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1 

INTRODUCTION^ THE CONCEPT OF DELAYED GRATIFICATION PREFERENCE 

ITS DEFINITION AND SOCIO-CULTURAL RELEVANCE 

The ooncept of delayed gratification preference was introduced 

into psychology by FREUD in connection with his theory on the development 

of thinking (1, pp. 598)* In psychoanalytic studies, delayed gratification 

preference is sometimes referred to as "impulse control" or "time binding" 

and is defined as 

"the ability to delay gratification and to inhibit a direct 

approach to a desired object •••• Intimately associated 

with this delaying capacity is the ability to resort to 

thought or ideation as 'experimental action1 in a behavioral 

medium free of temporal and spatial boundaries." (10, p. 373) 

SCHNEIDER & LYSGAARD (8, p. 142) coined the expression "deferred 

gratification pattern" which is usually found in sociological studies. 

This pattern is observed in such postponements of gratification as the 

abstinence from short-run temptations and the conformity to long-run 

duties or the abstinence from consuming immediately the total of one's 

production (4, p. 364)• 

In the framework of social learning theory, "delayed gratification 

preference" or "goal directed waiting11 is defined as 

"the ability to postpone immediate gratification for the sake of 

future consequences, to impose delays of reward on oneself and 

to tolerate such self-initiated frustration ..." (6, p. 249) 
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For the purpose of this study, delayed gratification preference 

is defined as the willingness to postpone the immediate satisfaction 

of a need for the sake of a later, but larger satisfaction of the 

same need. Alternatively, delayed gratification preference may be 

expressed by forfeiting the satisfaction of one need in order to 

obtain the more highly valued satisfaction of a different need later. 

Delayed gratification preference is at the core of concepts such 

as "will power" and "ego strength". The achievement of long-term goals 

often depends on delay of gratification, and it is difficult to imagine 

socialization and civilization without delay of gratification (7» p* 437)* 

Several forms of deviance such as delinquency or neurotic behavior 

have been related to low delayed gratification preference (7, p. 459? 

9, p. 426). 

In most sociological and psychoanalytic studies, delayed gratification 

preference is conceived of as a unitary personality trait which manifests 

itself in different areas of behavior. On the other hand, studies based 

on social learning theory show that the decision to delay gratification 

is influenced mainly by the person's expectations concerning the probable 

consequences of the particular decision (7» p. 447)* 

HARTIG (3, p. 28) maintains that the actual decision to delay 

gratification is always determined by both personality- and situational 

variables as well as by interactions of these groups of variables. 

Quoting a study by MISCHEL (5) which found that institutionalized 

juvenile delinquents chose a smaller immediate reward more often than 
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school children of the same age, HARTIG says that this result may be 

due either to a personality trait "low delayed gratification preference" 

or to the uncertainty as to whether the promised reward would actually 

be handed out. A further possibility is that the delinquents experienced 

the breaking of such promises too often and are willing to wait for a 

delayed reward only if the uncertainty of obtaining this reward is 

extremely low (3, p. 28). A similar explanation for the psychopaths' 

preference for immediate gratification is suggested by HARE (2, p. 107). 
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II 

THEORIES ON, THE ORIGIN AND ANTECEDENTS OF 

DELAYED GRATIFICATION PREFERENCE 

Most of the empirical studies on the origin and antecedents of 

delayed gratification preference have been conducted in the framework 

of psychoanalytic or social learning theory. 

The operational definitions of delayed gratification preference 

which were developed on the basis of these theories will be discussed 

in chapter III. These operational definitions show a considerable 

degree of divergence and may have had their own impact on the results 

of the studies and hence on the theoretical explanations of the concept. 

Because of these differences in the operational definitions, comparisons 

between studies with different theoretical backgrounds are very difficult. 
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II. 1. The Psychoanalytic Theory on the Development of Delayed 

Gratification Preference 

According to some psychoanalytic authors (5> 6; 15) the inhibition 

of motor impulses during the "experimental action" of thinking and the 

acceptance of the reality principle instead of the pleasure principle 

are crucial for the development of delayed gratification preference. 

Other authors (21; 25) stress the importance of the child's identification 

with high-delay parental figures. 

In "The Interpretation of Dreams" (5, pp. 598) FREUD describes the 

development of thinking as a result of frustrations imposed on the 

infant by his environment. At first, these frustrations are coped with 

by a hallucinatory image of the need-satisfying object and a hallucinatory 

revival of earlier satisfactions, accompanied by a discharge of the tension 

into movement. This process is called the primary process. 

Soon this hallucinatory gratification proves to be insufficient, 

and the so-called secondary process evolves. This process prevents the 

tension produced by the need from free discharge and leads it to a 

detour of "experimental action" (thinking) in order to find a possibility 

of need-gratification. Once such a possibility is discovered, the tension 

is discharged and the environment is changed to obtain the need-satisfying 

object. 

WALLACE & RABIN (26, pp. 214) summarize FREUD's formulations as 

follows: 
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"1. Immediate frustration when need is not gratified. 

2. Suppression of need and of emotional reaction to the 

experience of frustration. 

3. Development of anticipation of later gratification 

on the basis of: 

a. past experiences, 

b. ^hallucination' (imagination) of gratification. 

4. Projection into the future - expectancy. 

5. Expectancy is possible providing the distinction between 

reality and non-reality experience can be made. 

6. Development of symbolization - via words. 

7. Development of the time sense expressed by conventional 

language - now, later, today, tomorrow, etc...." 

In a later essay (6, pp. 223) FREUD maintains that giving up a 

short-term gratification for the sake of a postponed one which is sure 

to come does not mean the negation of the pleasure principle, but rather 

the securing of the pleasure principle. 

RAPAPORT (15) further develops FREUD's formulations about the 

connection between delayed gratification preference and thinking. 

In his view, the ability to wait for need-satisfaction or to work for 

it is a precondition for the development of Ego-Strength. He points 

to the importance of the inhibition of motor impulses while the individual 

tries to find access to the need-satisfying object by the "experimental 

action" of thinking. This notion resulted in the assessment of delayed 

gratification preference by measuring the control of motor or cognitive 

impulses. Examples of such measurement procedures are the length of 

motionless waiting time, the slow tracing of lines with a pencil, and 
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human movement responses (M) in the Rorschach-Test. 

Other psychoanalytic studies (2$ £1) explain the development of 

delayed gratification preference by referring to the conduct of parental 

figures. They emphasize the opportunity for identification in early 

childhood with benign and loving adults who show delay of gratification. 

Furthermore, the parents' lifestyle plays a role in the development of 

delayed gratification preference by providing the child with clues about 

the likelihood of future satisfactions: 

"In family constellations where relatively strict patterns 

of eating, toiletting, washing, napping, and recreation are 

the rule children may more readily, in order to master their 

tensions, learn to accept delay since the sequence or pattern 

is consistent. In thus delaying and striving to imitate the 

adults they find that resort to the level of fantasy gratification 

is possible and is frequently rewarded by parental figures or 

leads to new possibilities for mastering the reality situation." 

(21, pp. 263) 

This view is supported by studies (25) which found low delaying 

capacity in children who had had little opportunity to identify with 

delaying parental figures - either because of family disorganization 

or because the parents did not delay gratification themselves. 

LESHAN (10, pp. 591) writes that a strong Super-Ego is necessary 

for the individual to frustrate himself and to renounce present pleasure 

for future gains. The Super-Ego, which rewards the person for self-control 

and punishes him for transgressions, is built up out of the child's 

image of the parents in his early years - it also depends on the presence 

of consistent, delaying parents,. 
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II. 2. The Social Learning Theory on Delayed Gratification Preference 

The basic tenet of social learning theory is that "the potential 

for a behavior to occur in any specific psychological situation is a 

function of the expectancy that the behavior will lead to particular 

reinforcement in that situation and the value of that reinforcement" 

(16, p. 57). Self-controlling behavior such as delay of gratification 

is seen as determined by manipulable social-stimulus events (11, p. 106). 

Extensive experimental research has been done on the variables which 

influenoe the individual's expectancy for and his evaluation of a given 

reinforcer in a choice between an immediately available small reward 

and a larger delayed one. 

Expectancy is defined as "the probability held by the individual 

that a particular reinforcement will occur as a function of a specific 

behavior on his part in a specific situation" (1|, p. 12). In the context 

of delayed gratification preference, this expectancy is influenced by 

the trust the individual has in the person promising the delayed reward, 

his expectancy of success if the delayed reward is contingent upon 

further work-performance, and perceived internal control over the 

occurrence of reinforcers as opposed to perceived external control 

(12, pp. 257). 

The belief in internal control is defined as the perception that 

an event is contingent upon one's own behavior or relatively permanent 

characteristics (16, p. 57). This belief is related positively to 
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delayed gratification preference according to some studies (1; 27), 

but other authors did not find a consistent relation between the two 

variables (23; 28). MISCHEL (12, p. 257) suggested that preference 

for delayed gratification may be related only to perceived internal 

control over positive events and only if the person's delay behavior 

is seen as instrumental for attaining the desired but delayed contingent 

outcome. This specification could explain the inconsistent results 

obtained in studies using global measures of internal control without 

eliminating other interacting factors. 

The relative reinforcement value of the immediate and the delayed 

gratification is defined as the degree of the person's preference for 

this particular gratification to occur if the probability of occurrence 

of all alternatives were equal (17, pp. 13). The relative reinforcement 

value is influenced by the subjective value of the alternative rewards 

and the person's affective experiences preceding the choice (12, p. 261 )o 

Delay of gratification is essentially a frustration situation in 

which the person experiences an interference with the occurrence of an 

expected and desired event (4, p. 7; 12, pp. 267). It has been shown 

that a person's affective state has a significant influence on his 

willingness to frustrate himself by delaying gratification: Subjects 

chose fewer delayed rewards after exposure to aversive experiences such 

as the announcement of unpleasant tasks (7), rejection of a drawing 

made for an art show (19)» or criticism of the subject's performance 

on a task (20). These findings seem to indicate that the willingness 
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to delay gratification is part of a dynamic response pattern by which 

an individual maintains a certain level of satisfaction. 

Both determinants of the decision to delay gratification, namely 

expectancy and relative reinforcement values, are influenced by the 

length of the delay period (8, pp. 86) and by the individual's future 

time perspective, i.e. his ability to think of future events and to 

take them into account in decision making (9, p. 323). 

Finally, exposure to models also has a large impact on a person's 

choice of delayed gratifications (12, p. 2615 24). 

In their more recent work, MISCHEL and his co-workers explored 

the conditions which enable an individual to successfully complete his 

voluntary goal-directed waiting after choosing the delay of gratification. 

In the case of mere passive waiting, the most effective strategy to 

reduce the aversiveness of the self-imposed frustration was found to 

be the involvement in some pleasurable distraction and an occasional 

non-arousing, abstract reminder of what one is waiting for (12, p. 287). 

