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ABSTRACT

Research on power-control theory has focused almost exclusively on traditional families and/or single mother
families. Using data from a survey conducted on 534 persons, this study examines the effects of including a complex
measure of family structure in a power-control model. The measure of family structure used in this study includes
intact two parent families, single mother families, single father families, and stepfamilies. The inclusion of a variety
of family structures in a power-control model, however, creates a related complication as power-control research
traditionally uses a measure of patriarchy that is implicitly tied to family structure. Therefore, this study also
suggests a new measure of patriarchy that allows for greater flexibility in developing power-control models. Results

from OLS and Ordered Logit models indicate that family structure has an effect on patriarchy and instrumental
control and that an attitudinal measure of patriarchy allows for more model and theoretical complexity than
structural measures of patriarchy. Finally, this paper addresses the implications of power-control theory and the
current findings for public policy designed to reduce deviance.
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Developed by Hagan, Gillis and Simpson (Hagan
1989; Hagan, Gillis and Simpson 1985; Hagan, Simpson
and Gillis 1987; Hagan, Gillis and Simpson1990),
power-control theory combines class and control
theories of deviance to explain the effects of familial
control on gender differences in crime. Hagan et al.
(1987) argue that parental positions in the workforce
affect patriarchal attitudes in the household. Patriarchal
attitudes, in turn, result in different levels of control
placed on boys and girls in these households. Finally,
differing levels of control affect the likelihood of the
children taking risks and ultimately engaging in
deviance. In other words, because of the greater levels
of control placed on girls in patriarchal households,
there are greater gender differences in delinquency in
such households in that boys are more delinquent than
girls.

Power-control theory begins with the assumption
that mothers constitute the primary agents of
socialization in the family. In households in which the
mother and father have relatively similar levels of power
at work, "balanced households,” mothers will be less
likely to differentially exert control upon their
daughters. Thus, in balanced households, both sons and
daughters will have similar levels of control placed upon
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them, leading them to develop similar attitudes
regarding the risks and benefits of engaging in deviant
behavior. This line of reasoning suggests that balanced
households will experience fewer gender differences in
deviant behavior. Power-control theorists further assume
that households in which mothers and fathers have
dissimilar levels of power in the work place, so-called
"unbalanced households," are more "patriarchal™ in their
attitudes regarding gender roles. In such households
parents will place greater levels of control upon
daughters than upon sons. Therefore, daughters will
develop attitudes unfavorable towards deviance--higher
levels of perceived risk and fewer perceived benefits for
engaging in deviant acts. Thus, in unbalanced
households the theory predicts significant gender
differences in deviant behavior, with male children
being more likely than females to engage in deviant acts.

Initial tests of power-control theory suggested that
these gender differences in crime come about because
girls are differentially controlled in the household. In
other words, female delinquency increases or decreases
depending on the level of patriarchy and, thus, control in
the household. Later tests of the theory (McCarthy,
Hagan, and Woodward 1999) suggest that gender
differences in delinquency and crime probably decrease
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because both male and female delinquents are affected.
Most importantly, McCarthy et al. (1999) demonstrate
that in less patriarchal households sons have more
controls placed on them, decreasing their level of
delinquency.

Most tests of power-control theory have provided at
least moderate support for its model of the causes of
gender-differences in deviant behavior (Hagan et al.
1985; Hagan et al. 1987; McCarthy and Hagan 1987;
Singer and Levine 1988; Hagan 1989; Hagan 1990;
Hagan et al. 1990; Hagan and Kay 1990; Sacco 1990;
Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991; Hagan and Wheaton
1993; Jensen 1993; Grasmick et al. 1996; Heimer 1996;
Avakame 1997; Leiber and Wacker 1997; McCarthy et
al. 1999; Blackwell 2000; Blackwell, Sellers, and
Schlaupitz 2002)—see Jensen and Thompson (1990) for
an exception. As the theory predicts, gender has been
found to have very little, if any, relationship to
delinquency in less patriarchal households (Hagan et al.
1985, 1987, 1990). In addition to testing power-control
theory, researchers have attempted to extend it in several
ways. For example, theorists have modified or extended
power-control theory to apply to adult populations
(Grasmick et al. 1996; Blackwell 2000), to include the
effects of peer relationships (Singer and Levine 1988;
Avakame 1997) and religion (Avakame 1997), to
predict the likelihood of victimization (Hagan 1990;
Sacco 1990; Blackwell et al. 2002) and adolescent role
exits (Hagan 1990; Hagan and Wheaton 1993;
Blackwell et al. 2002).

This paper presents a further attempt to extend
power-control theory with the inclusion of multiple
types of family structure. Thus far, tests of power-
control theory have focused primarily upon intact, two-
parent families and single mother families (for an
exception see Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991; Leiber
and Wacker 1997; and Blackwell et al. 2002). While
alternative family structures, such as single father
families and stepfamilies, are certainly less common
than two-parent and single mother families, there is no
compelling reason why the theoretical arguments
outlined in power-control theory must be restricted to
certain types of families. In fact, by drawing upon the
sociology of the family literature and arguments by
Hagan et al. (1990) and Grasmick et al. (1996), a strong
argument can be made to include a large variety of
family forms.

While researchers have called for an expansion of
power-control theory to cover different family structures
(Hagan et al 1990; Blackwell 2000), such an expansion
raises theoretical complications (Hagan et al. 1990;
Hagan and Kay 1990; Hagan et al. 1993). According to
power-control theory, a key variable in explaining
gender differences in deviant behavior is the level of
patriarchy within the family. However, the measure of
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patriarchy used by most previous studies of power-
control theory is implicitly tied to family structure, due
to its focus upon differential levels of power between
husbands and wives (Hagan et al. 1987). Households in
which husbands and wives share equal levels of power
are considered "balanced" and therefore less patriarchal.
Households that experience differentials in power,
"unbalanced" households, will experience higher levels
of patriarchy. Basing a measure of patriarchy upon
differential levels of power between spouses precludes
the possibility of extending power-control theory to
alternate family structures, such as single-parent
households. Thus, in addition to calling for an extension
of power-control theory to alternate family forms, this
paper will discuss how measures of patriarchy can be
disentangled from family structure.

In addition to the discussion of these theoretical
issues, this paper will provide an initial test of a revised
model's ability to predict gender differences in deviant
behavior. The measure of family structure used in this
study includes biological families, single mother
families, single father families and stepfamilies.
Further, the analysis uses a modified measure of
patriarchy necessitated by the inclusion of alternate
family forms. Finally, the policy implications for an
extension of this theory will be discussed. The family is
viewed as strong correlate to delinquency—this theory
implicitly, then, offers suggestions for formal and
informal practices to control deviant behavior.

EXTENDING POWER-CONTROL THEORY TO
ALTERNATE FAMILY STRUCTURES

Since the 1960s, the divorce rate and, consequently,
the number of individuals remarrying sharply increased
in the Unites States (Cherlin 1992). These changes have
resulted in an increase in research concerning the family
and specifically family structure. For a variety of
reasons, most research on the effects of family structure
has been limited to single mother families. First and
foremost, single mother families have been at the center
of the political debate concerning the importance of
family life (Dowd 1997). Furthermore, single father
families and stepfamilies are far less prevalent than
single mother families making the collection of data on
such families difficult (Cherlin 1992). In recent years,
researchers have paid more attention to single fathers
(Garasky and Meyer 1996) and stepfamilies (see
Ganong and Coleman 1984). However, criminologists
have lagged behind in the inclusion of alternate family
structures in deviance models

