefore, the results of this study 

endorsed the significant relationships that exist in this sphere, as well. 

Considering the second hypothesis that prognosticated that there would be a 

significant and positive relationship between norm/definitions and delinquency, this was 

supported by the observed results. While there are differential contexts in comparing 

Western culture and Turkish culture, the results showed that the higher level of 

favorable norms for delinquency follows a similar pattern, as expected.  

Turning our focus on differential reinforcement, the third and fourth hypotheses 

suggesting that there would be significant relationship between cost of delinquent 

behaviors and delinquency, and reward of socially desirable behaviors and delinquency 

was not supported. On the other hand, it was found that parental reaction to delinquent 

behaviors was significantly and negatively associated with delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents. In light of these findings, it can be said that family as one of the actors for 

differential reinforcement has a more important role in preventing adolescents from 

committing delinquency in comparison to the differential reinforcement of peers.  

Taking imitation into account, the seventh and eighth hypotheses predicted that 

there would be a significant and positive relationship between witnessing a serious 

argument in family and delinquency, and witnessing violence in the family, and this was 

supported by the results. These results are also compatible with Western literature. The 

finding is also important since it highlights the role of family as a social institution in 

explaining the underlying reasons for delinquency.  
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Social Structure was measured using three variables, namely gender, age and family 

structure. The hypothesis expected that being male would be significantly and positively 

associated with delinquency and was supported by results.  The findings reflect the 

common picture, presenting the fact that Turkish male adolescents are more likely 

engage in delinquent behaviors than Turkish female adolescents as in other societies. 

On the other hand, it was found that age was not significantly associated with 

delinquency. 

  Last, but not least, the hypothesis predicted that there would be a significant and 

negative relationship between living with both parents and delinquency, and this was 

not supported by the results. While a broken family structure as a variable is a 

significant predictor in Western literature, it has no significant impact on delinquency in 

the Turkish context. The basic explanation might be that the level of collectivism in 

Turkish society is still high even though the society in under influence of rapid change 

and modernization. In other words, instead of a nuclear family including only parents, 

the context of family in Turkey covers relatives such as uncles and aunts, grandfathers, 

and grandmothers who help single mothers or single fathers increase social control of 

adolescents, and provide more care. This finding would be one of the main 

contributions to the literature.         

6.2. Conclusion: Theoretical Implications 
This study provided tangible evidence that highlights the importance of social 

structure and the social learning process in predicting delinquency among Turkish 

adolescents. This section is designed to convert these results into policy and other 
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implications which can reduce delinquency. In this vein, the following suggestions are 

mentioned below.  

A role model among athletes or pop stars can be introduced to students which 

was done in Iowa study of Akers (2009) to present good examples to adolescents. A 

video clip showing the hazardous effect of substance use or deviant behaviors on 

people’s health or social life can increase opportunities for positive imitations. In 

addition, similar activities can be conducted in prisons by showing positive role models 

and creating a convenient environment for associating with these role models. The Big 

Brother/ Big Sister chosen from successful students might be another approach to show 

and provide role models (Williams III & McShane, 2010). One of the most important 

implications would be arranging parent conferences regularly to inform them on the 

process for selecting peers, and how this affects the future adolescents and their 

behaviors. In this vein, parental control and knowing the friends of adolescents should 

be highlighted in these conferences. Therefore, schools can play a role in creating safer 

environments for adolescents. As well, after school extracurricular activities have the 

potential to provide better social learning process.  

Since the results of this study supported the arguments of Social Structure and 

Social Learning (SSSL) theory, similar prevention and treatment programs developed 

under the light of this theory and conducted in the U.S can be replicated in Turkey. For 

example,  Highfields and Essexfield's prevention programs which were designed as 

“Guided Group Interaction” sessions that aimed at increasing the level of norms 

favorable to conformity may be useful (Akers & Sellers, 2011). In addition, th “Oregon 
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Social Learning Center” can be given as another example. Focusing on th learning 

process in the family, the program is set up to teach families better parental skills that 

could encourage adolescents to behave in a more confirmative way (Dishion, Patterson  

& Kavanagh, 1992) .  

6.3. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Studies  
This study might have following limitations. First of all, the results were based on 

students`perception dominantly related to school climate that might cause validity 

concerns (McEvoy & Welker, 2000). A social desirability problem may also exist in the 

study due to school climate, since a self-report system cannot be verified by other 

resources and crime statistics (Wang, Selman, Dishion, & Stormshak, 2010). With 

regard to social desirability, if students did not respond to the delinquency questions, 

this might lead to sampling bias due to missing values. In addition, while the survey 

was conducted in one of the most crowded provinces of Istanbul, results might not be 

generalizable to the entire population of Turkish adolescents. 

In addition to all that, there are the following limitations due the structure of the 

data set. First, the data set was cross sectional and could not measure differences over 

time. Moreover, testing the effect of the social structure was conducted using only three 

variables which does not reflect the true picture sufficiently. While there were questions 

related to mother/ father’s education, and occupational status of mother/father, the 

number of missing values could cause sample bias due to the high number of missing 

cases after listwise deletation. Moreover, imitation was measured with two questions 

including witnessing an argument or violence in family, however, it should cover more 
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social agencies such as peers and siblings. In addition, questions measuring the role of 

imitation from the media such as TV and internet would contribute to producing more 

valid results. Furthermore, as discussed by Warr and Stafford (1991), surveys can have 

questions on them not only about attitudes/norm/definitions of individuals, but also that 

of peers in order to help us understand the delinquency-peer relationship in a more 

detailed way. 