This result is supported by the finding of a psychoanalytic author that 

highly imaginative children are able to wait quietly for longer periods 

than less imaginative children (22). On the other hand, if the waiting 

is perceived as instrumental in obtaining the delayed reward, cognitive 

attention on the contingent reward and on the elapsing of time facilitates 

the waiting behavior (14; 18). 
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II. 3. Comparison of the Psychoanalytic and the Social Learning Theory 

on Delayed Gratification Preference 

In psychoanalytic theory, delayed gratification preference is 

regarded as a permanent characteristic of a person - it is part of 

the individual's Ego-Strength. Social learning theory, on the other 

hand, sees the choice between immediate and delayed rewards primarily 

as a function of situational conditions.which the individual takes 

into account in his decision-making. 

Apart from this difference in conceptualization, the two theories 

coincide on several points: 

1. The development of delayed gratification preference begins in early 

childhood. According to BLUM (3, pp. 62) the ability to postpone 

gratifications is acquired as part of the development of the Ego 

when the child is between one and three years old. MISCHEL & EBBESEN 

(13» P* 331) observed that the capacity to wait for long-term goals 

and to inhibit both immediate gratification and motoric activity 

seems to develop markedly at the age of three to four years. 

2, Delayed gratification preference is strongly influenced by imitation. 

SINGER (21, p. 259) and WAGNER (25, p. 537) refer to the importance 

of the child's identification with delaying parental figures, and 

STUMPHAUZER (24, pp. 16^ and MISCHEL (12, p. 261) point to the 

effects of delaying models on a person's decision to delay gratification. 
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3. Effective goal-directed waiting is dependent on certain cognitive 

processes during the delay period. If a person merely has to wait 

for a delayed reward, pleasurable distractions such as daydreaming 

have been found to facilitate the waiting (22, pp. 401; 12, p. 287). 

If the delayed reward is contingent upon some activity, cognitive 

attention on this activity as well as on the forthcoming reward 

have been suggested as helpful strategies (15, pp. 162; 14). 

4. The decision to delay gratification depends on the perceived probability 

of obtaining the delayed reward (6, p. 233; 21, p. 263; 12, p. 257). 

However, the emphasis on this condition is considerably stronger in 

social learning theory than in psychoanalytic theory. 
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III 

THE ASSESSMENT OF DELAYED GRATIFICATION PREFERENCE 

An operational definition should be intersubjective, logically 

consistent with the ideal definition of the construct, as quantitatively 

precise as possible, practically feasible, and based on explicitly 

designated observables (17, p. 465). 

The methods which have been used to measure delayed gratification 

preference may be cast into three different groups: 

1. The first group consists of procedures which measure the control of 

motoric or cognitive impulses. These methods are derived from the 

assumption of psychoanalytic theory that the inhibition of impulses 

is a necessary condition of effective delay of gratification. The 

validity of these procedures rests largely on thi3 assumption. 

2. The second group is made up of procedures in which the subject's 

actual choices between small immediate or large delayed rewards 

are recorded. These methods are used most often in the framework 

of social learning theory. 

3. Finally, there are questionnaires on attitudes towards delay of 

gratification and on dispositions in hypothetical choice-situations. 
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III. 1. The Measurement of Impulse Control 

In several psychoanalytic studies delayed gratification preference 

or impulse control has been measured in terms of the human movement 

response (M) in the Rorschach-Test (6, pp. 343; 24), The production 

of such responses is assumed to be related to the ability and tendency 

to inhibit motor activity and to the capacity and tendency to use 

ideational and fantasy defences. These defences in turn are assumed to 

be related to delayed gratification preference. While there are studies 

reporting a correlation between human movement responses and impulse 

control and future time perspective (6, pp. 343), there seems to be 

no direct evidence for the validity of such responses as a measure of 

delayed gratification preference. However, the human movement response 

has been related to fantasy (6, pp. 345) and in the light of MISCHEL's 

findings on the role of daydreaming in goal-directed waiting (9) it 

seems possible that persons with rich fantasy find it easier to wait 

for a delayed reward than persons with poor fantasy. 

Another frequently used measure of impulse control or planning 

ability is the PORTEUS Maze-Test (12). This test yields two scores: 

A Test Quotient and a Qualitative Score. The Test Quotient is said to 

measure nonverbal foresight and planning ability and is based on the 

number of mazes the subject solves without exceeding a certain number 

of errors (13, P» 835). The Qualitative Score is used to assess impulse 

control and is based on the number of indicators of careless drawing 
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such as touching or crossing the printed "walls" of the maze or cutting 

corners (10, pp. 11). 

Further procedures to assess impulse control include the slow 

tracing of lines or slow writing of words, the estimation of the duration 

of short time intervals, the Stroop-color-word Test, and the length of 

motionless waiting time (22; 23; 24; 25). 

The correlations between different measures of impulse control 

are usually low, although they often reach statistical significance. 

For example, SPIVACK et al. (25, p. 429) found a significant correlation 

of r = .27 (N = 123) between human movement responses and scores in the 

Stroop-color-word Test. They also found significant correlations of 

r = -.28 to r = -.45 between the accuracy of the estimation of short 

time intervals and scores in the Stroop-color-word Test. The time 

estimation scores and the human movement responses, however, were not 

related to each other. On the basis of these findings, it seems doubtful 

that the different measures tap an identical variable. 
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III. 2. The Observation of Behavior in Choice Situations 

The basic paradigm in most of these procedures is to offer the 

subject a choice between a small, immediately available reward and a 

larger, delayed reward. This choice is often presented as a reward 

for. the subject's cooperation. Examples of such choices include one 

record immediately versus three records in three weeks (26, p. 109), 

or a discotheque-dance the same week versus a dance-band a month 

later (4, P* 311). While most of these behavioral choices only provide 

a dichotomy into "high-delay" and "low-delay" subjects, some authors 

achieved a further differentiation by allowing the subject to vary 

the length of the delay interval and the size of the delayed reward, 

so that those subjects who waited longer for a larger reward obtained 

a higher score (4, p. 311; 24, p. 463). 

It was soon realized that these simple behavioral choices were 

insufficient for research purposes. Irrelevant factors such as the 

unattractiveness of a given reinforcer for an individual subject or 

his momentary financial status seemed to affect the choices (8, p. 8). 

Furthermore, a higher degree of differentiation was desirable in order 

to form extreme groups with relatively high and low delayed gratification 

preference, so that differences with respect to other variables might 

be detected more easily (8, pp. 3), Also, the construction of an 

instrument providing several choices was necessary to explore differences 

in delayed gratification preference regarding different kinds of rewards. 
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These considerations led to the development of choice-lists which 

consists of several items, each of which confronts the subject with a 

choice between a small, immediate reward and a larger, delayed reward 

of the same kind. For example, an item may offer a choice between three 

packs of cigarettes now or five packs of cigarettes in three weeks. 

The subject is assured of obtaining one of his choices as a reward for 

his cooperation. This instruction is to ensure that the choice-list is 

filled out according to the subject's real preferences (27, p. 12). 

However, there seems to be no study comparing choice-lists administered 

with and without this instruction which would justify the rather 

expensive procedure of promising and distributing the rewards. 

In order to make the choices sufficiently realistic, the subjects 

must believe that the experimenter is free to hand out any of the rewards 

mentioned in the items. This excludes from the choice-list items dealing 

with rewards the subject is not allowed to obtain (for example alcoholic 

beverages for inmates of penal institutions) as well as items involving 

rewards over which the experimenter obviously has no control (for example 

Temporary Absence Passes for inmates or substantial amounts of money). 

These restrictions lead to the apparently trivial values of the 

alternative rewards in the choice-list items. 

MISCHEL (8, pp. 7) describes the construction of choice-lists and 

reports correlations in the order of .60 between scales offering choices 

between small amounts of money (monetary choices) and scales offering 

choices between other reinforcers (material choices). Because of these 
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consistently high intercorrelations, MISCHEL and other authors combined 

monetary and material choices into one scale. The item-intercorrelations 

and the correlations between single items and the total choice-list score 

are said to be low but often statistically significant (8, p. 12). 

STUMPHAUZER (27) reports highly significant correlations ranging from 

,87 to .94 between percentages of delay choices in four choice-lists 

he developped and administered to adolescent inmates of a penal institution. 

Similarly, WATMAN (29, p. 122) found an internal consistency of .93 

for a choice-list he administered to adult prisoners. 

In an earlier study by the present author (2; 3) some of the 

psychometric qualities of a German version of STUMPHAUZER•s (27) choice-

lists were examined. The subjects were 234 adolescent inmates of a 

maximum security institution in Germany. The distribution of the choice-

list scores was found to be U-shaped, which is probably due to a lack 

of differentiating power of the items. Similar distributions were found 

in other studies of delayed gratification preference in incarcerated 

subjects (29; 30). This kind of a distribution artificially increases 

the statistical indices of internal consistency, for example item-

intercorrelations and split-half reliabilities. 

The split-half reliabilities of the entire scale and of the subscales 

of monetary and material choices ranged from .89 to .92 when computed 

for the total sample of 234 inmates. These coefficients are comparable 

to those reported by STUMPHAUZER (27) and by WATMAN (29). We felt that 

these correlations were inflated because of the U-shaped distribution 
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and computed new split-half reliabilities for the 102 subjects between 

the first and the third quartile of the raw-score distribution. In this 

reduced sample, the coefficients ranged from «51 for the total choice-

list to .73 for the monetary items (3, p. 605). 

A probabilistic item-analysis based on the theory of testing by 

RASCH (1; 11) revealed that the choice-list consists of two distinct 

subscales: A scale of monetary choices and a scale of well-defined 

material choices. Well-defined material items offer a choice between 

clearly defined quantities of a given reinforcer (for example: Two 

packs of cigarettes now or five packs of cigarettes next week) as 

opposed to items with choices over less clearly defined quantities 

(for example: A small jar of instant coffee now or a large jar of 

instant coffee next week). It should be noted that most of the well-

defined material items involved choices between different numbers of 

cigarettes, which may be considered as a second unofficial currency in 

penal institutions (3, p. 610; 29, p. 116). 

The psychological difference between the two scales may lie in 

the differential variability of the items' reinforcement values. For 

those subjects who did not make a general decision to delay or not to 

delay, the inter-individual evaluation of the difference in the value 

of the alternative rewards varies more in the material than in the 

monetary items (3, P« 609). 

There are three major shortcomings of the choice-lists used up 

to now: 
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1. They merely require passive waiting for the delayed reward rather 

than some work-performance. Items which made the delayed reward 

contingent upon the subject's performance would be more realistic, 

however, it would be difficult to separate the impact of expectancy 

of success and of need achievement from the impact of delayed 

gratification preference on such choices. 

2. They do not contain choices between the satisfaction of different 

needs in view of the difficulties in establishing interindividually 

equal evaluation of the different reinforcers. 

3. The choice-lists attempt to measure delayed gratification preference 

without assessing the subjective reward values of the alternative 

reinforcers as well as the subjective expectancies of reward attainment. 

These shortcomings could be remedied only by constructing a separate 

choice-list for each subject, which for all practical purposes would 

be uneconomic. 