For example, early research examining power-
control theory (Hagan et al. 1985, 1990; Hill and
Atkinson 1988) focused solely on two parent families.
However, more thorough analyses followed that
included single mother families (Hagan et al. 1987,
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Jensen and Thompson 1990; Leiber and Wacker 1997;
Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991). Findings from
studies including single mothers have been inconclusive.
Some studies find a relationship between family
structure, patriarchy, and gender differences in
delinquency (Hagan et al. 1987), while others find no
such relationship (Jensen and Thompson 1990). Still
others question the way in which patriarchy is related to
family structure, by questioning how patriarchy is
measured for single mother families (Morash and
Chesney-Lind 1991; Leiber and Wacker 1997). Many
researchers have acknowledged the theoretical
complications of adding extended measures of family
structure to a power-control model—these researchers
suggest that addressing these complications and
improving model specifications is needed before family
structure can be adequately addressed by power-control
theory (Hagan et al 1990; Blackwell 2000).
Power-control theory implicitly assumes that
processual issues (levels of patriarchy and types of
control) in the household determine gender differences
in delinquency. However, while power-control theory
argues that the level of power parents bring to the
relationship determine the control placed upon juveniles,
it is also plausible to argue that family structure itself
may have significant effects upon levels of power in the
household and the type and level of control exerted upon
juveniles. For example, children from a single parent or
stepfamily may have lower levels of control placed on
them than children from biological families. In other
words, if relational control is measured as the extent to
which a child will want to be like his/her mother or
father, this child may report a weaker connection to a
non-custodial or stepparent than a custodial or
biological parent. In addition, research has shown that
children from stepfamilies often experience low levels
of control or discipline as stepparents adjust to the
parenting role (Papernow 1992). Given recent increases
in single father families (Garasky and Meyer 1996) and
stepfamilies (Cherlin 1992), an expansion of power-
control theory to such family structures is in order.

FAMILY STRUCTURE AND
MEASUREMENT OF PATRIARCHY
As discussed above, the inclusion of family forms
beyond intact, two-parent households to power-control
theory is problematic, given the theory's focus upon
differentials in power between spouses in a household.
Therefore, the inclusion of alternative family structures
in power-control analyses requires the researcher to
address the issue of how patriarchy will be measured.
After all, in a single-parent household there is no spouse
against whom to compare levels of power. While single
father families and stepfamilies have been ignored in
tests of power-control theory, some studies have
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included single mother families in analyses (Hagan et al.
1987; Jensen and Thompson 1990; Leiber and Wacker
1997; Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991). Therefore, a
discussion of how tests of power-control theory that
include single mother families measure patriarchy is in
order.

Most power-control research has analyzed less
patriarchal households and more patriarchal households
separately (Hagan et al. 1985; Hagan et al. 1987; Jensen
and Thompson 1990; Singer and Levine 1988; Grasmick
et al. 1996). Those few studies that consider non-intact
families have compared female-headed households to
balanced and unbalanced households (Hagan et al. 1987;
Jensen and Thompson 1990). The implicit assumption
behind such studies is that female-headed families are a
special example of a balanced household, since there is
no "power imbalance" in the household (Hagan et al.
1987). Rather than examining the effect of family
structure on patriarchy, female-headed households have
simply become a proxy measure for low patriarchy.
However, others argue that such a classification
overlooks structural inequalities that women might
experience in the workforce, thereby ignoring a central
tenet of power-control theory (Morash and Chesney-
Lind 1991). Such researchers do not assume that
female-headed houses are balanced, but classify them
according to the level of power the woman holds in her
job (Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991; see also Lieber
and Wacker 1997). While a single mother may not have
to contend with power differentials with her husband,
the type of job she holds may still affect her parenting
style. Prior research has not examined the relationship
between family structure (i.e., single mother households)
and levels of patriarchy; instead it has examined the
effect of single mother families on the level of support
and control placed on sons and daughters. This blanket
assumption that single mother families are less
patriarchal in nature ignores both the complexities of
single parenting and the structural position of women in
society.

Single mothers (and fathers for that matter) must
contend with a variety of power struggles in their daily
lives, such as the continued existence of the non-
custodial parent in child-rearing and decision making
[i.e., single parents who must rely on child-support
payments or are limited in decision-making power
because the non-custodial parent has partial custody],
the potential involvement of the state [i.e., single
mothers or single fathers who are jobless and must rely
on the state for monies], as well as power differentials at
work. Hagan et al., (1990) and most researchers have
focused on patriarchy in the household between
custodial parents, assigning single mothers the role of
less patriarchal households. Morash and Chesney-Lind
(1991) have extended this measure of patriarchy to
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include power differentials at work, which allows single
mothers the possibility of being either patriarchal or
non-patriarchal. Neither has extended the argument to
other non-traditional family forms, nor allowed for an
argument that power differentials for single parents may
exist beyond the custodial household or workplace.*

Thus, power-control research, to date, has measured
patriarchy in one of two ways--both structural in nature.
The more traditional measure, specified by Hagan et al
(1990), is relational in nature. Relational measures
determine levels of patriarchy by examining the
differing levels of power conferred upon spouses by
their occupations. For example, if a husband works in a
job where he manages others and his wife does not, that
household will be defined as patriarchal under a
relational measure.

Morash and Chesney-Lind (1990) provide a different
measure of patriarchy that is also structurally-based.
This measure of patriarchy, perhaps best labeled a
global measure, takes into account the fact that woman
generally hold less power in the workforce. Women
who would have no power differential in the household
(for example, single mothers) may still experience a
power differential in the workplace, and this general or
global power differential may translate into increased
control and supervision for daughters. This global
measure, therefore, is a measure of female power in the
workforce. For example, a household would be defined
as patriarchal under the global measure if the female in
the household held relatively little to no power in the
workforce whether or not her partner was in a powerful
position. A mother who managed a workgroup would
be in a non-patriarchal household, while a mother who
had relatively little power in her job would come from a
patriarchal household when using a global measure of
patriarchy.

While this global measure may not be the original
measure specified by power-control theory, it is an
important extension of the theory, especially if two
parents are not present in the household. However, both
of these measures, relational and global, are based upon
structural characteristics of the individual or family.

AN ALTERNATIVE MEASURE OF
PATRIARCHY

An alternative to structural measures of patriarchy is
an attitudinal measure of patriarchy, although this has
rarely been used in power-control research. Hagan et al.
(1990) do suggest that a measure of marital power [as
seen in Bloode and Wolfe (1960)] and decision making
might provide a useful extension of structural measures
of patriarchy. Furthermore, Grasmick et al. (1996)
compared the effectiveness of three measures of
patriarchy in predicting preferences for risk, finding that
a patriarchy measure that uses both structural and
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attitudinal indicators was the best fit with other
theoretically relevant constructs. However, with these
notable exceptions, most research has remained faithful
to a structural measure of patriarchy.

Family research, on the other hand, consistently
measures patriarchy attitudinally, as sex role attitudes in
the family. Extensive research examines the effects of
family structure, specifically single mother families, on
attitudes in the family (Richmond-Abbott 1984; Finlay,
Starnes, and Alvarez 1985; Wright and Young 1998;
Slavkin and Stright 2000; Slavkin 2001). Most relevant
to the present study is research examining the effect of
family structure on sex-role attitudes of parents and
children. While such research has typically focused on
the attitudes of either single mothers, or children from
single mother households (Demo and Acock 1988),
more recent research has found differences in gender
role attitudes between intact households and single
parent households in general (Amato and Booth 1991;
Slavkin 2001). This body of research supports Hagan et
al’s (1990) earlier claims that an attitudinal measure of
patriarchy may be useful.

For several decades, family research has
acknowledged the importance of family structure on the
effect of attitudes and behavior in the household:

A single parent will of necessity have to do a large
number of behaviors typically stereotyped as both
masculine and feminine. He or she may well come
to believe in the appropriateness of less sex-role
behavior and may serve as a model of more non-
traditional behavior to children in the family. The
children in turn may internalize their parents more
flexible beliefs about appropriate sex-role behaviors
and behave in a way that reflects their possession of
more contemporary values. Thus, single parent
families may be incubators for more sex-role values
and behaviors (Richmond-Abbott 1984: 61-62).