Further studies can focus on gender differences that can have an effect on the 

social learning process for predicting delinquency. In addition, multi-level studies can 

articulate how the social learning process occurs in different ecological environments 

such as schools and neighborhoods. A well designed survey measuring all kinds of 

differential associations including parents, social network, relatives and siblings, and all 

kinds of imitation processes such as media, sibling, peers and family can present more 

valid results. Similarly, questions measuring less serious delinquencies including 

cheating, violating   social rules such as   obeying traffic signs, fastening seat belt can 

be injected into a new survey to assess the effect of the social learning process. 

Different methodological approaches namely structural equation modeling or social 

network analysis can illustrate topics that deserve to be studied.   

Further studies using a nationally representative sample can enable researchers 

to generalize the findings to all Turkish adolescents. Moreover, different subgroups such 

as prisoners, adolescents who are in security units due to their delinquent behaviors 

can be studied using focus groups in order to uncover how the social learning process 

affects recidivism.  
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In addition to all this, further studies can test social learning theory with other 

well-known theories to examine effect of social learning process as a mediator factor for 

predicting delinquency. Moreover, Social Structure and Social Learning Theory can be 

applied to understand the micro level factors of terrorism, which is usually examined at 

macro level. Finally, comparative studies can be conducted to examine the cultural 

effect on the link between social learning process and delinquency.   
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APPENDIX A 

Table 7.1  

Coefficients From  The Results of Negative Binomial Regression, Social Learning and 
Social Factor variables and Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish adolescent in 2008 in 
Turkey, (N=2025) 

Variables  
 

Coef.  Std. 
Err. 

z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Interv
al] 

       
Social factor variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 

 0.94*** 0.09 10.53 0.000 0.77 1.12 

Age 
 

 0.18** 0.07 -2.74 0.006 -0.31 -0.05 

Family (1=Living both 
parents) 

-0.15 0.16 -0.96 0.337 -0.48 0.16 

       
Constant  0.75 0.30 2.53 0.010 0.17 1.33 
       
       
Pseudo R2 0.018      
LR chi2 127.40***      
-2likelihood -6511.63      
       

P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 
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Table 7.2  

Coefficients from  The Results of Negative Binomial Regression,  Predicting The Effect 
of Social Learning Variables on Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish adolescent in 2008 
in Turkey, (N=2025) 

Variables  Coef.  Std. 
Err. 

z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Interv
al] 

       
Differential association  
 

0.61*** 0.078 7.820 0.000 0.454 0.758 

Definition/ norms  
 

0.92*** 0.083 11.110 0.000 0.758 1.083 

Differential reinforcement       
Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  
 

-0.02 0.051 -0.310 0.757 -0.116 0.084 

Reward of desirable 
behaviors   
 

0.01 0.057 0.150 0.878 -0.102 0.120 

Parental reaction to 
delinquency 
 

-0.37*** 0.111 -3.570 0.000 -0.613 -0.178 

Imitation        
Witnessed a serious 
argument in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.07 0.101 0.700 0.484 -0.128 0.270 

Witnessed a serious 
violence  in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.26* 0.129 1.990 0.046 0.004 0.509 

       
Constant  -0.94 0.585 -1.600 0.109 -2.085 0.209 
       
Pseudo R2 0.05      
LR chi2 350.39***      
-2likelihood -6281.70      
       

       
P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 
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Table 7.3  

Coefficients from The Results of Negative Binomial Regression Predicting the Effect of  
Social Learning and Social Factor variables on Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish 
adolescent in 2008 in Turkey,(N=2025)   

Variables  
 

Coef.  Std. 
Err. 

z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Inter
val] 

 
Differential association  
 

0.65** 0.08 8.66 0.000 0.50 0.79 

Definition/ norms  
 0.72** 0.08 8.88 0.000 0.56 0.87 
Differential reinforcement        
Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  
 

0.019 0.05 0.38 0.703 -0.08 0.12 

Reward of desirable 
behaviors   
 

-0.046 0.06 -0.83 0.409 -0.16 0.06 

Parental reaction to 
delinquency 
 

-0.35** 0.11 -3.26 0.001 -0.57 -0.14 

Imitation        
Witnessed a serious 
argument in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.28** 0.10 2.78 0.006 0.08 0.48 

Witnessed a serious 
violence  in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.27* 0.13 2.13 0.034 0.02 0.51 

Social factor variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 0.86** 0.09 9.95 0.000 0.69 1.03 
Age 
 0.01 0.06 -0.03 0.975 -0.11 0.11 
Family (1=Living both 
parents) 0.13 0.15 0.87 0.382 -0.16 0.41 
       
Constant -1.35* 0.62 -2.17 0.030 -2.58 -0.13 
Pseudo R2 0.07      
LR chi2 447.89***      
-2likelihood -6184.20      
P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 
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Table 7.4  The Results of Zero Inflated Negative Binomial Regression, Predicting Effect 
of Social Learning and Social Factor variables on  Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish 
adolescent in 2008 in Turkey,(N=2025) 

Variables  
 

Coef.  Std. Err. z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Inter
val] 

       
 
Differential 
association  
 

0.12*** 0.03 4.09 0.000 0.07 0.18 

Definition/ norms  
 0.20*** 0.04 5.02 0.000 0.12 0.28 
Differential 
reinforcement  