Further methods of assessing delayed gratification preference are 

the measurement of the time a subject waits for a larger, delayed reward 

(9, PP* 265) and behavior ratings of the subject's ability to delay 

immediate satisfactions for long range goals (28). 
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III. 5. Questionnaires and Hypothetical Choices 

The first questionnaire on delayed gratification preference was 

developed by SCHNEIDER & LYSGAARD (20) in 1952 for a sample of high-

school students. Their items covered several areas in which delayed 

gratification preference of the students or their parents may be 

expressed, for example 

- the use of physical violence (item 34' Since school started last fall, 

how many of your arguments have led to fights ?); 

- free expression of sexuality (item 32: If I heard that some friends 

of mine had not followed the morals and rules relating to the behavior 

of unmarried people, a) I would not consider them good friends any 

more; b) it would not make any difference to our friendship.); 

- the pursuit of one's education (item 11: If you could do as you like, 

would you stop school now ?); and 

- financial planning (item 23: If you won a big prize, say two thousand 

dollars, what would you do ?). 

Several authors asked their subjects what they would do if they 

were given large amounts of money (4; 13) or how much they would save 

out of 25 0, $ 2.- or $ 20.- (27). 

Further hypothetical choice-situations were used among other measures 

by JESSOR et al. (4, PP* 311: a choice between a half-day sight-seeing 

trip today or a full-day trip next week) and by ROBERTS et al. (13, P« 835) 

who asked inmates of a training-school: "If a boy were to be released 
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next week and he could be guaranteed that he would not get into any 

further difficulty if he remained at Loysville for six more months, 

what do you think he would do ?". 

These hypothetical choices have been criticized by MISCHEL (8, 

P* 11; 9, P* 254) because they tend to correlate with answers on other 

questionnaires but are not likely to be predictive of actual behavior 

because of their "make-believe" character. 
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III. 4. Comparison of Different Methods to Measure Delayed Gratification 

Preference 

Depending on one's own theoretical orientation, the various methods 

to measure delayed gratification preference described here have different 

face-validity. To compare and evaluate studies with different operational 

definitions of delayed gratification preference, one has to know whether 

the different procedures measure the same construct. This could be 

determined by an analysis based on RASCH's theory of testing (11) or 

by showing that the different procedures consistently show substantial 

intercorrelations. 

Several studies report correlations between measures of impulse 

control and questionnaires on delayed gratification preference. 

SAUNDERS et al. (18, p. 791) found a significant correlation of r - .22 

(N = 122) between the BARRAT impulsivity questionnaire and the Matching 

Familiar Figures Test in one study and a non-significant correlation of 

r = -.01 (N = 62) in another study (16, p. 792). ROBERTS & ERIKSON's 

hypothetical choice yielded a significant correlation of r = -.52 (N = 48) 

with the Qualitative Score in the PORTEUS Maze Test, but the correlation 

of r = .35 between the Test Quotient and the hypothetical choice fell 

short of significance (12, p. 453). 

ROBERTS & ERIKSON (12, p. 453) also report a significant correlation 

of r « -.47 (N = 48) between a behavioral choice and the Qualitative 

Score of the PORTEUS Maze Test. Several other studies, however, failed 
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to produce significant correlations between measures of impulse control 

and behavioral delay of gratification (15; 16; 19). 

Hypothetical delay choices and actual choice behavior also show 

only moderate intercorrelations. Some studies report significant correlations 

ranging from r = .15 (N = 93) to r = .58 (N = 93) between the two kinds 

of procedures (4, pp. 311? 7; 8; 12; 21), in other studies correlations 

between hypothetical choices and delay behavior were not significant 

(2, pp. 90; 5). 

Two studies explored the interrelations between measures of impulse 

control, behavioral choices, and questionnaires. In a factor-analytic 

study of eleven procedures, one author (14) found eight orthogonal 

factors and concluded that most of the instruments were measuring 

discrete, unrelated abilities. Similarly, ROSENBLATT (16) stated that 

the concept of impulse control can not be generalized accross different 

situations and must be defined in terms of the way it is measured. 

Such a strategy of extreme operationalism makes generalization of 

results impossible and eliminates the possibility of constructing general 

theories or of applying results to practical situations (31, pp. 3). 

In an effort to avoid such a dilemma and to overcome the imperfect 

validity of the various measurement procedures, WORMITH & HASENPUSCH 

(31) combined techniques which assess attitudinal, behavioral and 

cognitive aspects of delayed gratification preference. Multiple regression 

analysis was used to relate a number of scales to two naturalistic, 

non-reactive measures of saving and planning and yielded significant 
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multiple correlation coefficients of R » .67 (F = 4*62, df = 7, 40) 

and R = .62 (F = 3*50, df = 7, 40). Several suggestions were made for 

the construction of combined measures of delayed gratification preference, 

such as the use of situation-specific rating scales instead of standardized 

tests and the inclusion of a social desirability scale in a multidimensional 

measure of delayed gratification preference. 
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II 

DELAYED GRATIFICATION PREFERENCE 

IN RELATION TO SOCIOCULTURAL VARIABLES 

There are two sociocultural variables which are frequently discussed 

in connection with delayed gratification preference: Socioeconomic status 

and delinquency or criminality. Several studies on the class-specificity 

of delayed gratification preference, its character as a middle-class 

value and its adaptivity in disadvantaged subcultures will be discussed 

in this chapter. 

Hedonistic behavior is usually seen as typical of delinquents or 

criminals, and some explanations of deviant behavior involve the conceot 

of immediate gratification preference. The question will be raised 

whether the low delayed gratification preference commonly observed in 

inmates of penal institutions is related to their delinquency or criminality 

or rather to their being incarcerated. 
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IV. 1. Socioeconomic Status and Delayed Gratification Preference 

Low delayed gratification preference is frequently mentioned as 

a working class characteristic (26, p. 253; 46, p. 119), out there 

are only a few empirical studies which directly support this notion 

(19» 35; 46). On the other hand, there are several studies which 

found socioeconomic status to be unrelated to delayed gratification 

preference (365 40) or in which lower class subjects chose delayed 

gratification more often than middle class subjects (17, p. 315, 

24, P. 18). 

The inconsistency of these results may be explained by the complexity 

of a comparison of the delay behavior of groups with different socio­

economic status. MILLER et al. (23, p. 421) suggest that such a comparison 

is valid only if the following four conditions are met: 

1. The delayed gratification must be of equal value to both groups. 

2. The two groups must have an equal opportunity to defer the immediate 

satisfaction and an equal understanding of the delayed reward. 

3. The two groups must be equally affected by the postponement of 

gratification. 

4. The two groups must have the same probability of obtaining the delayed 

reward. 

The authors concede that it is almost impossible to satisfy these criteria. 

The major importance of their enumeration lies in making researchers 

and readers aware of the extraneous factors which, if not recognized, 
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ctamtrojled or accounted for, may lead to erroneous conclusions about, 

differences in the preference for delayed gratification of different 

socioeconomic groups. 

One major problem in examining differences in delayed gratification 

preference of middle class and working class subjects is the extent 

to which the two groups are adversely affected by the postponement of 

gratification. The "delayed gratification alternative" may include 

immediate satisfactions for the middle class subject which may not be 

readily available for the working class subject. For example the pursuit 

of a prolonged education, which is often cited as an expression of the 

middle class deferred gratification pattern, may be rewarded immediately 

by social reinforcement for the fulfillment of normative expectations 

(21, p. 3^7). Going to college may be perceived by the middle class 

youth as "having a good time" rather than as a postponement of independence 

from the parents. LYSGAARD (21, p. 364) argues that any self-imposed 

delay of a satisfaction which is available in the immediate situation 

should be considered as a delay of gratification, regardless of whether 

the postponement is seen by the person as a "sacrifice". On the other 

hand, CARO (7, pp. 333) maintains that the concept of delay of gratification 

is applicable only if the individual experiences a "time-conflict", 

i.e. the incompatibility of delayed gratification with immediate 

gratification. 

While delayed gratification preference may or may not be a middle 

class characteristic, it clearly is a middle class value (21, p. 370; 
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35, p. 142), Several authors report that their subjects' choice behavior 

was determined partly by the social desirability of waiting for delayed 

rewards (25, p. 100; 29, p. 27). It has been suggested, though, that 

with the establishment of the welfare state, delay of gratification 

lost its functionality for social mobility and that the middle class 

will therefore abandon the norm of delayed gratification as anachronistic 

(40, p. 327). 

The moral evaluation of delayed gratification becomes problematic 

when the researcher himself is unaware of his own value-judgement and 

describes delay of gratification as "mature", "rational" and "adaptive" 

(28, p. 1089; 36, p. 345; 37, p. 394). Such a notion overlooks that 

adjustment is a value-concept and that the relationship between adjustment 

and any other variable depends on the definition of adjustment and on 

the individual's socio-cultural circumstances (34, P« 60). This is 

highlighted by anthropological studies of aboriginal parasitic cultures 

in which immediate gratification was found to prevail and in which 

intelligence and delayed gratification preference were correlated 

negatively (5, p. 301). On the other hand, in the horticultural Hopi-

tribe, a large majority of children were found to choose delayed rather 

than immediate gratification. Finally, actions that may be classified 

by a western researcher as expressing immediate gratification preference 

may actually be a means of planning for the future: For a Hawaian-

American, spending his money for immediate consumption with his family 

and his friends is an investment in the social exchange system that 
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characterizes the Hawaian culture, it is a way of securing future 

gratifications (10, pp. 78). 

Within the Western civilization, the unskilled worker lives in 

and adapts to a different environment than the skilled or middle class 

worker (9, pp. 394). For the unskilled worker, a fatalistic outlook 

towards an unpredictable future may be quite realistic (20, p. 589; 

33, p. 42; 42, p. 182). Given the low probability of obtaining a delayed 

reward in the lower class subculture, waiting for delayed rewards does 

not seem to be an intelligent precedure, rather, the consumption of 

immediate gratifications "while the getting is good" must be regarded 

as the adaptive response (10, p. 72; 20, pp. 590; 23, p. 418). As 

ROSENQUIST & MEGARGEE put it: 

"The lower-class child has learned that he who eats his candy 

today has a piece of candy, while he who saves it for the 

future is likely to have it stolen." (33, P« 49) 

Apart from anecdotal observations, there is only little empirical 

evidence for a negative relation between measures of adjustment and 

delayed gratification preference in the lower class. In a study of 

German prisoners, it was found that subjects older than 21 chose an 

immediate reward in a behavioral choice more often than their younger, 

less "con-wise" fellow-inmates (15, p. 607), wad the more intelligent 

inmates tended to choose more immediate gratifications in & choice-

list than the less intelligent inmates (14, pp. 97). 
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IV. 2. Delinquency, Criminality and Delayed Gratification Preference 

"A reform school will neither be a deterrent in the future 

nor a lesson from the past in an individual who has learned 

to respond only in terms of what is immediately present. 

It may well be that in order to control delinquency it will 

be necessary first to change the time orientation of the 

delinquents. At present, very little is known concerning 

the management of such learning and it would appear to be 

a fruitful subject for research." (21, p. 592) 

Delinquents and criminals are often described as more impulsive 

and less ready to delay gratification than the general population 

(26, p. 253} 41» P» 10). It has been shown that even in subjects with 

equal socioeconomic background the delinquents' delayed gratification 

preference is lower than the non-delinquent subjects' (33» P« 229). 

The assumed relationship between criminality and low delayed gratification 

preference is also supported by studies which found recidivists to be 

more impulsive and to show less delayed gratification preference than 

subjects classified as "non-recidivists" (4, pp. 50; 32, pp. 836). 