Research examining the effect of family structure
on parental attitudes has found that single mothers are,
in general, more liberal in their sex-role attitudes than
married women (Finlay et al. 1985), and that both sons
and daughters echo their mother’s attitudes (Amato and
Booth 1991). While single mothers and fathers take on
a wider range of responsibilities in the family and thus
become more non-traditional role models (Slavkin
2001) with less restrictive rules than married parents
(Thompson, McLanahan, and Curtin 1992), some
research has found that children from single father
families have more traditional sex role attitudes than
children from single mother families (Wright and Young
1998). However, other research has found that both
single mothers and single fathers have less traditional
sex role behaviors and attitudes than two parent
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households and that these less traditional attitudes are
passed on to both their sons and daughters (Richmond-
Abbott 1984).

THE CURRENT THEORY AND RESEARCH

Since power-control theory provides a rather
complex theoretical model, the authors are providing
this model—with the inclusion of family structure—in
Figure 1. Power-control theory argues that patriarchal
attitudes affect delinquent behavior via the differential
controls placed upon children by family members
(Hagan et al. 1990). In particular, the theory argues that
girls are subject to greater control than boys in
patriarchal households. This study includes measures of
two different forms of control for each parent--
instrumental and relational (see Hagan et al. 1990).
Initial specifications of the theory focused solely on
maternal control, arguing that different levels of
patriarchy will differentially affect how women parent.
Later applications of the theory (Grasmick et al. 1996;
Blackwell 2000) have included measures of paternal
control, too.

In turn, consistent with power-control theory,
instrumental and relational control affect levels of risk
by making it more likely that girls will perceive they will
get in trouble for their bad behavior and less likely to
prefer to engage in risky behavior. These differentials in
risk preference and perceived risk will then lead to
differences in levels of deviance.

The literature suggests that the relationship between
family structure and power-control processes is
sufficiently complicated to warrant a more detailed
analysis than traditional power-control models. This
study examines the effects of family structure on
patriarchy instead of using structure as a proxy for
patriarchy in the household. Furthermore, rather than
simply comparing single mother households to intact
biological households, single fathers and stepfamilies
are included in the analyses. Because this paper makes
modifications to power-control theory in order to
include such alternate family forms, an interaction term
between gender and patriarchal attitudes was included in
the model to test the assertion of the theory that
patriarchal attitudes exerted on females impacts their
level of deviance. Thus, this study analyzes the effect of
family structure, gender, race, and age on patriarchal
attitudes, levels of control, perceived risk, and, finally,
deviance.

HYPOTHESES

The above discussion suggests several hypotheses.
First, family structure is not expected to have a direct
effect on deviance. Rather family structure should have
an indirect effect through the mechanisms of patriarchy,
specifically patriarchal attitudes. As previous research
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shows, sex-role attitudes in single parent families may
become less traditional as these parents engage in both
maternal and paternal activities. Single mother and
single father families should have lower levels of
patriarchy than biological intact families. Given that this
earlier research suggests it is the absence of two parents
that will lead to changes in patriarchal attitudes in the
household, as single parents take on the daily roles and
responsibilities of both parents, it is expected that there
will be no difference in patriarchal attitudes between
stepfamilies and biological intact families (since both
are two parent households).

Furthermore  patriarchal ~ households  should
experience higher levels of control placed on daughters.
Higher levels of control will, in turn, lead to a reduced
preference for risky behavior and a higher sense of
perceived risk for engaging in delinquent acts. Low
levels of perceived risk and the preference for risky
activities should have significant effects on deviant
behavior, which means that in patriarchal households
there should be a greater gender difference in deviance
than in less patriarchal households. Put another way,
gender should not have a direct effect on deviance, as its
effects should be moderated by the differential controls
placed upon boys and girls.

METHODS

Data

As discussed at length above, this study extends
power-control theory to include family types beyond
two-parent, biological families. Specifically, the analysis
includes single father families, single mother families
and stepfamilies. The inclusion of these alternate family
structures required the development of an attitudinal
measure of patriarchy, since tests of power-control
theory have traditionally relied upon measures
intrinsically tied to family structure. Thus, the analysis
suggested by these modifications to power-control
theory requires a data source that includes several items.
First, the data must include sufficient information about
the respondent’s family to allow analyses to differentiate
among intact biological families, stepfamilies, single
father households, and single mother households. The
data must also allow the development of both a
structural and attitudinal measure of patriarchy. Further,
the data must include items that allow the measurement
of control within the household, since power-control
theory argues that patriarchy determines the levels of
control placed upon youth. Finally, in addition to basic
demographic information, the data must also include
measures of the perceived risks of engaging in deviance
and the extent to which the respondent has actually
engaged in deviant acts.
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Figure 1.Power-control Model of Deviance with Family Structure.
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Unfortunately, no existing data set that the authors
could locate provided all of the necessary pieces for a
test of the expanded power-control theory outlined in the
above discussion. Therefore, the authors developed and
administered a survey that would allow a preliminary
test of this model. In the fall of 1997 and the summer of
1998, a convenience sample of 700 students in an
introductory sociology course at a large, public
university on the West coast was administered
anonymous, multiple choice surveys. Questions
consisted of demographic items (including questions
regarding family structure), questions about deviant
behavior, and items used to construct measures of
structural patriarchy, patriarchal attitudes, instrumental
and relational control, perceived risks of committing
deviant acts, and the preference for risky behavior.? Of
the seven hundred questionnaires distributed, 555 were
returned complete and coded for analysis. When cases
with missing data on key variables were eliminated, the
final number of cases in the analysis dropped to 534.

As with all studies based on college samples, there
are concerns as to how representative the sample is to
the general population. In fact, a college sample will
differ in many ways from the general population. Such
samples will tend to be disproportionately female, have
a higher level of income, and have a lower overall level
of deviance. As a consequence, this study cannot be
assumed to apply to the general population. For studies
focusing on the relationship between levels of income
and patriarchal attitudes, a college sample would not
provide sufficient variance in levels of income.
Furthermore a college sample would clearly be
inappropriate for studying predictors of serious forms of
deviance. However, power-control theory focuses upon
gender differences in lesser or minor forms of deviance
(Hagan et al. 1985)—forms of deviance for which there
is sufficient variance, even in a college sample, to allow
for a statistical test of the theory. Given this paper’s
focus on the methodological and theoretical implications
of including alternate family forms in a power-control
model, a college sample was appropriate for a
preliminary test.

As expected, females are, indeed, over-represented
in the sample—sixty-three percent of the sample was
female, thirty-seven percent males. The majority of
respondents were white (68%). The next largest racial
grouping was Asian (18.7%), followed by Pacific
Islander (3.8%), Hispanic (3.5%), African American
(2.7%), and Native American (1%). Approximately two
percent of the sample indicated that they did not
consider themselves a member of any of the above
racial/ethnic groups. Most respondents were in their first
quarter and year of college when completing the survey.
The mean age for respondents was nineteen, with eighty-
seven percent of the respondents under the age of 21.
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Respondents were asked if, compared to other
American families, their level of income was far below
average, below average, average, above average or far
above average. Again, since this study utilized college
students, most respondents indicate that their income
was above average (41%) or average (35.3%). Thirteen
percent of the sample indicated that their family income
was below average, and two percent indicated an income
far below average. Eight percent of the sample had an
income they considered “far above average.”

Because the current study examines the effect of
family structure on the mechanism of power-control
theory, included among the demographic items was a
question that asked respondents who they lived with at
age sixteen.* The majority of respondents (74%) lived
with both of their birth parents.’> Of the remaining
twenty-six percent of respondents, seven percent lived
with a parent and stepparent, fifteen percent lived with
their birth mother only, and four percent lived with their
father only.® Twenty-one cases that indicated that they
lived with “Other” persons were also excluded from the
analysis.” Family structure was entered into the
regression analyses as a series of dichotomous variables,
with “Lived with Both Parents” as the contrast category.
Other standard demographic variables included in the
analysis were gender (1 = female, 0 = male), age, and
race (1 = white, 0 = non-white).