      

Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  
 

-0.03 0.02 -1.50 0.135 -0.08 0.01 

Reward of 
desirable behaviors   
 

-0.01 0.03 -0.56 0.578 -0.067 0.04 

Parental reaction 
to delinquency 
 

-0.20*** 0.03 -6.28 0.000 -0.28 -0.14 

Imitation        
Witnessed a 
serious argument 
in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.01 0.05 0.16 0.871 -0.089 0.10 

Witnessed a 
serious violence  in 
the family (1=Yes) 

0.15** 0.05 2.72 0.006 0.04 0.25 

Social factor 
variables  
 

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 0.35*** 0.05 7.60 0.000 0.26 0.44 
Age 
 -0.04 0.03 -1.54 0.123 -0.09 0.01 

Family (1=Living 
both parents) -0.11 0.07 -1.70 0.089 -0.25 0.01 
       
Constant 1.74*** 0.24 7.150 0.000 1.265 2.22 
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Zero Inflated 
Part 

Coef.  Std. Err. z P>z [95% 
Conf. 

Inter
val] 

 
Differential 
association  
 

-1.14*** 0.11 -10.01 0.000 -1.367 -0.92 

Definition/ norms  
 -0.89*** 0.10 -8.32 0.000 -1.096 -0.67 
Differential 
reinforcement  

      

Cost of 
delinquent 
behaviors  
 

-0.07 0.070 -1.230 0.217 -0.223 0.051 

Reward of 
desirable behaviors   
 

0.06 0.074 0.830 0.404 -0.084 0.208 

Parental reaction 
to delinquency 
 

0.76*** 0.197 3.860 0.000 0.373 1.144 

Imitation        
Witnessed a 
serious argument 
in the family 
(1=Yes) 

-0.41* 0.137 -2.970 0.003 -0.675 -0.138 

Witnessed a 
serious violence  in 
the family (1=Yes) 

-0.31 0.175 -1.770 0.077 -0.654 0.033 

Social factor 
variables  

      

Gender (1=Male) 
 -0.76*** 0.117 -6.540 0.000 -0.992 -0.535 
Age 
 -0.08 0.080 -1.050 0.292 -0.241 0.072 
Family (1=Living 
both parents) -0.24 0.200 -1.210 0.225 -0.636 0.150 
       
Constant 2.04 0.983 2.070 0.038 0.110 3.963 
       
LR Chi2  128.56***      
-2likelihood -5509.9      
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Table 7.5  

Results of Tobit Regression , Predicting Effect of Social Learning and Social Factor 
variables on  Delinquent Behaviors among Turkish Adolescent in 2008 in 
Turkey,(N=2025, 787)*  

 Coef. Std. 
Err. 

t P>t [95% 
Conf. 

Inter
val] 

           
Differential association  
 

2.32*** 0.19 12.11 0.000 1.94 2.69 

Definition/ norms  
 

2.27*** 0.22 10.14 0.000 1.83 2.71 

Cost of delinquent 
behaviors  
 

0.10 0.14 0.71 0.479 -0.18 0.38 

Reward of desirable 
behaviors   
 

-0.17 0.16 -1.05 0.295 -0.47 0.14 

Parental reaction to 
delinquency 
 

-2.08*** 0.29 -7.07 0.000 -2.65 -1.50 

Witnessed a serious 
argument in the family 
(1=Yes) 

0.82** 0.29 2.88 0.004 0.26 1.39 

Witnessed a serious 
violence  in the fa (1=Yes) 

0.96** 0.36 2.71 0.007 0.27 1.66 

Gender (1=Male) 
 

2.41*** 0.25 9.64 0.000 1.96 2.91 

Age 
 

0.04 0.17 0.23 0.816 -0.29 0.37 

Family (1=Living both 
parents) 

0.17 0.42 0.40 0.692 -0.66 0.99 

Constant -2.38 1.72 -1.38 0.166 -5.748 0.99 
Pseudo R2  0.11      
-2 Log Likelihood  -2874.61      

P<0.5* P<0.01** P<0.001*** 

*1238 left-censored <=0, 787 uncensored observations 



 

85 
 

REFERENCES 
 
Akers, R. L. (1973). Deviant behavior: A social learning approach. Belmont, 

CA:Wadsworth. 
 
Akers, R. L. (2009). Social learning and social structure: A general theory of crime and 

deviance. New Jersey :Transaction Publishers. 
 
Akers, R. L., & Jensen, G. F. (2006). The empirical status of social learning theory of 

crime and deviance: The past, present, and future. Cullen, F. T., Wright, J., & 
Blevins, K. (Eds.).Taking stock: The status of criminological theory (Vol. 1).New 
Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.  

 
Akers, R. L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2011). Social learning theory and the explanation 

of crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.  
 
Akers, R. L., & Lee, G. (1996). A longitudinal test of social learning theory: Adolescent 

smoking. Journal of Drug Issues, 26 (2), 317-343. 
 
Akers, R. L., & Lee, G. (1999). Age, social learning, and social bonding in adolescent 

substance use. Deviant Behavior, 20(1), 1-25. 
 
Akers, R. L., Krohn, M. D., Lanza-Kaduce, L., & Radosevich, M. (1979). Social learning 

and deviant behavior: A specific test of a general theory. American Sociological 
Review, 636-655. 