While the concepts of criminality and psychopathy are by no means 

identical, they are traditionally seen as overlapping to some degree. 

The psychopath has often been described as being highly impulsive and 

choosing immediate gratification (13, p. 5; 21, p. 592). HARE (13, pp. 107) 

attributes the psychopath's low delayed gratification preference to his 

generally low expectancy for delayed rewards. Besides the modeling and 

reinforcement of low-delay behavior by the parents, HARE (13, pp. 109) 
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cites the parents' child-rearing practices as a possible cause of the 

psychopath's low delayed gratification preference: By continuously 

giving in to the child's demands, they deny him the opportunity to learn 

to wait for delayed rewards. The parents of psychopaths are also reported 

to be inconsistent in disciplining the child, which diminishes the impact 

of delayed consequences of the child's behavior. 

In psychoanalytic studies, the low delayed gratification preference 

of delinquents and criminals has been explained by their difficulties 

in identifying with the father (33, P» 270). It is suggested that the 

result of an insufficient identification with a father-figure is the 

development of a "Delinquent Ego" which supports the Id in its striving 

for unrestricted drive-satisfaction instead of mediating between the Id 

and the environment (30, pp. 167)• 

In social learning theory, the low delayed gratification preference 

of delinquents and criminals is explained partly by a lack of exposure 

to models with high delayed gratification preference (41, pp. 16). 

A number of factors which according to social learning theory tend to 

decrease a person's preference for delayed gratification have been found 

to be associated with delinquency: Delinquents were found to be more 

suspicious than non-delinquents (1, p. 312), their perceived internal 

control over reinforcement is lower and their expectations about the 

future less realistic than those of non-delinquents (22, pp. 13; 39, 

p. 262), and their future time perspective is shorter than that of 

non-delinquents (2, p. 345). 
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Some theories refer directly to the concepts of delayed gratification 

preference and delayed reinforcement for the explanation of deviant 

behavior: 

JESSOR et«alfc (17, pp. 108) assumed that preference for immediate 

gratification, together with tolerance for deviance and short future 

time perspective leads to a weakening of personal control against the 

use of illegitimate means. This weakened personal control, together 

with a feeling of alienation, perceived external control over reinforcers, 

and the realization of an unfavorable opportunity structure was assumed 

to lead to deviant behavior. This hypothesis is supported by the finding 

that children with low delayed gratification preference are more likely 

to yield to temptation than children with high delayed gratification 

preference (27, pp. 412). 

RENNER (31, p. 358) suggests that preference for immediate rewards 

renders delayed behavior consequences ineffective for the modification 

of behavior. The deterrent effect of future punishment is also reduced 

by the delinquent's unrealistio, wishful thinking about his future 

(39, P« 262). In a study of self-reported theft, it was found that a 

boy's belief that he will not be apprehended correlates with the amount 

and the variety of stealing he admits (8, p. 564). 

TRASLER (44; 45) tries to explain criminality as an interaction 

of child-rearing practices with the inherited responsiveness of the 

autonomic nervous system to conditioning. The acquisition of social 

norms is described as learning to avoid conditioned anxiety, which 
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inhibits the occurence of formerly punished behavior. The effectiveness 

of conditioning is much reduced if there is a delay or inconsistency 

in the administration of reinforcement or punishment, and TRASLER suggests 

that criminal behavior is partly due to such inconsistent socialization 

techniques. Another variable which affects the individual's acquisition 

of conditioned responses is his position on the extraversion-introversion 

continuum: Extraverts are resistant to conditioning, introverts are 

readily conditioned. Because of their resistance to conditioning, 

extraverts are less susceptible to delayed behavior consequences than 

introverts, which often brings them into conflict with normative expectations 

such as customs, mores, and laws. 
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IV. 3. Delayed Gratification Preference and Criminality - A Spurious 

Relationship ? 

In most studies which report delinquents to have a lower delayed 

gratification preference than non-delinquents, delinquency is operationally 

defined as "being an inmate of a penal institution". This operational 

definition was probably chosen because inmates are the most easily 

accessible subgroup of those persons that violate the law (33, pp. 4). 

If one adopts TAPPAN's legalistic position that the only persons who 

can be scientifically studied as criminals are those found guilty by 

the judicial system and that prison inmates are truly representative of 

all criminal offenders (43, P* 39), then "being an inmate of a penal 

institution is a suitable operational definition of criminality. However, 

when the research into self-reported criminality started to reveal the 

vast amount of "hidden crime" (8), this legalistic position became less 

and less tenable. 

In the context of research into the relationship between criminality 

and delayed gratification preference, the confounding of "incarceration" 

and "criminality" has at least two serious short-comings: 

1. Inmates of penal institutions are by no means a random sample of the 

criminal population. There are several selection-processes involved 

in determining which members of the delinquent population are 

institutionalized and finally included in a "sample" for some research. 

Far from operating at random, these selection processes are influenced 
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by variables such as socioeconomic status and race (8, pp. 559; 

33, PP. 192). However, in order to generalize to the characteristics 

of the delinquent population, an unbiased sample is required in 

which each member of the population has an equal chance of being 

included (18, pp. 118). Since incarcerated delinquents are not truly 

representative of non-incarcerated delinquents, differences between 

inmates of penal institutions and "control-groups" taken from the 

general population should be interpreted in terms of "incarcerated 

versus non-incarcerated" rather than in terms of "criminal versus 

non-criminal" (11, p. 264; 48, pp. 107). 

2. The conditions accompanying incarceration may have their own impact 

on delayed gratification preference: 

a) The ongoing frustration of a number of needs which is an inevitable 

consequence of incarceration might decrease the inmate's general 

frustration tolerance and thereby decrease his willingness to 

delay gratification. 

b) The highly regimented life in a "total institution" may result in 

the inmate's perception that he has no control over the occurrence 

of reinforcers (47, pp. 104). Perceived external control over 

reinforcers tends to decrease delayed gratification preference 

(26, p. 257). 

There are only a few studies to explore the relationship between 

self-reported delinquency and impulsiveness or delayed gratification 

preference. In a study of middle-class high-school students, HINDELANG 
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(16, p. 77) found a significant correlation of r » -.33 (N = 337) 

between self-reported delinquency and the self-control scale of 

the California Personality Inventory. This self-control scale is said 

to measure the degree and adequacy of self-control and freedom from 

impulsivity and self-centeredness (16, p. 76). JESSOR et al. (17, p. 344) 

on the other hand did not find a significant correlation between self-

reported deviant behavior of high-school students and their delay of 

gratification. 

In view of these inconsistent findings on the relationship between 

delayed gratification preference and self-reported delinquency and the 

confounding of criminality and incarceration in studies which report a 

relationship between preference for immediate gratification and criminality, 

it seems possible that the relationship between the two variables is a 

spurious one. The present study was designed to investigate this 

possibility. 
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V 

METHODOLOGY 

The question to be studied here is whether the commonly observed 

low delayed gratification preference of incarcerated offenders is 

related to their being offenders or rather to their being incarcerated. 

This question can be expressed in two supplementary hypotheses: 

(1) The delayed gratification preference of incarcerated offenders is 

lower than that of non-incarcerated subjects who, in a self-report 

questionnaire, admit a similar amount of offences as the 

incarcerated offenders do. 

(2) The delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a high number of self-reported offences does not differ from 

the delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a low number of self-reported offences0 

These two hypotheses will be restated in an operationalized form 

after the presentation of the questionnaire, the subjects, the 

administration of the questionnaire, and the statistical procedures. 
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V. 1. The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire used in this study (see Appendix I) consisted 

of two parts: a questionnaire on self-reported offences including a 

lie-scale and a choice-list to measure delayed gratification preference. 

Besides these scales, the questionnaire contained some biographic 

questions. 

A self-report questionnaire consists of several items in which 

the respondent is asked to indicate whether or not he ever committed 

a given act. Sometimes the respondents are asked as well how often 

they committed a given act. 

The self-report questionnaire used here was a modified form of 

the self-reported delinquency scale published by FARRINGTON (7). The 

self-report questionnaire has 22 items and includes subscales on offences 

against property (7 items marked with a "P" in Appendix I), on aggressive 

acts (6 items marked with an "A" in Appendix I), and on the illegal 

use of drugs (2 items marked with a "D" in Appendix I). 

Most items in questionnaires on self-reported offences describe 

relatively trivial acts because serious offences would probably not 

yield sufficiently high admission rates and would therefore not have 

sufficient differentiating power in samples taken from the general 

population. However, the exclusion of these serious acts produces a 

bias in the item-pool of self-report questionnaires - they are no 

longer representative of the universe of offences (7, pp. 99). Also, 
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it has been found that while perpetrators of infrequent minor offences 

have a low probability of being detected, persons who committ a large 

number of relatively serious offences are likely tc come to the attention 

of social control agencies (6, p. 552). It seems likely, therefore, 

that incarcerated offenders committed more serious acts than the average 

non-incarcerated respondent. This means that items with low admission-

rates in the general population may still differentiate among incarcerated 

subjects. Thus it would be desirable to select items with reportedly 

low admission rates for this study. 

Admission rates for different offences were available for a sample 

of 397 English lower-class school-boys at the age of 16 - 17 (7, pp. 109) 

and for 45 sociology students of an American university who had a mean 

age of 20 years (4, p. 519). Because of the greater sociological 

similarity to the subjects available for this study and because of the 

larger sample, FARRINGTON's (7) data appeared to be more suitable for 

this study. 

Out of the 38 items in FARRINGTON's (7) self-report questionnaire 

the twenty items with the lowest admission rates (between 5*0 fo and 

23.4 $) were selected. Some of the items had to be modified, for example 

by changing English into Canadian currency, by substituting some terms 

which are not common in Canada, and by ommitting abreviations such as 

"etc." as was suggested by FARRINGTON (7, p. 109). The question on 

illegal use of drugs was divided into one question on the use of marijuana 

and other soft drugs and one question on the use of heroin and other 
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hard drugs. Similarly, the original item on theft from automats was 

divided into one question on the theft of money and another question 

on the theft of goods from an automat. 

The subjects were asked to indicate whether they had committed 

a given act not at all (0 points), one to three times (1 point), four 

to ten times (2 points) or more often (3 points). Each subject was 

given a total score for all offences and scores for offences against 

property, for aggressive acts, and for illegal use of drugs. 

The items of the lie-scale of the Minnesote Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPl) were interspersed among the items of the self-report 

questionnaire in order to detect subjects who conceal their offences 

to present themselves in a socially desirable light (8, p. 15)« 

Underreporting by forgetting acts committed a long time ago as well as 

deliberate overreporting (boasting) can of course not be detected by 

a social desirability scale such as the one used here (7, pp. 107). 

The second part of the questionnaire consisted of a choice-list 

as described earlier in this study to measure the subjects' delayed 

gratification preference. Twenty items were selected from a choice-list 

developed for adolescent inmates of a medium-security institution in 

Florida (13). Ten of these items offered choices between small amounts 

of money (monetary items), the other ten items offered choices between 

well-defined quantities of material reinforcers (material items). 

The questionnaire also contained a number of biographical questions. 