This study was conducted using a retrospective
design, first suggested by Hagan (1989) as a plausible
way to test theories such as power-control which have
historical components. Given the difficulties associated
with collecting longitudinal data, retrospective designs
serve as a reasonable alternative. There are numerous
arguments against retrospective design, greatest of
which is that recall deteriorates over time. However,
research has shown that information important to
respondents is easier and more accurately recalled than
information that is less important (Blair et al. 1991). For
example, studies have shown that memories of many
family issues such as parental supervision (Brewin et al.
1993; Parker 1989) or parental work histories (Robins et
al. 1985) remain generally stable over time. In fact,
Robins et al. (1985) found that a majority of respondents
could accurately recall family details over a thirty year
period when compared to official family records. For a
thorough and detailed discussion of the costs and
benefits of this design see Blackwell (2000: 455-456,
460).

Patriarchy

The current study cannot measure patriarchy in the
same manner as Hagan, Simpson and Gillis (1987), as
their measure is tied to family structure. The method of
classification used by Morash and Chesney-Lind (1991)
is less problematic, although it does not address family
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structures other than single mother households. This
study modified this construct to work with other non-
traditional family forms. Taking the lead from sociology
of the family research [Hagan et al. (1990), Grasmick et
al. (1996), and Morash and Chesney-Lind (1991)] both
structural and attitudinal measures of patriarchy were
initially included.

Global structural patriarchy

Morash and Chesney-Lind (1991) suggest an
alternative structural measure of patriarchy to the
Hagan, Simpson and Gillis (1987) measure. This
measure of patriarchy uses the mother's structural place
in the workforce instead of her comparative place given
her husband's job.

Two questions were used to determine the likelihood
of global patriarchy in each household. Each respondent
indicated the level of power held by his or her mother (if
applicable) in her occupation and the level of power
held by the father (if applicable) in his occupation. For
example, when indicating the occupational power held
by the mother, respondents could select from "self-

employed with no one else working for her,” "self-
employed with other people working for her,” "worked
for someone else and did not supervise others," "worked

for someone else and supervised others," or "she was
not employed.” The likelihood of global patriarchy for
traditional-, single mother-, and stepfamilies was based
on the mother’s level of power in the workforce.
Households where mothers held a position of power
in the work force whether or not another adult in the
household also held power were considered low
patriarchy. Households where mothers did not hold a
position of power in the work force were considered
high patriarchy. Single father households presented a
problem given Morash and Chesney-Lind’s (1991)
articulation of global patriarchy (which is based solely
on female occupational power). In the end, global
patriarchy for single father households was coded as
follows: households where the father held power in the
workforce were coded high patriarchy, households
where the father did not hold power in the workforce
were coded low patriarchy. This decision was made
because previous research has determined balanced
households to be those in which male power
approximated levels of female power (within or outside
the household). Given that women are more likely to
hold jobs with little power—a balanced or less
patriarchal household would be one in which the male
would also hold little power in his job. Thus balanced
single father households are those in which the man does
not hold power in his job. Patriarchal or unbalanced
households are those in which the man holds a position
of power. About thirty-eight percent of households were
coded as non-patriarchal, 62.2 percent of households

177

were coded as patriarchal.

Attitudinal patriarchy

An alternative to coding patriarchy using parental
occupations is to measure the level of patriarchal
attitudes held by the present parent(s). After all, power-
control theory argues that experiences in the workplace
will affect attitudes that, in turn, will impact the amount
of control exerted in the household. Numerous studies
in the family literature have, in fact, measured patriarchy
using attitudinal items (Finlay et al. 1985; Richmond-
Abbott 1984; and Thornton et al. 1983).

A series of nine questions was used to measure the
patriarchal attitudes of the respondent's father. For
example, each respondent was asked if his/her father
would "strongly agree," "agree," "disagree," or "strongly
disagree,” with the following statement: "It is much
better for everyone if the man earns the main living and
the woman takes care of the home and family." The
remaining questions provide further indicators of the
fathers' sex-role attitudes, asking about such items as
child rearing, housework, and authority in the family.
The respondents were then asked how their mothers
would answer the same nine questions.?

The final Attitudinal Patriarchy score for each
respondent was created based on his or her family
structure. Separate Attitudinal Patriarchy scores were
created for the father and mother by adding together
their respective responses.  Individual items were
reverse coded as necessary, such that higher scores on
the Attitudinal Patriarchy variable indicate greater
patriarchal attitudes. If the respondent lived with both
parents, or a parent and stepparent, their final Attitudinal
Patriarchy score was the average of their parent's
Attitudinal Patriarchy scores. If a respondent lived with
his mother only, then his or her final Attitudinal
Patriarchy score was the total score for his mother. If a
respondent lived with his father only, then the final
Attitudinal Patriarchy score was the father's total score.
The final Attitudinal Patriarchy scores ranged from 12
to 44, with a mean of 23.73 (a = .75).

Instrumental and relational control

Instrumental control refers to parental awareness of
their children's activities. Parents who always know
what their children are doing can exert greater amounts
of control over them. Respondents were asked about
each parent's awareness of their activities with two
questions. Respondents were asked to agree or disagree
(using a four-point Likert-type scale) that the
respondent's mother/father generally knew his or her
whereabouts when away from home, and that the
respondent's mother/father generally knew whom he or
she was with when away from home. Fathers had a
mean of 5.09 on the instrumental control scale. Mothers
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had a higher score of 6.09.

While parents can directly control the behavior of
their children by monitoring their activities and
friendships, they can also exert a more indirect form of
control through attachment (Hirschi 1969). If a child
has a strong parental relationship, he or she will not
want to jeopardize that relationship by engaging in
delinquent behavior. To create the measure of Relational
Control respondents were asked how often they talk with
their mother/father about their thoughts and feelings,
and if they would like to be the "kind of person™ their
mother/father is. Fathers had a mean of 4.83 on the
relational control index, while mothers had a mean of
5.56.

Perceived risk and risk preference

According to power-control theory, girls in
patriarchal households are subject to greater levels of
control. As a consequence, girls in such households do
not develop a “taste” for risky beliefs or behavior. A
reduced preference for risky beliefs or behavior leads, in
turn, to reduced levels of delinquency. This study
measures the respondent’s risky attitudes using two
variables—the perceived risk of engaging in risky
behaviors and the respondent’s preference for risky
behaviors.

The perceived risk of engaging in deviant behavior
was measured using three questions. Each question
asked respondents whether they could engage in a
particular form of delinquent behavior (breaking into a
place, stealing from a store, and writing graffiti) without
getting caught. Respondents answered using a four
point, Likert-type scale, i.e. respondents strongly agreed,
agreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed that they could
get away with the particular behavior. The perceived
risk items were coded such that high scores equal higher
levels of perceived risk for engaging in deviance and
then they were added together. Scores ranged from three
to twelve, with a mean of 7.31 and alpha value of .86.

Preference for risky activities was also measured
using three questions. Respondents were asked if they
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with
the following three item—*“I like to test myself every
now and then by doing something a little risky,” “I
sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might
get in trouble,” and “Excitement and adventure are more
important to me than security.” These three items were
coded such that higher scores indicate a higher
preference for risky activities, and then they were added
together. Scores for risk preference also ranged from
three to twelve, with a mean of 7.99 and alpha value of
.63.

Deviance
The dependent variable in the analyses, deviance,
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was created using four items.® Respondents were asked
if they have ever been picked up by the police,
shoplifted, tried marijuana, or tried cocaine. This
measure is referred to as deviance instead of
delinquency because some of the respondents may have
been over 18 while engaging in these acts. However,
whether they were older or younger than 18, all still
represent illegal acts or trouble with the law. These
behaviors are in keeping with the theory’s initial and
continued focus on non-serious criminal behavior
(Hagan et al. 1985).