 
Akers, R., & Jennings, W. (2009). Social learning theory. In J. Miller (Ed.), 21st Century 

criminology: A reference handbook. (pp. 323-332). Thousand Oaks: SAGE 
Publications, Inc. doi: 10.4135/9781412971997.n37 

 
Akers, R., & Jensen, G. (2010). Social learning theory: Process and structure in criminal 

and deviant behavior. In E. McLaughlin, & T. Newburn (Eds.), The SAGE 
handbook of criminological theory. (pp. 56-72). London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781446200926.n4 

 
Akers, R.L. & Sellers C.S.(2009). Criminological theories:  introduction evaluation, and 

application. New York : Oxford University Press. 
 
Allison, P. D. (1999). Multiple regressions: A primer. Tousand Oaks, CA : A Pine Forge 

Press, SAGE Publication.  
 
Altuner, D., Engin, N., Gürer, C., Akyay, İ., & Akgül, A. (2009). Madde kullanımı ve suç 

ilişkisi: kesitsel bir araştırma. Tıp Araştırmaları Dergisi, 7(2), 87-94. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781446200926.n4


 

86 
 

Andrews, D. A.  (1980). Some experimental investigations of the principles of 
differential association through deliberates manipulations of the structure of 
service systems. American Sociological Review,  (45), 448-62. 

 
Ataca, B., & Sunar, D. (1999). Continuity and change in Turkish urban family life. 

Psychology & Developing Societies, 11(1), 77-90.   
 
Bandura, A. (1973). Aggression: A social learning analysis. Englewood CLiffs, NJ: 

Prentice-Hall.  
 
Bartusch, D. J., & Matsueda, R. L. (1996). Gender, reflected appraisals, and labeling: A 

cross-group test of an interactionist theory of delinquency. Social Forces, 75(1), 
145-176. 

 
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in 

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical 
considerations. Journal of personality and social psychology, 51(6), 1173. 

 
Batton, C., & Ogle, R. S. (2003). “Who’s it gonna be—you or me?” The potential of 

social learning for. Akers, R. L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2011). Social learning 
theory and the explanation of crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New Jersey: 
Transaction Publishers.  

 
Bellair, P. E., Roscigno, V. J., & McNulty, T. L. (2003). Linking local labor market 

opportunity to violent adolescent delinquency. Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency, 40(1), 6-33. 

 
Benda, B. B. (1994). Testing competing theoretical concepts: Adolescent alcohol 

consumption. Deviant Behavior, 15(4), 375-396. 
 
Bohrnstedt, G. W., & Knoke, D. (1994). Statistics for social data analysis. 

Wadsworth/Thomson Learning : Belmont, CA, USA.  
 
Brezina, Timothy, and Alex R. Piquero (2003). Exploring the relationship between social 

and non-social reinforcement in the context of social learning theory. Akers, R. 
L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2003). Social learning theory and the explanation of 
crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.  

 
Bruin, J. (2006). newtest: command to compute new test. UCLA: Statistical Consulting 

Group. http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/ado/analysis/. 
 
Burgess, R. L., & Akers, R. L. (1966). A differential association-reinforcement theory of 

criminal behavior. Social Problems,14(2), 128-147. 
 

http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/ado/analysis/


87 

Burkett, S. R., & Jensen, E. L. (1975). Conventional Ties, Peer Influence, and the Fear 
of Apprehension: a Study of Adolescent Marijuana Use. The Sociological 
Quarterly, 16(4), 522-533. 

Burkett, S. R., & Warren, B. O. (1987). Religiosity, peer associations, and adolescent 
marijuana use: A panel study of underlying causal structures. Criminology, 25(1), 
109-132. 

Campbell, A. (1990). Female participation in gangs. Gangs in America,1.p.163-182. In 
C. Ronald Huff (ed.) Gangs in America. New Bury Park. CA: Sage publications. 

Conger, R. D. (1976). Social control and social learning models of delinquent behavior A 
synthesis. Criminology, 14(1), 17-40. 

 Cressey, D. R. (1953). Other people's money; a study of the social psychology of 
embezzlement. Montclair, NJ : Wadsworth Publishing Company. 

Dembo, R., Grandon, G., Voie, L. L., Schmeidler, J., & Burgos, W. (1986). Parents and 
drugs revisited: some further evidence in support of social learning 
theory. Criminology, 24(1), 85-104. 

Dishion, T. J., Patterson, G. R., & Kavanagh, K. A. (1992). An experimental test of the 
coercion model: Linking theory, measurement, and intervention. McCord, Joan 
(Ed); Tremblay, Richard Ernest (Ed), (1992). Preventing antisocial behavior: 
Interventions from birth through adolescence. , (pp. 253-282). New York, NY, 
US: Guilford Press. 

Dull, R. T. (1983). Friends' use and adult drug and drinking behavior: A further test of 
differential association theory. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 1608-
1619. 

Esbensen, F. A., & Deschenes, E. P. (1998). A multisite examination of youth gang 
membership: does gender matter?. Criminology, 36(4), 799-828. 

Fox, K. A., Nobles, M. R., & Akers, R. L. (2011). Is stalking a learned phenomenon? An 
empirical test of social learning theory. Journal of Criminal Justice, 39(1), 39-47. 

Gottfredson, M. R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford University 
Press. 

Hagan, J., Gillis, A. R., & Simpson, J. (1985). The class structure of gender and 
delinquency: Toward a power-control theory of common delinquent behavior. 
American Journal of Sociology, 1151-1178. 