Subjects were asked to indicate their age, the number of previous 
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incarcerations, and whether they had any tattoos. In addition, the 

respondents were asked for their parents' and their own present or 

last occupation. This information was used to determine the subjects' 

socioeconomic background. The respondent's occupation and his father's 

occupation were rated on BLISHEN's (1) socioeconomic index. If the 

father's occupation was not known, the mother's occupation was used 

instead. The subject's score was the median of these two ratings and 

was grouped into eight intervals with a size of 5 (26 - 30, 31 - 35, 

etc.). 
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V. 2. Subjects and Administration of the Questionnaire 

The group of incarcerated subjects consisted of inmates of 

Warkworth Institution, a modern medium-security penitentiary near 

Campbellford, Ontario, with a population of some 400 inmates. Out of 

the 82 inmates of Warkworth Institution on February 27, 1975 who were 

born after 1953, 33 participated in the study. Of the remaining 49 

inmates, some 35 did not come to the classroom where the questionnaire 

was administered, and some 15 inmates refused to fill out the questionnaire 

when they were told that participation in the study was not compulsory. 

In addition to these 33 inmates, 4 inmates dropped in on their own and 

asked permission to participate in the study. 

The questionnaire was filled out in groups of 4 to 10 inmates, the 

administration of the questionnaire took about 45 minutes per group. 

Subjects were asked to write their age as well as their own and their 

parents' present or last occupation on the front page of the questionnaire. 

Responses to the questionnaire items were made by check-marks and did 

not require additional writing. The instruction for the self-report 

questionnaire was read to the subjects. When all inmates had completed 

the self-report questionnaire, the instruction for the choice-list was 

read to the subjects. Both instructions were included in the questionnaire. 

Subjects were encouraged to ask for explanations in case they did not 

understand an instruction or question. After completion of the questionnaire, 

subjects were offered a behavioral choice between 50 0 immediately or 
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$ 1.- after one week as a reward for their cooperation, and questions 

regarding the purpose of the study were answered. During these questions 

the author learned that the administration of the questionnaire fell 

on the inmates' biweekly payday, on which they receive between $ 5.-

and $ 7»-« This may very well have increased the inmates' willingness 

to choose delayed gratification in the choice-list and in the behavioral 

choice by reducing the attractiveness of the smaller, immediate rewards. 

The group of non-incarcerated subjects consisted of 21 residents 

of three halfway houses in Ottawa: The Friendship Concept, the Chimo 

House, and the Union Mission for Men. These three halfway houses were 

selected because of the characteristics of their residents (adolescent 

males) and because the directors of these halfway houses granted 

permission to administer the questionnaire. Except for some five residents, 

all of the residents present in the halfway houses during the administration 

of the questionnaire participated in the study. In the Chimo House and 

in the Union Mission for Men, the questionnaire was administered in 

groups of 6 - 8 residents, in the Friendship Concept the questionnaires 

were filled out individually. In all other aspects, the procedure was 

similar to the one used in Warkworth Institution. 

In order to eliminate respondents who were likely to underreport 

the number of their offences, 4 inmates of Warkworth Institution and 

3 halfway house residents with lie-scores above T =* 55 were excluded 

from the sample. The remaining 33 inmates were between 17 and 25 years 

old with a mean age of 19.5 years. The remaining 18 halfway house 
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residents were between 19 and 29 years old with a mean age of 20.3 

years. There was no difference in the lie-scores of the inmates and the 

residents (MANN-WHITNEY-U-Test, z = .06). 

The subjects in this study are obviously a highly selected group -

a "convenience sample" (3, pp. 169) rather than a random sample. This 

fact alone, besides the small sample size, limits the confidence one 

can place into the results of this study. 
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V. 3. Statistical Procedures 

The question whether the commonly observed low delayed gratification 

preference of incarcerated offenders is related to their being offenders 

or rather to their being incarcerated should be studied in an analysis 

of variance design with the two predictor-variables "incarceration" 

and "self-reported criminality" and the criterion-variable "delayed 

gratification preference". 

Such a design was not feasible in the present study for two 

reasons: 

( l ) l n a 2 x 2 factorial design, one would have needed four groups of 

subjects: institutionalized offenders, non-institutionalized offenders, 

institutionalized non-offenders, and non-institutionalized non­

offenders. While institutionalized and non-institutionalized offenders 

were obtained for this study through Warkworth Institution and the 

three halfway houses, non-offenders of a similar age and socio­

economic background (for example army recruits as used by SIEGMAN (12)) 

were not available for this study. 

(2) Because of the U-shaped distribution of choice-list scores observed 

in incarcerated samples and because of the J-Bhaped distribution 

of criminality (2), a parametric analysis of variance which assumes 

normal distribution of the variables would have been highly problematic. 

In future studies it may be possible to use non-parametric analysis 

of variance techniques which have been developed in recent years (10). 
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Another possibility to analyze the influence of several predictor-

variables on a criterion-variable is multiple regression analysis. 

This procedure is especially well suited for ex-post-facto research 

as it is conducted here, where experimental manipulation of the predictor-

variables is impossible (9, p. 7). Multiple regression analysis was 

therefore chosen as the closest approximation to an analysis of variance 

design. 

There are several programs available to compute a multiple regression 

analysis, and the one to be used here is the program BMD 02R provided 

in the BMD Biomedical Computer Program Package (5). 

In order to meet the procedure's requirement of interval scale 

measurement, the variables "self-reported offences", "previous incarceration", 

and "present incarceration" were transformed into so-called "dummy 

variables" with values of either "1" or "0". 

The significance tests performed in multiple regression analysis 

assume normal distribution of the variables, and, as mentioned previously, 

this assumption can not be made here. Therefore, multiple regression 

analysis %ifill be used only to describe the relative importance of 

incarceration and self-reported offences for the explanation of the 

variations in the subjects' delayed gratification preference. The 

significance of the relations between incarceration, self-reported 

offences and delayed gratification preference will be determined by 

non-parametric inferential procedures. 
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The WILCOXON Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (11, pp. 75) will 

be used to test hypothesis (1) that incarcerated offenders show less 

delayed gratification preference than non-incarcerated subjects with 

similar numbers of self-reported offences. If other variables such as 

age and socio-economic background are significantly related to delayed 

gratification preference in this sample, subjects will be matched for 

these variables as well. While matching is a rather weak method for 

controlling the impact of the variance of self-reported offences, it 

seems to be the only possible way to do so in this study. 

The MANN-WHITNEY U-Test (11, pp. 116) will be used to test hypothesis 

(2) that the delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated 

subjects with a high number of self-reported offences does not differ 

from the one of non-incarcerated subjects with low numbers of self-

reported offences. 
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V. 4. Operationalization of the Hypotheses 

The two hypotheses stated at the beginning of this chapter can 

now be restated in operational terms. 

(1) The delayed gratification preference of incarcerated offenders is 

lower than that of non-incarcerated subjects who, in a self-report 

questionnaire, admit a similar amount of offences as the incarcerated 

offenders jdo. 

H^: The monetary and material choice-list scores of incarcerated 

subjects do not differ from the choioe-list scores of non-

incarcerated subjects who are matched with the incarcerated 

subjects on the number of self-reported offences. 

H1: The monetary and material choice-list scores of incarcerated 

subjects are lower than the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects who are matched with the incarcerated subjects on the 

number of self-reported offences. 

The null-hypothesis will be rejected if its probability is equal 

to or less than p = .05 in a one-tailed test. 

(2) The delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a high number of self-reported offences does not differ from 

the delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a low number of self-reported offences. 

This hypothesis states the lack of a difference - usually the function 

of the null-hypothesis. However, as the low delayed gratification 
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preference of incarcerated offenders is seen here as related to 

their being incarcerated rather than to their being offenders, 

the homogeneity of the choice-list scores of two groups with different 

numbers of self-reported offences has to be tested. In such a 

comparison, the conventional levels of significance would not be 

sufficiently conservative, the level of significance suggested here 

is p = .25 in a one-tailed test. 

H : The monetary and material choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects with numbers of self-reported offences below the median 

tend to be higher than the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects with numbers of self-reported offences above the median. 

H1: The monetary and material choice-list scores of noa-incarcerated 

subjects with numbers of self-reported offences below the median 

do not differ from the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects with numbers of self-reported offences above the median. 

The null-hypothesis will be rejected if its probability is equal 

to or less than p = .25 in a one-tailed test. If its probability 

is less than p = .05 in a one-tailed test, hypothesis H_ will be 

accepted* 

H0: The monetary and material choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects with numbers of self-reported offences below the median 

are significantly higher than the choice-liet scores of non-

incarcerated subjects with numbers of self-reported offences 

above the median. 
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u 

FINDINGS 

In the first section of this chapter, the findings on the relation 

between incarceration, self-reported criminality and delayed gratification 

preference will be presented. Additional results on the relationships 

between social desirability on the one hand and self-reported criminality 

and delayed gratification preference on the other hand will be given 

in the second section. In the third section, differences in the delayed 

gratification preference of subjects with and without tattoos will be 

reported. Finally the psychometric qualities of the choice-lists and 

the self-report questionnaire with its sub-scales will be described. 

Apart from the program BMD 02R (4) for the multiple regression 

analyses and the program for the SPEARMAN rank correlations SPSS NONPAR 

CORR (16), all programs used in this study were developped by the author. 

The calculations were performed on the IBM 36O of the University of 

Ottawa Computing Centre. 

In presenting the findings, the following conventions on levels 

of significance will be used: Results with a probability of no more 

than p «= .05 will be referred to as "significant", and results with 

a probability of p « .01 or less will be referred to as "very significant". 

The subjects' scores and responses on the different scales and 

biographic variables are listed in Appendix II. 
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VI. 1. The Relation Between Incarceration. Self-Reported Criminality 

and Delayed Gratification Preference 

Three procedures were used to assess the relative impact of 

incarceration and self-reported criminality on the delayed gratification 

preference of offenders. 

(1) Incarcerated and non-incarcerated offenders were matched once on 

the number of self-reported offences and a second time on the number 

of self-reported offences as well as on socioeconomic background, 

and their choice-list scores were compared in a WILCOXON Matched-

Fairs Signed-Ranks Test (19). 

(2) The choice-list scores of non-incarcerated subjects with a high 

number of self-reported offences were compared in a MANN-WHITNEY 

U-Test (19) with the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a low number of self-reported offences. 

(3) Multiple regression analyses(12) were computed with the choice-list 

scores as criterion variable and present incarceration, previous 

incarceration and high vs. low self-reported criminality as predictor 

variables. 

These analyses are based on the responses of 51 subjects with lie-

scores below T = 55-

In all three procedures, the monetary and material choice-list 

scores were used separately as measures of delayed gratification preference, 

In addition to the total score on the self-report questionnaire, the 
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number of admitted property offences was also used as a measure of 

criminality because the choice-lists deal with material reinforcers 

similar to those obtained in property offences. 

(1) To decide which variables besides self-reported criminality the 

incarcerated and non-incarcerated subjects would have to be matched 

on, the relations between age and delayed gratification preference 

as well as between socioeconomic background and delayed gratification 

preference in the present sample were determined. 

The rank correlation between age and monetary choices was rho --.09 

(N = 51), the rank-correlation between age and material choices 

was rho =-.03 (N • 51), both correlations are not significant. 