A weakness in the available deviance data is the
inability to place those acts of deviance within a
particular time range—only prevalence measures were
available. While the ability to place deviant acts for
certain within the time that the respondent was living at
home would be ideal, the available deviance measure
provides a reasonable compromise.’® Most respondents
in the sample were in their first quarter of their first year
of college, increasing the likelihood that they either
currently lived at home or had only recently moved
away. Furthermore, power-control theory argues that
differing patriarchal attitudes lead to the development of
differing preferences for risk-taking behavior. As Hagan
et al. (1987) and Blackwell (2000) have argued, there is
no reason to expect, theoretically, that those developed
risk preferences disappear once the child leaves the
home.

The four available deviance items were coded as
dichotomous and summed, such that higher scores equal
higher levels of deviant behavior. Scores on the
dependent variable ranged from zero to four, with a
mean of 1.95 and alpha value of .61.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

While previous researchers (Hagan et al 1987, 1990;
Hagan and Wheaton 1993; Blackwell 2000) have found
support for the relational structural measure of
patriarchy, given the inclusion of single parent
households this measure could not be used in analyses.
Therefore, initial analyses were run first including the
global structural measure of patriarchy and second with
the attitudinal measure of patriarchy. The global
structural measure was not significantly correlated to
control, risk, or deviance. In addition, family structure
was not a predictor of global patriarchy. Thus, this
measure was dropped from subsequent analyses and is
not presented in the tables. The authors can only
speculate as to why the global measure of patriarchy was
not a significant predictor in the model. First, given the
sample used in this study, a global patriarchy measure
(which is based on a structural measure of class) may
not be varied enough. As already reported, middle and
upper-middle class respondents are over represented in
this sample. If a more generalizable sample were used,
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Tablel. Correlation Matrix for Power-Control Model Variables.

Step- Single Single  Gender Age Race Patriarchy  Instrumental Control Relational Control ~ Perceived Risk  Deviance
parents father mother Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Risk
Preference
Step-parents 1.00
Single father -.112* 1.00
Single mother -.052 -.083*  1.00
Gender .014 .067 .070 1.00
Age -.011 .012 .016 -009 1.00
Race -.082* 012 -.027 .039 -042  1.00
Patriarchy .027 503**  -308** .106*  .051 .039 1.00
Instrumental Control
Maternal .036 .027 -125**  116** -.052 -.037 114* 1.00
Paternal -.098* -329**  121** 063 -.038 -.017 -.300** .538**  1.00
Relational Control
Maternal .011 .962 -076*  .203** -.016 -073*  114** 392**  232** 1.00
Paternal -.056 -242**  .099*  .001 -.004 - 157**  -.345** A25%*  434%* .359**  1.00
Perceived Risk -.021 .055 .050 .388** -.030 .007 .055 214> 151** 144** 086*  1.00
Risk Preference -.026 -.010 .015 -.233** -133**  -.062 -.116* -199** - 137** -187** -.028 -.390** 1.00
Deviance .014 -.005 .063 -164*  .044 -076* -.048 -.308** - 173** -105** 067 -.320**  .353* 1.00
Mean .066 152 .037 .631 19.789 .319 23.792  6.091 5.088 5614 4.844 7312 7922 1.945
S.D. .248 .359 .190 483 3.221 467 3.031 1570 1.899 1.712 1.696 2.578 1.624 1.322

*  p<.05;** p<.01
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global patriarchy may be significant. However, if
sampling is not the problem, a non-significant finding
between family structure and global patriarchy can be
argued to support the original proposition that no family
structure should be assumed to be a proxy for level of
patriarchy (although the study did hypothesize
differences, finding no difference shows the importance
of separating family structure from patriarchy). Finally,
the finding that global patriarchy was not significantly
related to endogenous variables is in keeping with the
findings from Morash and Chesney-Lind (1991) who
also found in their final model that women’s workplace
power was not a significant predictor. While global
patriarchy was not significant in this study, future
research is needed and special attention should still be
paid to the theoretical construction of structural
patriarchy, whether relational or global, within power-
control models.

The correlations between key variables in the model
are supportive of power-control theory. Gender
(1=female), is significantly and negatively correlated
with deviance. In other words, females reported lower
levels of deviant behavior than males. Also as expected
the level of each parent’s instrumental control
(monitoring a child’s behavior) is significantly and
negatively correlated with deviant behavior. Curiously,
the correlations for maternal relational control and
paternal relational control are not consistent with the
theory. Maternal relational control is not significantly
correlated with deviance. On the other hand,
respondents that indicated high levels of relational
control from the father reported greater levels of
deviance. As expected both risk variables are

significantly correlated with deviance. The greater the
perceived risk, the lower the levels of deviance (b = -
.320, p<.01) while, the greater the preference for risk
behaviors, the higher the levels of deviance (b = .353,
p<.01).

The final analyses present a power-control model
quite similar to previous tests of the theory but with the
addition of extended family structure measures and an
attitudinal measure of patriarchy. The model is
presented as a series of regression equations. Sex
(1=female), age, race (1=non-white), and a series of
dichotomous variables representing family structure
were included as exogenous variables. Per power-
control theory, patriarchal attitudes are expected to
affect the controls placed on children (instrumental and
relational). Those controls, in turn, will help determine
the child's preference for risky activities and his/her
perception of the risk involved in deviant activities.
This, in turn, will help determine the likelihood of
engaging in deviance.

Table 2 presents five OLS regression equations.
Patriarchy was first regressed on the demographic
variables (Equation 1). Patriarchy was significantly
related to family structure; however, contrary to the
hypothesis, single father families tend to have higher
levels of patriarchy than intact, biological families (b =
4.20, p<.01). As expected, single mothers tend to hold
less patriarchal attitudes than intact, biological families
(b = -4.71, p<.01). Families with stepparents, however,
were not significantly different from families with both
biological parents.

Table 2. OLS Regression Coefficients for Patriarchy, Instrumental Control and Relational Control on
Demographic Variables (Standardized Coefficients in Parentheses).

Patriarchy Instrumental Control

Relational Control

(Maternal) (Paternal) (Maternal) (Paternal)

Equation1l Equation2  Equation 3 Equation4 Equation 5
Step-parents .80 (.07) .14 (.02) -.43 (-.06) 13 (.02) -.06 (-.01)
Single father 4.20 (.49)** .06 (.01) -1.37 (-.26)** 12 (.02) -52 (-.11)*
Single mother  -4.71 (-.31)** -85 (-.11)* .70 (.08) -.30 (-.03) -.02 (-.00)
Gender .62 (.10)** 37 ((12)* 43 ((11)* 7 (.22)** .34 (.09)*
Age .04 (.05) -.02 (-.05) -.01 (-.02) -.01(-.01) -.00 (.00)
Race 13 (.02) -.21 (-.06) -.14 (-.03) -.34 (-.09)* -52 (-.14)**
Patriarchy - .06 (.13) -.04 (-.06) .09 (.16)* =12 (-.20)**
Gender x Patriarchy -.16 (-.09) -.30 (-.14)* -.20 (-.10) -.29 (-.15)*
R? (Adj. R?) 379 (.373)  .043(.030)  .164 (.153) .070 (.057) 179 (.168)

*p<.05; **p<.01
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While age and race were not significantly related to
patriarchal attitudes, gender did have a significant effect
on perceived levels of patriarchy; females report
significantly higher levels of patriarchy than males (b =
.62, p<.01). This is not surprising, given research on
privilege and marginalization, or what Goode (1982)
refers to as the Sociology of the Superordinates which
suggests that those in privileged positions (such as boys
in relation to patriarchy) would be less likely to perceive
this patriarchy than girls who would be more affected by
this phenomenon.

The last four regressions presented in Table 2
include an interaction term between gender and
patriarchy, in order to test power-control theory’s
central hypothesis—that the interaction between gender
and patriarchy predicts the gender difference in
deviance. The regressions of the measures of
instrumental and relational control on the demographic
variables and patriarchal attitudes do not completely
support power-control theory. For example, patriarchal
attitudes do not appear to affect the mother’s level of
instrumental control over her children (Equation 2).