 

88 
 

Haynie, D. L. (2001). Delinquent peers revisited: Does network structure matter? . 
American Journal of Sociology, 106(4), 1013-1057. 

 
Heimer, K., & Matsueda, R L.(1994). Role-Taking, Role Commitment, and Delinquency: 

A Theory of Differential Social Control. American Sociological Review, 59,365-
390. 

 
Higgins, G. E., Jennings, W. G., Marcum, C. D., Ricketts, M. L., & Mahoney, M. (2011). 

Developmental trajectories of nonsocial reinforcement and offending in 
adolescence and young adulthood: An exploratory study of an understudied part 
of social learning theory. Journal of Criminal Justice, 39(1), 60-66. 

 
Holland-Davis, L. (2006). Putting Behavior in Context: A Test of the Social Structure-

Social Learning Model (Doctoral dissertation, University of Florida). 
 
Hwang, S., & Akers, R. L. (2003). Substance use by Korean adolescents: A cross 

cultural test of social learning, social bonding, and self-control theories. Akers, R. 
L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2003). Social learning theory and the explanation of 
crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.  

 
Hwang, S., & Akers, R. L. (2006). Parental and peer influences on adolescent drug use 

in Korea. Asian Journal of Criminology, 1(1), 51-69. 
 
ICRSA (2008). Concepts and measures in the 2006 and 2008 Youth in Europe    

questionnaires (Unpublished Manuscript).  
 
Isir, A. B., Tokdemir, M., Küçüker, H., & Dulger, H. E. (2007). Role of family factors in 

adolescent delinquency in an Elazig/Turkey reformatory. Journal of Forensic 
Sciences, 52(1), 125-127. 

 
Jeffery, C. R. (1965). Criminal behavior and learning theory. J. Crim. L. Criminology & 

Police Sci., 56, 294. 
 
 
James, J. E., Kristjánsson, Á. L., & Sigfúsdóttir, I. D. (2011). Adolescent substance use, 

sleep, and academic achievement: evidence of harm due to caffeine. Journal of 
Adolescence, 34(4), 665-673. 

 
Jennings, W. G., Park, M., Tomsich, E. A., Gover, A. R., & Akers, R. L. (2011). Assessing 

the overlap in dating violence perpetration and victimization among South 
Korean college students: The influence of social learning and self-control. 
American Journal of Criminal Justice,36(2), 188-206. 

 
Jensen, G. F. (1972). Parents, peers, and delinquent action: A test of the differential 



 

89 
 

association perspective. American Journal of Sociology, 562-575. 
 
Jensen, G. F. (2003). Gender variation in delinquency: Self-images, beliefs and peers as 

mediating mechanisms. Akers, R. L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2003). Social 
learning theory and the explanation of crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New 
Jersey: Transaction Publishers.  

 
Jessor, R. & Jessor S. L. (1977). Problem Behavior and Psychosocial Development. New 

York: Academic Press. 
 
Johnson, R. E., Marcos, A. C., & Bahr, S. J. (1987). The role of peers in the complex 

etiology of adolescent drug use. Criminology, 25(2), 323-340. 
 
Junger-Tas, J., Terlouw, G. J., & Klein, M. W. (Eds.). (1994). Delinquent behavior 

among young people in the Western world: First Results of the International 
Self-Report Delinquency Study. Kugler Publications: Amsterdam, The Netherland.  

 
Kandel, D. & Davies, M. (1991). Friendship networks, intimacy, and illicit drug use in 

young adulthood: a comparison of two competing theories, Criminology, (29), 
441-469. 

 
Kandel, D. B. & Adler I. (1982). Socialization into marijuana use among French 

adolescents: a cross-cultural comparison with the United States. Journal of 
Health and Social Behavior, (23), 295-309. 

 
Karakus, O., McGarrell, E. F., & Basibuyuk, O. (2010). Fear of crime among citizens of 

Turkey. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(2), 174-184. 
 
Kim, E. (2010). A comparative test of the Social Structure and Social Learning model of 

substance use among South Korean adolescents. (Dissertation) University of 
Florida. 

 
Kristjansson, A. L., Sigfusdottir, I. D., & Allegrante, J. P. (2013). Adolescent substance 

use and peer use: a multilevel analysis of cross-sectional population data. 
Substance abuse treatment, prevention, and policy, 8(1), 27. 

 
Kristjansson, A. L., Sigfusdottir, I. D., Allegrante, J. P., & Helgason, A. R. (2009). 

Parental divorce and adolescent cigarette smoking and alcohol use: assessing the 
importance of family conflict. Acta Paediatrica, 98(3), 537-542.  

 
Kristjansson, A. L., Sigfusdottir, I. D., James, J. E., Allegrante, J. P., & Helgason, A. R. 

(2010). Perceived parental reactions and peer respect as predictors of adolescent 
cigarette smoking and alcohol use. Addictive Behaviors, 35(3), 256-259. 

 



 

90 
 

Krohn, M. D. (1974). An investigation of the effect of parental and peer associations on 
marijuana use: an empirical test of differential association theory, pp. 75-89 in 
Marc Riedel and Terence P. Thornberry, eds., Crime and Delinquency: 
Dimensions of Deviance. New York: Praeger. 

 
LaGrange, R. L., & White, H. R. (1985). Age differences in delinquency: a test of 

theory. Criminology, 23(1), 19-45. 
 