There was no significant difference in the age of subjects choosing 

the delayed or immediate reward in the behavioral choice (MANN-WHITNEY 

U-Test, z = .86) either, and subjects were therefore not matched on 

age. 

Socioeconomic background did not correlate significantly with 

monetary choices (rho « .06, N = 51) nor with material choices 

(rho = .12, N = 51), but subjects with higher socioeconomic background 

did prefer the delayed reward in the behavioral choice (MANN-WHITNEY 

U-Test, z • 1.98). Because of these inconclusive results regarding 

the relation between socio-economic background and these 3> measures 

of delayed gratification in this group, the incarcerated and non-

incarcerated subjects were matched once on the number of self-reported 

offences only and a second time on the number of self-reported offences 

as well as on socioeconomic background. 
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Matching of subjects, particularly without subsequent random 

assignment to treatments, is a very weak method of controlling 

extraneous variables (11, p. 309). Unfortunately, in the present 

case, other procedures such as holding the extraneous variables 

(self-reported criminality and socioeconomic background) constant 

or randomly assigning subjects to treatments (incarceration) were 

not feasible. 

Subjects were matched by pairing incarcerated and non-incarcerated 

offenders whose score on the total self-report questionnaire or on 

the subscale for property offences differed by no more than one 

point. If more than one combination of subjects was possible, the 

pair with the most similar code numbers (which had been assigned 

arbitrarily before) was chosen. When the subjects were matched on 

self-reported offences as well as on socioeconomic background, only 

pairs within the same interval on the socioeconomic background scale 

were formed. 

The WILC0X0N Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (see Table 1) shows 

that only one of the eight comparisons yields a significant differences 

The monetary choice-list scores of incarcerated offenders differ 

significantly from those of non-incarcerated offenders with equal 

numbers of self-reported offences. The direction of this difference, 

however, is contrary to expectation: The mean choice-list score of 

the incarcerated offenders is X = 5.0, the one of the non-incarcerated 

offenders is X = 1.4. In the remaining seven comparisons, the mean 
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choice-list score of the incarcerated offenders is also higher 

than the one of the non-incarcerated offenders, although not 

significantly so. 

Table 1: Relation between Incarceration and Delayed Gratification 

Preference in Subjects Matched on Self-Reported Offences 

Choice Self-Reported Sample 
List Offences Si ze 

T 

1. Subjects matched for self-reported offences 

Monetary Total 
Choices Offences 

Material Total 
Choices Offences 

Monetary Property 
Choices Offences 

Material Property 
Choices Offences 

N - 13 T = 13.0 

N = 14 T - 23.0 

N = 13 T = 21.0 

N = 16 T = 46.O 

** 

2. Subjects matched for self-reported offences and 
socioeconomic background 

Monetary Total 
Choices Offences 

Material Total 
Choices Offences 

Monetary Property 
Choices Offences 

Material Property 
Choices Offences 

N = 11 T - 15.5 

N = 13 T = 26.5 

N = 10 T - 21.0 

N = 12 T = 30.0 

* Sampleeizes vary according to the number of tied 
choice-list scores of matched subjects. 

** p - .05. 
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In view of the large number of comparisons made here, it seems 

safe to conclude that there is no difference between the choice-

list scores of incarcerated and non-incarcerated offenders with 

equal numbers of self-reported offences. The one significant 

difference may have occurred by chance alone. 

(2) The second procedure used to assess the impact of incarceration 

and self-reported criminality on the delayed gratification preference 

of offenders was to campare the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects with high vs. low self-reported criminality. 

The monetary and material choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects above and below the median of the total number of offences 

and of the property offences admitted were compared in a MANN-WHITNEY 

U-Test (see Table 2). 

Table 2: Relation between Self-Reported Criminality and Delayed 

Gratification Preference in Non-Inearcerated Subjects 

Choice Self-Reported U p 1L N„ 
List Offences 

Monetary Total 37.5 .50 7 11 
Choices Offences 

Material Total 35.5 .43 7 11 
Choices Offences 

Monetary Property 35.5 .43 7 11 
Choices Offences 

Material Property 36.0 .43 7 11 
Choices Offences 
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The results shown in Table 2 allow to reject the hypothesis that 

there is a relation between delayed gratification preference and 

the number of self-reported offences in this group - the probabilities 

associated with the four U-values are well above the level of p • .25 

suggested earlier for these comparisons. 

(3) To determine the relative importance of incarceration and self-

reported criminality in explaining the variance of delayed gratification 

preference of offenders, several multiple regression analyses were 

computed. 

First, the monetary and material choice-lists were related to present 

incarceration and high vs. low numbers of total offences or property 

offences admitted by the subjects. In the absence of theoretical or 

empirical indications for more complex relationships, linear relations 

were assumed to exist between the predictor- and criterion-variables. 

The results of these four multiple regression analyses are listed 

in Table 3* Because of the small sample size and the lack of a 

validation of the equations on a separate sample, the original 

multiple correlation coefficients (R) are listed together with a 

coefficient (R ) which is corrected for the shrinkage to be 

expected on validation (13,P» 184). 

Three tentative conclusions may be drawn from the results presented 

in Table 3: 

(a) Self-reported criminality and present incarceration taken together 

account for only 3 i° to 6 fa of the variance of the choice-list 

scores in this sample. 
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Table 3: Multiple Regression of Present Incarceration and Self-

Reported Offences on Delayed Gratification Preference 

Predictor b t R R 
Variables weights df - 48 

R R F 
corr corr ,_ n 

df^=48 

1. Criterion Variable: Monetary Choices 

Present 2.12 
Incarceration 

Total -0.71 
Offences 

1.71 .24 .06 .20 .04 

.49 

2. Criterion Variable: Monetary Choices 

Present 1.92 1.63 .24 .06 
Incarceration 

Property -0.60 
Offences 

.53 

3. Criterion Variable: Material Choices 

Present 1.43 
Incarceration 

Total 
Offences 

1.22 .18 .03 

-0.73 .53 

4. Criterion Variable: Material Choices 

Present 1.23 
Incarceration 

Property -O.45 
Dffences 

1.46 

(Constant: 2.32) 

.20 .04 1.48 

(Constant: 2.22) 

.10 .01 .76 

(Constant: 3*39) 

1.11 .17 .03 .09 .01 

.42 

.71 

(Constant: 3.20) 
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Table 4: Multiple Regression of Present Incarceration, Previous 

Incarceration, and Self-Reported Offences on Delayed 

Gratification Preference 

Predictor b t R R 
Variables weights df = 47 corr corr df..« 3 

df^-47 

1. Criterion Variable: Monetary Choices 

1.43 .26 .07 Present 1.88 
Incarceration 

Previous -0.40 
Incarceration 

Total 
Offences 

-0.82 

.26 

.67 

2. Criterion Variable: Monetary Choices 

Present 1.99 1.60 .28 .08 
Incarceration 

Previous -0.16 .10 
Incarceration 

Property -1.21 1,00 
Offences 

3. Criterion Variable: Material Choices 

Present 1.08 .89 .23 .05 
Incarceration 

Previous -0.26 .18 
Incarceration 

Total -1.23 1.09 
Offences 

4. Criterion Variable: Material Choices 

1.14 .20 .04 Present 1.35 
Incarceration 

Previous -O.36 
Incarceration 

Property -0.81 
Offences 

.24 

.71 

.17 .03 1.11 

(Constant: 2,63) 

.20 .04 1.31 

(Constant: 2.59) 

.12 .02 .90 

(Constant: 3.85) 

.03 .00 .67 

(Constant: 3»57) 
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(b) Present incarceration is of higher importance in explaining 

this part of the variance than self-reported criminality is, 

(c) Contrary to expectation, present incarceration is related 

positively to delayed gratification preference in this sample. 

If one includes the information on previous incarceration into the 

analysis, the results are essentially the same (see Table 4). 

The variance explained by the three predictor-variables amounts 

to only 4 f° to 8 fo of the total variance of the choice-list scores. 

Previous incarceration contributes even less to the explanation of 

the variance of delayed gratification preference than self-reported 

criminality. It may be noted that in the third equation (Regression 

of present incarceration, previous incarceration, and high vs. low 

total number of self-reported offences on material choices), self-

reported criminality rather than present incarceration makes the 

most important contribution to the explanation of the variance of 

the choice-list scores. 
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VI. 2. Social Desirability. Self-Reported Offenoes and Delayed 

Gratification Preference 

Some authors suggest that questionnaires on self-reported offences 

Should contain a lie-scale to detect subjects who try to present 

themselves in a socially desirable light by not reporting all of their 

offences (6, pp. 107). 

The questionnaire used here therefore contained the 15 items of 

the MMPI Lie-scale (3), and seven subjects with lie-scores over T = 55 

were excluded from the sample. In this section, the relationship between 

social desirability as measured in the MMPI Lie-scale and the number 

of admitted offences will be discussed. Furthermore, the relation 

between social desirability and delayed gratification preference as 

measured in the choice-list will be explored. 

The MMPI Lie-scale has several apparent short-comings. Some of 

the items contain double negations and thus are difficult to understand. 

Also, the validity of the scale in a group of adolescent offenders 

seems questionable at first sight: concepts such as social desirability 

may not only have changed since the construction of the scale some 

30 years ago, but they may also be class specific- the focal concerns 

of the lower class (14) are different from the middle class protestant 

work ethic. On the other hand, the MMPI is widely used in penal 

settings in Canada and the MMPI Lie-scale is reported to discriminate 

adequately between "honest" and "fake good" responses of prisoners 
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comparable to the subjects in this study (7) and the MMPI Lie-scale 

was therefore chosen as the measure of social desirability for this 

study. 

Under the condition that the subjects' other relevant characteristics 

are equal, one may assume that subjects with high lie-scores who are 

thought to underreport their offences should have lower scores in 

the self-report questionnaire than the more "honest" subjects. To test 

this assumption, the total number of offences admitted by two groups 

of subjects were compared: The 7 subjects who had been excluded from 

the sample because their Lie-score was higher than T « 55, and the 

remaining 51 subjects with Lie-scores below or equal to T = 55• 

The assumption that subjects with high Lie-scores admit. fewer 

offences than subjects with low Lie-scores is not supported by the 

data. A MANN-WHITNEY U-Test shows that the 7 subjects with high Lie-

scores do not report fewer offences than the 51 subjects with low 

Lie-scores (z • .08). The SPEARMAN rank correlation in the total sample 

of 58 subjects between the Lie-scores and the total number of admitted 

offences is not significant, either (rho = .12). 

The finding that the MMPI Lie-scale is not related to the number 

of offences a person admits is similar to one reported by CLARK & TIFFT 

(2, p. 522). They found that scores in the MMPI Lie-scale were not 

related to inaccuracy in reporting deviant behavior which was later 

admitted in a polygraph examination. This is not to say that the inclusion 

of a lie-scale into a self-report questionnaire is unnecessary: While 
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it may not detect underreporting, it may still be useful as a means 

of detecting subjects who fill out the questionnaire carelessly. 