However, the gender x patriarchy interaction is
significant in predicting paternal instrumental control
(Equation 3). The significant, negative effect of the
interaction term on paternal instrumental control (b = -
.30, p<.05) and the significant, positive effect of gender
(b = .43, p<.05), suggest that at low conditions of
patriarchy, females experience higher levels of paternal
instrumental control than males (see Aiken and West
1991). But, at higher levels of patriarchy, the level of
paternal instrumental control experienced by females is

reduced at a steeper rate than for males. The regression
of paternal relational control produced similar results
Gender is significantly and positively related to paternal
relational control (b = .34, p<.05), suggesting that at low
levels of patriarchy, females experience higher levels of
relational control. Again, the slope for males was much
steeper than for females (b = -.29, p<.05), suggesting
that females experience lower levels of paternal
relational control at higher levels of patriarchy (b = -.29,
p<.05).

While power-control theory does not specifically
address the relationship between patriarchy and father's
level of control and previous research has assumed that
patriarchy should affect paternal control similarly to
maternal control, this finding should not be unexpected.
Households that experience traditional beliefs about
gender roles and norms should perhaps see a lesser
degree of paternal participation in child rearing. This
lesser degree of parenting by fathers can translate into
lower levels of paternal controls placed on children.

Gender and patriarchal attitudes also have significant
effects on the relational control of mothers (Equation 4).
At levels of patriarchy, females exhibit higher levels of
maternal relational control than males (b = .77, p<.01).
As power-control would predict, higher levels of
patriarchal attitudes are associated with higher relational
control of mothers (b = .09, p<.05). However the
interaction term is not significant, suggesting that the
relationship between gender, patriarchy, and maternal
relational control is not significantly conditioned by
patriarchy.

Table 3. OLS Regression Coefficients for Perceived Risk and Risk Preference and Ordered Logit
Regression Coefficients for Deviance (Standardized Coefficients for OLS in Parentheses).

Perceived Risk Risk Preference Deviance
Equation 6 Equation 7 Equation 8
Step-parents .00 (.00) -.07 (-.01) 24
Single father .36 (.05) .09 (.01) -.08
Single mother .54 (.04) -.29 (-.03) 42
Gender 2.00 (.37)** -.56 (.16)** .08
Age -.02 (-.02) -.06 (-.14)** .02
Race .03 (.01) -.27 (-.07) -12
Patriarchy .09 (.11) -.06 (-.10) .03
Maternal Control
Instrumental .24 (.15)* -.10 (-.09) -.16**
Relational -.00 (-.00) -.09 (-.09) .03
Paternal Control
Instrumental .07 (.05) -.05 (-.06) -.05
Relational 09 (.06) 01 (.01) 14**
Gender x Patriarchy -.25 (-.09) -.04 (-.02) -.00
Perceived Risk - e -.08**
Risk Preference - e 23**
R? (Adj. R?) 196 (.179) 111 (.092) 23212

* p<.05; ** p<.01
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Single parent families appear to have more difficulty
keeping track of their children than traditional families.
Single mother families have significantly lower levels of
instrumental control than intact biological families (b = -
.85, p<.05) (Equation 2). Single father families have
significantly lower levels of instrumental control (b = -
1.37, p<.01) and relational control (b = -.52, p<.01) than
intact biological families (see Equations 3 and 5).

While race does not have a significant effect on
instrumental control, race does affect both maternal and
paternal relational control. White respondents are the
subject of significantly less maternal relational controls
(b = -.34, p<.05) and paternal relational controls (b = -
.52, p<.01) than non-whites. In other words, non-whites
were much more likely to feel close to their parents than
whites. Age had no significant effects in the regression
models.

In sum, these findings suggest, consistent with
power-control theory, that females are the subject of
higher levels of control, both instrumental and
relational, across parents. But in the case of paternal
control, higher levels of patriarchal attitudes were
associated with lower levels of control. These findings
suggest that children may harbor negative feelings
towards fathers who exhibit highly traditional gender
role attitudes and may, therefore, resist their father’s
control.

Table 3 presents OLS regressions of perceived risk
and risk preference on the power-control model
variables (Equation 6 and 7). Given the non-linear
distribution of the deviance measure, ordered logit was
used to examine the effects of the independent variables
on deviance (Equation 8). McKelvey and Zavoina
(1975) first suggested that many of the dependent
variables in the social sciences, while treated as latent
interval level variables, were actually imperfect
representations and should, instead, be treated as ordinal
level variables. For example, deviance, while being
scaled, cannot be assumed to have equal distance
between each of its categories. Using OLS on variables
of this nature may provide incorrect results (Long 1997).
For this reason, the last model in Table 3 is not OLS but
ordered logit instead.**

The family structure variables drop from
significance at this stage in the model, affecting neither
perceived risk, risk preference, nor deviance. Gender
however, does affect both risk variables. Females
perceive more risk in deviant behavior (b = 2.01, p<.01)
and show less preference for risky activities (b = -.56,
p<.01) than do males. Age also has a significant effect
on the preference for risk—older respondents found
risky behavior less attractive (b = -.06, p<.01).

The effects of patriarchy and the control variables on
perceived risk and risk preference only partially support
power-control theory. While paternal controls do not
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have a significant impact on perceived risk or risk
preference, maternal instrumental control does increase
the perceived risk of deviance (b = .24, p<.05).

Finally, the full model, predicting deviance, is
presented in Equation 8. Maternal instrumental control
also has a significant and negative effect on deviance (b
= -.16, p<.01). In other words, when controlling for the
preference for risk and perceived risks, the mother’s
awareness of her child’s activities still has a negative
effect on deviance. Paternal relational control has a
positive effect on deviance (b = .14, p<.01), indicating
that the more a student admits to wanting to be like his
or her father, the more likely he or she is to have
increased levels of deviance.

The risk variables have the predicted effects on
deviance. As the perceived risk of deviant behavior
increases, the likelihood of deviance decreases (b = -.08,
p<.01). Furthermore, as the preference for risky
behaviors increase, deviant behavior increases (b = .23,
p<.01).

Of greatest significance is the power-control model’s
ability to explain the gender difference in deviant
behavior. While gender does have indirect effects on
deviance through the parental control variables,
patriarchal attitudes, risk preference and perceived risk,
gender does not have a significant effect on deviance in
the final model. In order to further elaborate the various
effects gender has on deviance through the variables in
the power-control model, we wuse a standard
decomposition technique in path analysis to decompose
the total correlation between gender and deviance (r = -
.164—see Table 1) into three components: total direct
effect, indirect effects, and unmeasured/spurious effects
(see Pedhauzer 1982). Standardized coefficients from
the regression models are used as path coefficients.
Table 4 presents a decomposition of the total gender
effect on deviance.

As power-control theory predicts and Table 4
demonstrates, the majority of gender's effect on
deviance is indirect (83%). The largest indirect effect of
gender on deviance is via perceived risk (-.0555).
Females are more likely to find deviant behavior to be a
risky proposition and those who find deviance risky are
less likely to engage in it. Gender also has a significant
indirect effect via risk preference (-.0464). In other
words, females show less of a preference for risky
endeavors and those that dislike risky activities will be
less likely to engage in deviance.

Gender had indirect effects on deviance through
maternal instrumental control in two ways. First, gender
has an indirect effect via maternal instrumental control
alone (-.0228). Thus, females will be the subject of
higher levels of monitoring by mothers. Those that are
the subject of greater levels of instrumental control will
engage in deviance with lower frequency. Maternal
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Table 4. Decomposition of the Gender Effect on
Deviance.

Total Effect of Gender on Deviance -.16°
Direct Effect of Gender on Deviance .00°
Indirect Effects of Gender on Deviance via:
Maternal Instrumental Control: -.0228
Perceived Risk: -.0555
Maternal Instrumental Control &
Perceived Risk: -.0027
Risk Preference -.0464

Interaction with Patriarchy .00
Interaction with Patriarchy via Paternal

Relational Control -.0060
Total Indirect Effect -.1334
Spurious and Unmeasured Effects -.0266

%r=-.16 (see Table 1)
> h=.08, p>.05 (see Equation 8, Table 3)

instrumental control and perceived risk also work
together to moderate the effect of gender on deviance (-
.0027) In other words, females will experience greater
levels of maternal instrumental control. More control
leads to a greater perception of perceived risk in
deviance, which leads to lesser amounts of deviant
behavior.