Lanza-Kaduce, L., & Capece, M. (2003). Social structure-social learning (SSSL) and 

binge drinking: A specific test of an integrated general theory. Social Learning 
Theory and the Explanation of Crime: A guide for the New Century. Advances in 
Criminological Theory,11, 179-196. 

Lanza‐Kaduce, L., & Klug, M. (1986). Learning to cheat: The interaction of 
moral‐development and social learning theories. Deviant Behavior, 7(3), 243-
259. 

 
Lauer, R. M., Akers, R. L., Massey, J., & Clarke, W. R. (1982). Evaluation of cigarette 

smoking among adolescents: the Muscatine study. Preventive Medicine, 11(4), 
417-428. 

 
Lee, G., Akers, R. L., & Borg, M. J. (2004). Social Learning and Structural Factors in 

Adolescent Substance Use. Western Criminology Review, 5(1). 
 
Lilly, J. R., Cullen, F. T., & Ball, R. A. (2010). Criminological theory: Context and 

consequences. Thousand Oaks, Ca :Sage. 
 
Lopez, J. M. O., Redondo, L. M., & Martín, A. L. (1989). Influence of family and peer 

group on the use of drugs by adolescents. Substance Use & Misuse, 24(11), 
1065-1082. 

 
Massey, J. L., & Krohn, M. D. (1986). A longitudinal examination of an integrated social 

process model of deviant behavior. Social Forces, 65(1), 106-134. 
 
Matsueda, R. L. (1982) “Testing control theory and differential association. American 

Sociological Review, 47, 489-504. 
 
Matsueda, R. L., & Heimer, K. (1987). Race, family structure, and delinquency: A test of 

differential association and social control theories. American Sociological Review, 
826-840. 

 
McEvoy, A., & Welker, R. (2000). Antisocial Behavior, Academic Failure, and School 

Climate A Critical Review. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8(3), 
130-140. 

 



 

91 
 

McGee, Z. T. (1992) Social class differences in parental and peer influence on 
adolescent drug use, Deviant Behavior , (13), 349-372. 

 
Meier, R. F., Burkett, S. R., & Hickman, C. A. (1984). Sanctions Peers, and Deviance: 

Preliminary Models Of A Social Control Process. The Sociological Quarterly, 25(1), 
67-82. 

 
Meneses, R. A., & Akers, R. L. (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. 

 
Mihalic, S. W., & Elliott, D. (1997). A social learning theory model of marital violence. 

Journal of f\Family Violence, 12(1), 21-47. 
 
Miller, H. V., Jennings, W. G., Alvarez-Rivera, L. L., & Miller, J. M. (2008). Explaining 

substance use among Puerto Rican adolescents: A partial test of social learning 
theory. Journal of Drug Issues, 38(1), 261-283. 

 
Minor, W. William 1980 “The neutralization of criminal offense,” Criminology 18:103-20. 
 
Moffitt, T. E. (1990). Juvenile delinquency and attention deficit disorder: Boys' 

developmental trajectories from age 3 to age 15. Child development,61(3), 893-
910. 

 
Osgood, D. W. (2000). Poisson-based regression analysis of aggregate crime 

rates. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 16(1), 21-43. 
 
Özbay, Ö. (2006). Class and self-reported juvenile delinquency: Evidence from Turkey. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 34(3), 237-249. 
 
Özbay, Ö. (2012). Does General Strain Theory Account for Youth Deviance in Turkey? 

Nevşehir Hacı Bektaş Veli Üniversitesi SBE Dergisi,1(1). 
 
Özbay, Ö., & Köksoy, O. (2009). Is low self-control associated with violence among 

youths in Turkey?. International journal of offender therapy and comparative 
criminology, 53(2), 145-167. 

 
Özbay, Ö., & Özcan, Y. Z. (2006a). A test of Hirschi’s social bonding theory juvenile 

delinquency in the high schools of Ankara, Turkey. International Journal Of 
Offender Therapy And Comparative Criminology, 50(6), 711-726. 

 
  Özbay, Ö., & Özcan, Y. Z. (2006b). Classic strain theory and gender the case of 

turkey. International Journal Of Offender Therapy And Comparative Criminology, 
50(1), 21-38. 



 

92 
 

 
Özbay, Ö., & Özcan, Y. Z. (2008). A Test of Hirschi's Social Bonding Theory A 

Comparison of Male and Female Delinquency. International Journal Of Offender 
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 52(2), 134-157. 

 
Özdemir, Y., Vazsonyi, A. T., & Cok, F. (2013). Parenting processes and aggression: 

The role of self-control among Turkish adolescents. Journal of 
Adolescence, 36(1), 65-77. 

 
Piquero, N. L., Gover, A. R., MacDonald, J. M., & Piquero, A. R. (2005). The Influence of 

Delinquent Peers on Delinquency Does Gender Matter?. Youth & Society, 36(3), 
251-275. 

 
Piza, E. L. (2012). Using Poisson and Negative Binomial Regression Models to Measure 

the Influence of Risk on Crime Incident Counts. Rutgers Center on Public 
Security. Newark, NJ, USA. 

 
Pratt, T. C., Cullen, F. T., Sellers, C. S., Thomas Winfree Jr, L., Madensen, T. D., Daigle, 

L. E., & Gau, J. M. (2010). The empirical status of social learning theory: A 
meta‐analysis. Justice Quarterly, 27(6), 765-802. 

 
Reifman, A., Barnes, G. M., Dintcheff, B. A., Farrell, M. P., & Uhteg, L. (1998). Parental 

and peer influences on the onset of heavier drinking among adolescents. Journal 
of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 59(3), 311. 