The inclusion of the MMPI Lie-scale into the questionnaire allowed 

to explore the possible relationship between social desirability and 

delayed gratification preference. Several authors report anecdotal 

observations according to which their subjects' choosing delayed rewards 

was determined partly by considerations of social desirability (15, 

p. 100; 18, p. 27), but there seems to be no systematic study of the 

relation between social desirability and delayed gratification preference. 

To examine the relationship between social desirability and delayed 

gratification preference, the SPEARMAN rank correlations between the 

MMPI Lie-scale and the monetary and material choice-lists in the total 

sample of 58 subjects were computed. The correlation is significant 

for the monetary choices (rho = .28), but not significant for the 

material choices (rho = .15). 

A division of the sample according to the response in the behavioral 

choice shows that in the group that chose the socially less desirable 

immediate reward (N = 35), the correlation between lie-scores and 

monetary choice-list scores is very significant (rho = .40). In the 

group choosing the socially accepted delayed reward (N * 23), there 

is no significant correlation between the two scales (rho =-.08). 

In both subgroups, the material choice-list scores are not significantly 

related to the lie-scores (immediate reward: rho = .12; delayed reward: 

rho =-.00). 
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These correlations indicate that at least for those subjects 

with relatively low delayed gratification preference, as indicated 

here by their behavioral choice, social desirability has some impact 

on their paper-pencil-responses in the monetary choice-list. 

A similar result was obtained in a recent study on the delayed 

gratification preference of inmates of an Ontario minimum security 

institution. There the MMPI Positive Malingery scale consistently 

emerged as a predictor variable in maultiple regression equations 

relating several questionnaires and behavioral measures to two 

naturalistic measures of delayed gratification preference and to a 

monetary choice-list (20). 

On the basis of these findings it seems advisable to include in 

future instruments for the assessment of delayed gratification preference 

measures of social desirability. These measures could take the form 

of a lie-scale as in the present study, but special choice-list items 

with identical or almost identical immediate and delayed rewards might 

also be helpful in assessing social desirability in the context of 

delayed gratification preference (8, p. 89). 
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VI. 3. Tattoos as Indicators of Low Delayed Gratification Preference 

The practice of tattooing has often been interpreted as a means 

to define one's identity. Especially in groups such as prisoners who 

are more or less deprived of the opportunity to display symbols of 

their personality, tattooing is seen as a useful and inexpensive way 

of identifying oneself and of displaying masculinity and opposition 

to authority (5, p. 153). Tattoos can also serve as signs of actual 

or desired group membership or as status symbols (9, p. 61; 1, p. 345). 

Because of the important social needs that tattoos apparently 

satisfy in some groups and inspite of their permanent character, 

tattoos are often put on without much thought for the future (5, p. 345). 

Tattooed persons are reported to be more impulsive than persons 

without tattoos (10, p. 35; 21, p. 367). Only later the tattooed 

person realizes that his tattoos may decrease his opportunities for 

employment (17, p. 522) and that his tattoos are negative status 

symbols in a group he wants to join (1, p. 345). 

As tattoos seem to indicate an orientation towards the immediate 

satisfaction of social needs without consideration for the future, 

it may be that persons with tattoos show less delay of gratification 

than persons without tatoos. To test this assumption, the subjects in 

the present study were asked to indicate whether they had any tattoos, 

and the choice-list scores and the response in the behavioral choice 

of subjects with and without tattoos were compared. 
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In a MANN-WHITNEY U-Test subjects with tattoos were found to have 

significantly lower choice-list scores than subjects without tattoos 

(Monetary choice-list: z = 2.16; Material choice-list: z = 2.19), There 

is no relation between the behavioral choice and the presence of 

tattoos {% m 0.26, df = 1). 

These results seem surprising in view of the significant relations 

between the choice-lists and the behavioral choice on the one hand 

(see section VI. 4. of this study) and between the choice-lists and 

the presence of tattoos on the other hand. It may be that the choice-

lists measure at least two different, areas of delayed gratification 

preference: One related to material reinforcers, which may also be 

measured in the behavioral choice, and another one related to social 

reinforcers such as social approval, which may be at the basis of 

the choice-lists' relation to the presence of tattoos. 
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VI. 4. Itemanalyses of the Choice-List and the Self-Report Questionnaire 

The itemanalyses of the monetary and material choice-list are based 

on the responses of the 51 subjects with MMPI Lie-scores below T = 55. 

The responses to the 10 monetary and the 10 material choice-list 

items show U-shaped frequency distributions (see Figure 1), whish both 

deviate significantly from an equal distribution as well as from a 

normal distribution (see Table 5 ). Deviation from the equal distribution 

was tested by a one-sample chi-square test, deviation from the normal 

distribution was tested by the K0LG0M0R0V-SMIRN0V Test (19). 

Figure 1: Distributions of Choice-List Scores (N = 51) 

a) Monetary Items 
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Statistics of the two raw-score distributions and of the choice-

lists' item-characteristics are given in Table 5 . 

Table % : Statistics of the Choice-Lists (N - 51) 

Statistic Monetary Choice-List Material Choice-List 

Number of Items 10 

Mean of Raw-Score 3*16 
Distribution 

Standard Deviation of 4.01 
Raw-Score Distribution 

Test for Equal 
Distribution "df • 9, p * .001 "df = 9, p = .001 

Test for Normal 
Distribution 

Mean Percentage of 
Delay Responses 

Mean Item-Scale 
Correlation 

Mean Item-
Intercorrelation 

Internal Consistency 
KUDER-RICHARDSON 
Formula 8 

Correlation with 
Behavioral Choice 

Intercorrelation of r « .88 
the two Qhoice-Lists 

Overall, the two choice-lists seem to be of satisfactory internal 

consistency and sufficient validity for research purposes. 

x~ 93.90 
df - 9, p = 

D - .29 
p - .01 

31.3 fo 

5pbis " «84 

*phi " '74 

rtt * '97 

r
Pbis - '49 

10 

3.66 

3.78 

X- 32.73 
df = 9, p = 

D = .17 
p = .10 

38.4 fo 

*pbis = *75 

*phi -'59 

rtt - '94 

rpbis " -41 
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The itemanalyses of the questionnaire on self-reported offences 

and its subscales on property offences and on aggressive acts are based 

on the responses of all 58 subjects. 

As the program for the itemanalysis is laid out for dichotomous 

items only, the subjects' responses were transformed by disregarding 

the admitted frequency of a given act. Thus the itemanalyses only describe 

diversity scales of offences a subject admitted. 

The raw-scores of the self-report scales do not show the J-shaped 

distribution expected (see Figure 2), probably because the present sample 

is not taken from the general population but rather from an extreme 

group which already had considerable contact with criminal justice 

agencies. The statistics of the three raw-score distributions and of 

the self-report scales' item-characteristics are given in Table 6 . 

The correlations among the three scales and their correlations with 

the number of previous incarcerations are SPEARMAN rank correlations 

and are based on the frequency as well as the diversity of the offences 

admitted. 

The mean admittance rate for the total self-report questionnaire 

is 56 °/o - a result which justifies the initial selection of items with 

relatively low admittance rates. An admittance rate higher than the one 

obtained here would have decreased the scales' differentiating power. 

Eighty-eight percent of the subjects stated that they had used marijuana 

or other soft drugs - an indication that the use of such drugs is the 

rule rather then the exception in this group. 
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Figure 2: Distributions of Self-Reported Offences (N = 58) 

a) Total Offences 
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The item-intercorrelations of the self-report questionnaire are 

generally quite low and only 40 fo of them are significant. The scale 

should therefore be broken up into more homogenous subscales and the 

number of items should be increased. 

The total questionnaire's correlation with the number of previous 

incarcerations is rho = .31, which corresponds quite closely to the 

correlation of FARRINGTON's total self-reported delinquency scale with 

subsequent conviction of r , . = .38. Similarly, the coefficients of 

internal consistency and the scales' intercorrelations are of the same 

order as the split-half reliability of x. = .90 reported by FARRINGTON (4 ). 
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Table 6: Statistics of the Self-Report Questionnaires (N = 58) 

Statistic 

Number of Items 

Mean of Raw-Score 
Distribution 

Total 
Offences 

22 

12.33 

Property 
Offences 

7 

4.31 

Aggressive 
Acts 

6 

3.02 

Standard Deviation of 5«18 
Raw-Score Distribution 

Test for Equal 
Distribution 

Test for Normal 
Distribution 

Mean Admittance Rate 

Mean Item-Scale 
Correlation 

1.90 1.98 

% 2« 13.39 
df - 10 
P - .30 

D - .07 
p - .20 

56% 

£pbis " *47 

2?-20.62 
df = 7 
p « .01 

D - .15 
P - .15 

62 f> 

pbis .37 

X2»4.03 
df = 6 
P - .70 

D = .16 
p - .10 

54 i" 

pbis .52 

Mean Item-
Intercorrelation 

p , . - .21 r . . = .23 r . . = .38 
phi phi phi 

Internal Consistency 
KUDER-RICHARDSON 
Formula 8 

Correlation with 
Previous Incarcerations 

Intercorrelations of 
the Total Scale and 
the Subscales 

Intercorrelations of 
the Subscales 

r t t • - 8 7 

rho = .31 
p = .01 

rtt 

rho 
P 

rho 
P 

=i 

= 

-

s 

.76 

.51 

.001 

.84 

.001 

rho = 

P = 

rtt 

rho 
P 

rho 
P 

.62 

.001 

- .84 

= o18 
= .09 

= .88 
= .001 
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It seems interesting that the number of admitted property offences 

correlates quite substantially with the number of previous incarcerations, 

while the number of admitted aggressive acts shows only a low correlation 

with the number of previous incarcerations. This may be due either to 

differences in the seriousness of the offences sampled in the two sub-

scales or to differences in the judicial evaluation of property offences 

and aggressive acts. 

In sum, the self-report questionnaire seems to be adequate for 

research purposes, but its internal consistency should be improved for 

future studies. 
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HI 

CONCLUSIONS 

In thi" chapter, the findings, limitations, and some possible 

implications of the present studj will be discussed and suggestions 

for further studies will be made. 

Following a short discussion of the advantages and disadvantages 

of ex-post-facto research such as the present study, an explanation is 

sought for the apparent lack of a relation between incarceration and 

delayed gratification preference. It seems plausible that because the 

questionnaire was administered on the inmates' bi-weekly payday, the 

immediate rewards were much less attractive to them than to the halfway 

house residents. It is suggested that researchers working in penal 

institutions involve institutional staff in planning their research to 

detect and avoid such interferences of institutional routine with their 

study. 

The results of this study contradict the commonly assumed relation 

between criminality and preference for immediate gratification. While 

it seems desirable to conduct better controlled research to establish 

whether or not this relation is in fact spurious, it may well be that 

because of its complexity, this question is not amenable to experimental 

research and should be studied in a less stringent, phenomenological 

approach. 
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VII. 1. Ex-Post-Facto Research in Criminology 

Truly experimental research is rarely if at all possible in the 

field of criminology. Experimental designs are often attempted and 

sometimes achieved in program evaluation, but in most other areas of 

criminological research such as prediction studies, attitude surveys, 

or ecological studies, random assignment of cases to treatments and 

active manipulation of predictor variables is not feasible. Instead, 

the criminologist normally measures a number of predictor variables 

over which he has no control. Because of the lack of control over the 

combination of variables, the inferences about relations between 

predictor- and criterion-variables which are made in ex-post-facto 

research are inherently weak (3, pp. 378). 