The regression models in Equations 2-8 test the
proposition that patriarchy has different effects for
males and females. The analysis shows that this
interaction is present when predicting and paternal
relational and instrumental control. Recall from our
discussion of Equation 5 above that patriarchy has a
negative effect on paternal relational control for both
males and females, but almost twice the negative effect
for females. The interaction between gender and
patriarchy is linked to deviance indirectly through
paternal relational control. The indirect interaction
effect is negative, but quite small (-.006), and represents
less than 4 percent of the total effect of gender on
deviance. It suggests that patriarchy has a slight
negative effect on deviance for women through paternal
relational control.

Of greatest interest to the current paper are the
effects of family structure on deviance. Family structure
does, indeed, have important, indirect effects on
deviance in a power-control model. Single fathers will
tend to have greater levels of patriarchy than intact,
biological families while, at the same time, have a
decreased ability to monitor their children. While single
mothers have decreased levels of patriarchal attitudes,
they also suffer from a decreased ability to monitor
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children. As hypothesized, stepfamilies are not
significantly different than biological families on levels
of patriarchy (and, while not hypothesized, are not
significantly different than biological families on their
ability to monitor.) These findings suggest that, at least
for patriarchal attitudes and supervision, the
composition of the household is important.

CONCLUSION

This study suggests both a future direction for
power-control theory and several practical directions for
reducing deviant behavior. First, while Hagan et al.
(1990) have suggested that attitudinal measures of
patriarchy may be beneficial, research to this stage has
focused on structural measures. As this study shows, this
does not allow for a full examination of various family
forms. Studies should begin to extend their definition of
family and of patriarchy so that this theory may broaden
its scope.

For this to happen, data must be collected that allows
this research to move forward. In this study a
convenience sample was used because existing data did
not have sufficient measures on family structure, both
structural and attitudinal patriarchy, instrumental and
relational control, perceived risk, risk preference, and
deviance. Most data sets do not give enough attention to
the needed family structure variables (let alone,
extended family issues, such as grandparents, siblings,
non-custodial parents).

Implications for Power-Control
Theoretical Directions

While this study has respecified patriarchy in order
to make room for family structure in a power-control
model, additional theoretical directions may also prove
useful for extending the power-control theory to include
alternate family forms. Both Colvin and Pauly’s (1983)
integrated structural-marxist theory and Tittle’s (1995)
control balance theory may help extend power-control
theory.

For example, integrated structural-marxist theory
introduces a different way of formulating power as level
of workplace control. This may be a beneficial way of
discussing levels of patriarchy in that it can expand the
initial formulation of power to move beyond a relational
measure (which as the authors have discussed is not
conducive to alternate family forms). Colvin and Pauly
argue that workplace control has an effect on how
parents then control their own children. An individual
who has a large amount of control placed on them at
work is more likely to instill in their children the
importance of following the rules, whereas an individual
who has less workplace control placed on them is more
likely to emphasize initiative and creativity. Because
this formulation does not emphasize maternal vs.

Theory: New
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paternal workplace control it is easier to see how one
might include alternate family structures in this model.
Maternal workplace control and paternal workplace
control could independently affect maternal and paternal
control on children.

In addition, while Colvin and Pauly (1983) do not
specifically discuss the importance of the State on levels
of control within the family—there is an implicit
acknowledgement of the importance of the State and in
the case of the United States, capitalism, on control in
the family. Beyond workplace control, state control, for
example in the form of welfare policy may be an
important addition to power-control theory. Families in
general, and single parent families in particular often
find themselves negotiating more than just workplace
control.

Finally, Tittle’s (1995) control balance theory offers
a second framework for consideration in future
reformulations of power-control theory. To this stage,
both relational and instrumental control have been
specified as linearly related to risk preference, risk
perception, and deviance—an alternative specification
drawing from control balance theory (Tittle 1995;
Piquero and Hickman 1999) would suggest that both a
control deficit and overcontrol may lead to deviant
behavior. While this is not the initial formulation of
control in power-control theory, some researchers have
implicitly suggested that high levels of control may lead
to an increase in some types of deviance, specifically
deviant adolescent role exits (Hagan 1990; Blackwell et
al. 2002). This could have implications for further
research on family structure and power-control theory
because previous research has shown that changes in
family formation (for example, moving from a single
parent household to stepfamily household) can initially
cause changes in child rearing practices (increases and
decreases in control and supervision over children) as
parents renegotiate their parenting roles (Papernow
1992). In addition, these changes often have different
effects on sons and daughters in the household
(Papernow 1992).

Such reformulations would not only have
implications for how power-control theory might
address family structure, but would also have

implications for how one might examine gender
differences in deviance. Disaggregating the levels of
patriarchy in the household by looking at levels of
workplace control, not as relational measures, but
separate mechanisms may begin to tease out the
importance of maternal and paternal controls separately.
As this study has found, paternal controls do not always
act in the same manner as maternal controls on gender
and deviance. These findings also have implications for
public policy.
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Implications for Power-Control Theory and Public
Policy

Finally, this study implicitly suggests practices to
control deviant and delinquent behavior. First, Cullen et
al. (1998) argue that there may be a new demand
emerging for early intervention programs that target
high-risk children and high-risk families. The findings of
this study support this argument and go one step further.
This study suggests that programs that support children
and families, in general, may be useful in decreasing
delinquency. According to this study, both single mother
and single father households show lower levels of
instrumental control than two parent households—in
other words, a decreased ability to monitor children. In
turn, high levels of instrumental control were linked to
high levels of perceived risk by children and lower
levels of deviance directly. This suggests that single
parent families need more help monitoring their
children. If levels of instrumental control (monitoring)
could be increased in these households, levels of
deviance should decrease. Formal policies that support
all families through parenting classes to explain the
importance of consistent monitoring or resources
designed to increase the ease of monitoring (for
example, policies that subsidize day care for those
families who cannot afford it) would be consistent with
this theory and these findings.

Second, researchers suggest that there has been a
resurgence of propatriarchal sentiments in the U.S. as
seen through such movements as the Promise Keepers
and the National Fatherhood Initiative (Coltrane 2001;
McCarthy et al. 1999) and that the implication of these
movements must be evaluated with respect to such
theories as power-control (McCarthy et al. 1999). While
these movements profess a renewed commitment to
family, this study suggests an important question—what
does this renewed commitment look like?

For example, the Promise Keepers promotes
fatherhood, but in a traditionally patriarchal way that
places men at the head of the family and expects
“gracious submissiveness” of wives (Coltrane 2001).
While the teachings of this movement call for a renewed
commitment by men to their families, this commitment
is seen to flow “from God to men to women to children”
(Coltrane 2001: 405), thereby suggesting that the daily
childrearing is still the responsibility of women.

According to this study, patriarchal attitudes in the
household might actually lead to less paternal control—
perhaps because in patriarchal households the everyday
parenting rests significantly with the mother. If this is
the case, such movements that on the surface call for
more male involvement in the family, should be
analyzed for what this involvement really means.

Power-control theory would argue that programs and
movements that offer real parenting support—in the
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form of: 1) helping to shape attitudes that call for hands
on parenting from both mothers and fathers, 2) helping
to shape attitudes that lead to the monitoring and control
of both sons and daughters equally, and 3) offering
resources to those, such as single parents, who may at
times find daily monitoring of their children a challenge
are important issues—and ones on which those wishing
to reduce deviant behavior in both males and females
should concentrate.