 
Reiss, A. J., & Rhodes, A. L. (1964). An empirical test of differential association theory. 

Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 1(1), 5-18. 
 
Roberts, J., Gunes, I. D., & Seward, R. R. (2011). The Impact of Self Esteem, Family 

Rituals, Religiosity, and Participation in Conforming Activities upon Delinquency: 
A Comparison of Young Adults in Turkey and the United States.Journal of 
Comparative Family Studies, 59-76. 

 
Rowe, D. C., & Gulley, B. L. (1992). Sibling effects on substance use and delinquency. 

Criminology, 30(2), 217-234. 
 
 Sankir, H. (2014). Gençlerin sapmiş ve suçlu davranişlara yönelmelerinde benlik 

saygisinin etkisi: lise 11. Sinif örneği. Electronic Turkish Studies, 9(2). 
 
Sellers, C. S., & Winfree, L. T. (1990). Differential associations and definitions: A panel 

study of youthful drinking behavior. Substance Use & Misuse, 25(7), 755-771. 
 
Sellers, C. S., Cochran, J. K., & Winfree Jr, L. T. (2003). ‘Social Learning Theory and 

Courtship Violence: An Empirical Test. Social learning theory and the explanation 



 

93 
 

of crime, 109-127. 
 
Short, J. F. (1957). Differential association and delinquency. Social Problems,4(3), 233-

239. 
 
Sigfusdottir, I. D., Kristjansson, A. L., & Agnew, R. (2012). A comparative analysis of 

general strain theory. Journal of Criminal Justice,40(2), 117-127. 
 
Sigfusdottir, I.D., Farkas, G., Silver, E. (2004). The Role of Depressed Mood and Anger 

in the Relationship Between Family Conflict and Delinquent Behavior. Journal of 
Youth and Adolescence, 33: 509-522. 

 
Sigfusdottir, I.D., Thorlindsson, Th., Bjarnason, Th. (2007). Religion: divine support and 

psychological tension. Social Compass, 54: 473-392. 
 
Sigfusdottir, ID., Farkas, G. and Silver, E. (2004). The Role of Depressed Mood and 

Anger in the Relationship Between Family Conflict and Delinquent Behavior. 
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 33(6), 509-522. - See more at: 
http://www.rannsoknir.is/visindagreinar/#sthash.EgsX78Ws.dpuf 

 
Simon, R. J. (1975). Women and crime (p. 1). Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 
 
Skinner, W. F., & Fream, A. M. (1997). A social learning theory analysis of computer 

crime among college students. Journal of research in crime and delinquency, 
34(4), 495-518. 

 
Sutherland, E. H. (1937). The Professional Thief. By a Professional Thief. Annotated and 

Interpreted by Edwin H. Sutherland. 
 
Sutherland, E. H. (1947). Differential association. New Jersey: Pearson publication 
 
Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of 

delinquency. American sociological review, 664-670. 
 
Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of 

delinquency. American sociological review, 664-670. 
 
Thorlindsson, T., & Bernburg, J. G. (2009). Community structural instability, anomie, 

imitation and adolescent suicidal behavior.Journal of adolescence,32(2), 233-
245. 

 
Thorlindsson, Th. Bernburg, J.G. (2006). Peer groups and substance use: Examining the 

direct and interactive effect of leisure activity. Adolescence, 41: 321-339. 
 

http://www.rannsoknir.is/visindagreinar/%23sthash.EgsX78Ws.dpuf


 

94 
 

Thorlindsson, Th. Halldorsson, V. (2010). Sport, and use of anabolic androgenic steroids 
among Icelandic high school students: a critical test of three perspectives. 
Substance Abuse Treatment Prevention and Policy, 5, 32. - See more at: 
Http://www.rannsoknir.is/visindagreinar/#sthash.EgsX78Ws.dpuf 

 
Thornberry, T. P., Lizotte, A. J., Krohn, M. D., Farnworth, M., & Jang, S. J. (1994). 

Delinquent peers, beliefs, and delinquent behavior: a longitudinal test of 
interactional theory. Criminology, 32(1), 47-83. 

 
Tittle, C. R., Antonaccio, O., & Botchkovar, E. (2012). Social learning, reinforcement 

and crime: evidence from three european cities. Social forces,90(3), 863-890. 
 
Turk Kriminoloji Enstitüsü (1953). 974 Suçlu çocuk hakkında kriminolojik anket. 

İstanbul: Hüsnütabiat. 
 
 
TURKSTAT (2014). Turkish Statistical Institute. Retrieved, December 12, 2015 from  

http://tuikapp.tuik.gov.tr/cocuksucdagitimapp/cocuksuc_ing.zul 
 
Tuncer, O. (1976). Çocuk suçluluğu, biyo-psikososyal açıdan ergenlik. Ayın Kitabı. Ege 

Üniv Matbaası, İzmir. 
 
Unal, H & Cukur, C. S. (2011). Okula Bağlılık, Okulda Uygulanan Disiplin Teknikleri ve 

Okulda Mağdurluğun Lise Öğrencilerinin Sapkın Davranışları Üzerine Etkisi.  
Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice - 11(2)  Bahar/Spring  547-570 

 
Ünlü, A., Evcin, U., Yilmaz, H. B., & Dalkilic, A. The prevalence of crime and violence in 

Istanbul public high schools: comparison of school types. Anadolu Psikiyatri Derg. 
2013; 14(2): 152-160. doi: 10.5455/apd.34494 

 
 Volkman, R., & Cressey, D. R. (1963). Differential association and the rehabilitation of 

drug addicts. American Journal of Sociology, 129-142. 
 
Voss, H. L. (1964). Differential association and reported delinquent behavior: A 

replication. Social Problems., 12, 78. 
 
Wang, M. T., Selman, R. L., Dishion, T. J., & Stormshak, E. A. (2010). A tobit regression 

analysis of the covariation between middle school students' perceived school 
climate and behavioral problems. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 20(2), 
274-286. 

 
Wang, S. N., & Jensen, G. E. (2011). Explaining delinquency in Taiwan: A test of social 

learning theory. Social Learning Theory and the Explanation of Crime,1, 65. 
 

http://www.rannsoknir.is/visindagreinar/%23sthash.EgsX78Ws.dpuf
http://tuikapp.tuik.gov.tr/cocuksucdagitimapp/cocuksuc_ing.zul


 

95 
 

Warr, M. (2002). Companions in crime: The social aspects of criminal conduct. New 
York : Cambridge University Press. 

 
Warr, M., & Stafford, M. (1991). The influence of delinquent peers: what they think or 

what they do?. Criminology, 29(4), 851-866. 
 
Warr. M. (1993). Parents, Peers, and Delinquency. Social Forces, 72, 247-260. 
 
Wasti, S. A. (1998). Cultural barriers in the transferability of Japanese and American 

human resources practices to developing countries: the Turkish case. 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 9(4), 608-631. 

 
Wiesner, M., Capaldi, D. M., & Patterson, G. R. (2003). Development of antisocial 

behavior and crime across the life-span from a social interactional perspective: 
The coercion model. Akers, R. L., & Jensen, G. F. (Eds.). (2011). Social learning 
theory and the explanation of crime (Vol. 1). New Brunswick, New Jersey: 
Transaction Publishers.  

 
Williams III, F. P., & McShane, M. D. (2010). Criminology theories. Fifth edition. Upper 
Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  
 
Winfree Jr, L. T., & Griffiths, C. T. (1983). Social Learning and Adolescent Marijuana 

Use: A Trend Study of Deviant Behavior in a Rural Middle School. Rural 
Sociology, 48(2), 219-39. 

 
Winfree Jr, L. T., Griffiths, C. T., & Sellers, C. S. (1989). Social learning theory, drug 

use, and American Indian youths: A cross-cultural test. Justice Quarterly,6(3), 
395-417. 

 
Winfree, L. T., Bäckström, T. V., & Mays, G. L. (1994). Social Learning Theory, Self-

Reported Delinquency, and Youth Gangs A New Twist on a General Theory of 
Crime and Delinquency. Youth & Society, 26(2), 147-177. 

 
Yavuzer, H. (1981). Psiko-sosyal açıdan çocuk suçluluğu. İstanbul: İstanbul Üniversitesi 

Edebiyat Fakültesi Yayınları. 
 
Yun, M., & Kim, E. (2014). Illicit Drug Use Among South Korean Offenders: Assessing 

the Generality of Social Learning Theory. International Journal of Offender 
Therapy and Comparative Criminology. doi:10.1177/0306624X14530671. 

 
Yüksel-Şahin, F. (2013). Predicting Delinquency Levels in Turkish Adolescents. Procedia-

Social and Behavioral Sciences, 89, 841-847. 
 
  Zeren, C., Mustafa Arslan, M., Yengil, E., Karanfil, R., Akçan, R., & Oksuz, M. (2013). 



96 

Socio-demographic characteristics of juvenile delinquents in Turkey. The Journal 
of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 24(6), 688-698. 


	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF TABLES
	CHAPTER 1
	INTRODUCTION
	1.1. Introduction to the Problem
	1.2. Statement of the Problem
	1.3. Purpose of the Study
	1.4. Outlines of the Study

	CHAPTER 2
	A REVIEW OF THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
	2.1 Development of the Theory
	2.1.1. Social Learning Theory
	2.1.2. Social Structure and Social Learning Theory
	2.2.    Literature Review
	2.2.1   Early literature on Social Learning Theory
	2.2.2   Recent Literature on Social Learning Theory
	2.2.3   Comparative and Cross National Literature on Social Learning Theory
	2.2.4 . Critiques on Social Learning Theory
	2.2.5. Turkish Literature on Delinquency

	CHAPTER 3
	SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS
	3.1. Social Learning Model
	3.1.1. Differential Association
	3.1.2. Definitions
	3.1.3. Differential Reinforcement
	3.1.4. Imitations
	3.2. Social Structure Model
	3.2.1. Differential Location in the Social Structure (Age & Gender)
	3.2.2. Differential Social Location in Groups (Family Structure)

	CHAPTER 4
	METHODOLOGY
	4.1. Data
	4.3. Measurement
	4.3.1. Dependent variable: Delinquent Behaviors
	4.3.2. Independent Variables
	4.4. Research Design and Analytic Framework

	CHAPTER 5
	ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
	5.1. Descriptive Statistic
	5.2. Bivariate Analysis
	5.3. Multivariate Analysis
	5.4 Summary of Findings

	CHAPTER 6
	DISCUSSSION AND CONCLUSION
	6.1 Discussion
	6.2. Conclusion: Theoretical Implications
	6.3. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Studies

	APPENDIX A
	REFERENCES