ENDNOTES

! Unfortunately, these data do not allow the power-
struggles that may exist between custodial and non-
custodial parents or the custodial parent and the state
and the effect these have on levels of patriarchy in the
household to be teased out—these data do not have
information on non-custodial parents or the state.
However, given the previous research that has suggested
the importance of extending our understanding of
patriarchy beyond power differentials between custodial
parents (see Morash and Chesney-Lind 1991 and Leiber
and Wacker 1997), future research should also address
the link between such outside forces as non-custodial
parents on levels of patriarchy in the household. This
direction may also illustrate further differences within
single parent households and between single mother and
single father households.

2 Where possible, the same structural and attitudinal
patriarchy measures as Grasmick et al. (1996) have been
used (see Appendix).

® Though some have expressed a concern between
patriarchy (regardless of measurement type) and higher
income—such is not the case in these data. There is no
correlation between family income and the global
patriarchy measure in this study and there is a small but
significant negative correlation of -.16 (p <.01) between
family income and the attitudinal patriarchy measure.
This is further evidence that while the sample may be
over representative of the middle class — there is still a
difference between class as measured by income and
patriarchy in this sample.

* In much research, family structure has most often been
treated as a static construct (Coontz 1997), by asking
juveniles what family structure they grew up in.
However, family structure is not static—a significant
number of juveniles move through a variety of family
forms or structures throughout their formative years.
The best way to measure family structure would be to
ask a series of questions that track all the stages of
family formation a juvenile experiences, linking each of
these stages to a series of dates (for an excellent
example see the National Survey of Families and
Households), then asking all relevant family questions
for each of these stages. However, such an extended
series of questions was beyond the scope of data

185

collection for this project. Instead, we opted to choose a
single point of time for juveniles to report their family
structure, and then requested they answer the attitudinal
patriarchy and maternal and paternal control questions
with this family structure in mind. In this way, questions
pertaining to parents could be linked to the family
structure in question. According to researchers
examining the differences between early onset
delinquency and what is termed late onset delinquency,
girls are rarely found to be life-course-persistent
offenders (Moffit 1993) and are less likely to be found
in the early onset category (Tibbetts and Piquero 1999).
If researchers use retrospective questions for family
structure focusing on a particular age, they most often
use age 14 or 16 (Cherlin and Horiuchi 1980; Blackwell
2000). The authors chose 16.

® This is, again, a likely result of the sample type. It is
probable that traditional households are overrepresented
in a college sample, although the census reports that in
the year 2000 69 percent of all family households were
two parent, while 31 percent were one parent
households (Fields and Casper 2001).

® Single father families have been notoriously
underrepresented in research given their small numbers
in the general population. While four percent is a small
number, this study has not violated any statistical rules
by including this dummy variable in the model (Allison
1999). In fact, the less the variance in a variable, the less
its power to predict (Hardy 1993) which biases the
likelihood of supporting the hypotheses. Because the
sub-sample size of this group is so small, any non-
findings should be viewed as preliminary. The authors
chose to run analyses that included dummy variables
instead of disaggregating the data by family structure
type because the small number of single father families
precluded conducting separate analyses.

" Analyses that further examine the extended family,
such as grandparent living arrangements or non-
custodial parenting are important—but beyond the scope
of this paper.

® There is some concern that structural and attitudinal
measures of patriarchy that are reported by the juvenile
and not his/her parents cannot accurately portray levels
of patriarchy in the family. Indeed, Davies and Kandel
(1981) report that perceptions of parental educational
aspirations for their children and the juvenile’s
perceptions of the same differ. While the best measure
of patriarchy would probably be reported by the parents,
Brewin et al. (1993) suggest that adults do accurately
recall the details of their childhood. Moreover, it was
beyond the scope of this study to collect data from both
the respondent and his/her parents. A second concern
with this measure is the retrospective design that
requires the respondent to report on attitudes and
behaviors in the respondent’s past. Hagan (1989)
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suggests that when longitudinal data are not available,
retrospective data are an acceptable alternative. This
study used respondent reports of attitudinal patriarchy
and a retrospective design that have previously been
used with success by Grasmick et al. (1996).

°® As Hagan et al. (1985) suggest, a theory such as
power-control best explains non-serious forms of
delinquency or deviance. Our measure, focusing on such
behaviors as theft and drug use, are in keeping with the
behaviors Hagan suggests power-control theory is most
useful in explaining. We chose not to include one more
measure of delinquency that Hagan and others have used
before (drinking alcohol) because a small portion of our
sample was over the age of 21, making this behavior
non-deviant.

% The authors would have preferred to use multiple
waves of interviews to ensure the casual ordering of
variables in the model. However, the authors were
required to administer anonymous questionnaires,
negating the ability to track respondents at a later date.
Although  power-control  theory provides clear
hypotheses as to how familial relationships should
impact deviance and those hypotheses guided the
development of this model, it is certainly possible that
deviance, itself, weakens family relationships. In the
future, it is hoped that longitudinal data can further
specify the relationship between family structure,
patriarchy and deviance and test for recursive effects.
Previous researchers (for example, Blackwell 2000) also
using cross-sectional data, have called for longitudinal
data that would ideally test a power-control model.

1 Ordered logit was selected as the method of analysis
for the outcome variable, deviance, because the variable
is highly skewed to the left. Approximately 34.2 percent
of respondents report no deviance, 28.4 percent one
form of deviance, 23.7 percent two forms of deviance,
11.2 percent three forms of deviance and only 2.5
percent of the sample reported engaging in all four
forms of deviance included. Ordered logit provides
reasonable estimates for ordinal, dependent variables
which do not have a normal distribution. We estimated
this equation with OLS to compare standardized
coefficients to the ordered logit models. We found no
significant differences for any of the parameter
estimates. Ordered logit does not report an r-squared or
adjusted r-squared statistic, instead ordered logit reports
a pseudo r-squared statistic. This is the statistic reported
in Equation 8.
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APPENDIX: Question Wording

The following are the complete question wordings for items used to create the measures of attitudinal patriarchy,
instrumental control, relational control, risk preference, and perceived risk. These questions have been taken from
survey questions initially used by Grasmick et al. (1996).

Attitudinal Patriarchy
Respondents were asked the following questions about each parent. Response categories were "Strongly Agree,"
"Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree." ltems were reverse-coded if necessary, such that higher scores
represented more patriarchal attitudes.
»  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: It is okay for a mother to work full-time
when their youngest child is under age five.
«  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: Preschool children are likely to suffer if
their mother is employed.
*  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: It is difficult for young children when
their mother is employed full-time.
«  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: Parents should encourage just as much
independence in their daughters as their sons.
*  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: Mothers should encourage their
daughters to seek a career just as much as their sons.
e How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: It is much better for everyone if the man
earns the main living and the woman takes care of the home and family.
*  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: If a husband and a wife both work full-
time, they should share household tasks equally.
e How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: If a woman is offered a promotion, her
husband should be willing to move for the sake of her career.
*  How would your [mother/father] have responded to the following: Men are by nature better leaders for the
family than are women.
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Instrumental Control
Respondents were asked the following questions about each parent. Response categories were "Strongly Agree,"
"Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree." Items were reverse-coded, such that higher scores represent greater
instrumental control.

e My mother/father generally knew where | was when | was away from home.

* My mother/father generally knew whom | was with when | was away from home.

Relational Control
Respondents were asked the following questions about each parent.
« Do you talk with your [mother/father] about your thoughts and feelings?
Response categories: "Never," "Sometimes," "Usually," "Always."
*  Would you like to be the kind of person your mother is?
Response categories: "Not at all," "In a few ways," "In some ways," "In most ways," "In every way"

Perceived Risk
Response categories were "Strongly Agree,” "Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree." ltems were reverse-
coded, such that higher scores represent greater perceived risk.

e | could break into a place and not get caught.

* | could steal from a store and not get caught.

e | could write graffiti and not get caught.

Risk Preference
Response categories were "Strongly Agree,” "Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree.” ltems were reverse-
coded, such that higher scores represent greater risk preference.

» | like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little risky

« | sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might get in trouble

»  Excitement and adventure are more important to me than security
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