The impossibility to manipulate predictor variables and the lack 

of power to randomize increases the risk of improper interpretation 

®f results. This is particularly so in attempts to explain highly complex 

phenomena where several interpretations are plausible - especially 

where the research has been conducted without the guidance by a 

previously formulated hypothesis. A predicted (or unpredicted) relation 

discovered in ex-post-facto research may be spurious, but its plausibility 

and conformity to preconceived notions may make it easy to accept. 

This danger exists in experimental research as well, but to a lesser 

extent because of the controls characteristic of experimental designs 

(3, PP. 390). 
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Despite these weaknesses, ex-post-facto research can not and 

should not be avoided in the social and behavioral sciences -

it often is the only way to explore the important and complex phenomena 

studied in these fields. It is important, therefore, that this research 

be conducted as systematically as possible and with clearly stated 

hypotheses and predictions (3, 391)« 

One possibility to introduce some safeguards against the erroneous 

interpretation of results obtained in ex-post-facto research is the 

formulation and testing of alternative or "control"-hypotheses. One 

may give additional credibility to a hypothesis supported by an ex-post-

facto study by showing that equally plausible alternative hypotheses 

are not supported by the data (3, pp. 388). In the context of the 

present study, for example, an alternative hypothesis might have been 

that offenders with low socioeconomic status are more likely to be 

incarcerated than offenders with high socioeconomic status and that 

in view of the positive correlation between socioeconomic status and 

delayed gratification preference one should expect a higher delayed 

gratification preference among non-incarcerated offenders. This alternative 

hypothesis can be rejected in the present case: The incarcerated and 

non-incarcerated subjects did not differ in their socioeconomic 

background (MANN-WHITNEY U-Test, z = 0.74), and there is no consistent 

relation between delayed gratification preference and socioeconomic 

background in this sample. As the hypothesis proposed for this study 

was not confirmed, it would be inappropriate to formulate and test 

various alternative hypotheses later. 
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VII. 2. Some Explanations for the Lack of a Relation Between 

Incarceration and Delayed Gratification Preference 

Contrary to expectation, present incarceration, self-reported 

criminality, and previous incarceration accounted for only 4 f° to 8 fo 

of the variance of the choice-list scores, and present incarceration 

appeared to be related positively rather than negatively to delayed 

gratification preference. 

There are several possible explanations for the failure to establish 

a relationship between the four variables. It may be that the variance 

of self-reported criminality in the sample studied here was insufficient. 

All subjects had had some contact with social control agencies because 

of their criminal behavior, so that there were very few subjects with 

low scores on the self-report questionnaire. Another explanation might 

be that "Incarceration" is too global and too complex a concept to be 

useful as a predictor-variable and that it should be divided into 

variables such as "Length of Incarceration", "Perceived Frustration" or 

"Perceived External Control over Reinforcers". These explanations could 

be tested in future research on the problem studied here. 

A more basic reason may be that incarceration and self-reported 

criminality alone are of little importance for explaining the delayed 

gratification preference of incarcerated offenders. Other situational 

and personality factors may be more relevant in determining an individual's 

decision to delay gratification. At the present state of knowledge on 

human behavior, it seems possible to point to a large number of variables 
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which could have an impact on this decision, for example the present 

financial status or the trust in the experimenter who promises to deliver 

the delayed reward. It seems impossible, however, to control these 

variables or to reduce their number sufficiently so that they can be 

incorporated into an experimental design. 

Considering the comments made by the subjects after the administration 

of the questionnaire, it seems likely that the subjects' financial status 

had a large impact on their choices of delayed vs. immediate rewards. As 

mentioned earlier, the questionnaire was administered in Warkworth 

Institution on the inmates' biweekly payday. Knowing that they would 

receive some $ 5,= to $ 7.- later in the afternoon, the inmates may have 

perceived the immediate rewards as less attractive than if they had had 

to wait for their next pay for several days. A number of halfway house 

residents, on the other hand, mentioned that they needed money badly, 

so that the immediate rewards may have been quite attractive to them. 

Interferences with a research design by institutional routines such 

as the one described here seem to be quite common in penological research 

(5). It seems necessary for an outside researcher not only to provide 

information on the topic and the design of his research, but also to 

secure the active participation of a staff member in planning and 

conducting his study. Only through the cooperation of an insider who 

is aware both of the institutional routines and the exigencies of the 

research design can possible interferences in the conduct of the study 

by the institutional routines be detected and avoided. 
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VII. 3. Modifying the Delayed Gratification Preference of Offenders -

Should it Be Done ? 

The present study as well as other research on self-reported 

deviance and delay of gratification (2) failed to establish a relation 

between self-reported criminality and delayed gratification preference. 

Furthermore, seeking immediate satisfaction seems to be the more 

adaptive response in the underprivileged environment from which most 

apprehended offenders are recruited (4, p. 49; 1, p. 72). One should 

therefore examine the usefulness and legitimacy of efforts to increase 

the delayed gratification preference of prisoners. 

There are several studies which report increases in delay of 

gratification in incarcerated offenders through behavior modification 

techniques such as social reinforcement (6) and model learning (7). 

While these studies demonstrated that the low delayed gratification 

preference of prisoners can be changed, they did not question whether 

it should be done in the first place. Apparently it is simply assumed 

that any hedonistic or expressive deviation from the professional's 

own middle-class values or strategies which are adaptive in his 

environment must be a sign of inadequacy, to which one can react only 

therapeutically (8, p. 31). Aside from the ethical and political 

problems involved in universally imposing middle-class norms, it is 

also questionable whether the "cure" would be beneficial at all. 

In the absence of an analysis of the functional value of immediate 
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gratification in the offender's environment, modification of this 

behavior may be an irresponsible practice with shortlived if not 

harmful effects. It may well be, though, that in some situations, 

for example when dealing with middle-class institutions such as 

schools, social service agencies or employers, delay of gratification 

is the most appropriate strategy. In other situations, immediate 

consumption may be more advantagious. It would probably be more 

promising to show how to distinguish between situations in which it 

i3 profitable to defer gratification and other situations in which 

it is not rather than trying to increase delayed gratification preference 

generally. 
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VII. 4. Suggestions for Further Research 

The present study was designed to examine the relationship between 

incarceration, self-reported criminality and delayed gratification 

preference. The commonly assumed connection between criminality and low 

delayed gratification preference is not supported by the findings reported 

here, and it might be interesting to repeat the present study on a larger 

scale and with better control over extraneous variables such as the 

availability of reinforcers. Such research should focus on younger subjects 

than were available for this study, so that a sufficient number of subjects 

with and without previous incarceration and with high as well as low 

self-reported criminality can be obtained. Composite measures of delayed 

gratification preference should be used which assess attitudinal as well 

as behavioral and cognitive aspects of the concept (9). 

In the context of such a study one may also want to interview the 

subjects to explore their reasons for choosing delayed or immediate 

gratification. Information on the subjects' previous experiences with 

delay of gratification and their general and specific motivations and 

attitudes towards delay of gratification may be valuable for the generation 

of new hypotheses on this topic and for a better understanding of the 

phenomenon. 
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PLEASE DO NOT WRITE DOWN YOUR NAME, JUST 

your age: your present or last occupation: 

y«ur father's present or last occupation: 

your* mether'a present *r last occupation: 

The first half df this questionnaire contains seme activities in which you may have 

been involved sometimes. Some of theses activities are illegal and some are not. 

Please answer these questions frankly and be careful to answer all of them, but 

please de n'rt boast about things that yeu have not done. 

>Yeur answers will be seen by nobody but me, and since you do not need to write your 

name on this paper, it is impossible to tell lateren who filled it out. 

In s*me questions you only need to answer "yes" or "no", in other questions I would 

like you to indicate how often you were involved in the different activities mentio­

ned here under the headings "never", "one to three times (1 - 3)","four to ten times 

(4 - 10)-", and "more often". Please answer by drawing a line through the proper worda. 

Example: Have you ever filled out this Never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

questionnaire before? 

If you made a mistake and want to change your answer, please blank the word out and 

draw a new line through the proper words. 

Example: Have yeu ever filled out this Never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 MMeRHp&fcsn 

questionnaire before? 

Do you have any questions? 

Please answer all questions-en your own without talking about them t« anybody else. 

Thank you. 

ses alt val gef haf tat gel mat agg die gen dro lie 
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Cnce in a while I laugh at a dirty joke. yes no 

Once in a while I think of things too bad 

to talk about;-. yes no 

Have you ever belonged to a group of ten 

or more people who go around together, 

making a row, and sometimes get into 

fights or cause a disturbance? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

At times I feel like swearing. yes no 

I do not always tell the truth. yes no 

Have you ever taken money from heme 

with no intention of returning it? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

Have you ever taken a stranger's car or 

motor bike for joyriding (with no intention 

of keeping it for good) ? never 1 - 3 4 - 10 more often 

Have you ever smashed, slashed or damaged 

things in public places - in streets, cinemas, 

dance halls, railway casriages or buses? never 1 - 3 4 - 10 more often 

I do not read every editorial in the newspaper 

every day. yes no 

Have you ever annoyed, insulted or assaulted 

other people (strangers) in the street? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

Have you ever broken into a big store, garage 

or warehouse? never 1 - 3 4 - 10 more often 

Have you ever broken into a small shop, candy 

store, cigar store or corner grocery, whether 

or not anything was stolen? never 1 3 4 _ 1 0 more often 

I get angry sometimes. yes no 
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T Have you .-ver ̂ t >l.'n !' injs out of ^ara? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

A Have you ever used any kind of weaphn in a 

fight - knife, blackjack, bicycle chain, 

razor or broken bottle? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

T Have you ever planned to break into a house 

or an appartment to steal valuables and 

actually did break im?^ never 1 - 3 4 - 10 more iften 

If I could get ints a movie without paying aHiixiiKxxjc 

and be sure I was not seen I would probably 

do it. yes n o 

I have some tatto#s. yes no 

T Have you ever walked into a house or appart­

ment and then stolen things witheut having 

thought about it beforehand? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

I would rather win than Its'e in a game, yes nea 

I like to know some important people because 

it makes me feel important. yes n» 

f Have you ever taken a bicycle belonging to a 

stranger and kept it? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more"often 

Have you ever been in a prison, jail, refor­

matory, »r training schoel fer more than a 

month? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more of tea 

I do net like everyone I know. yes ne 

I Have you ever struggled or faught &• get away 

from a policeman? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 ' more often 

Have you ever attacked er faught a policemaa 

whe was trying to arrest someone else? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more oftea 

I g»ssip a little at times. yes ne 
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other goeds worth more than 5" 5 from a place 

where you work during working hours (don't 

count breaking-in outside of working hours) ? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

A Have you ever assaulted in a public place some­

one yeu dida't like er a guy whe belonged te 

another gang? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

Once in a while I put off until tomorr/w what 

I ought to do today. yes no 

Have you ever stolen money from an automat, 

juke-box or telephone? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

Sometimes when I am not feeling well I am cress, yes no 

Have you ever stelen cigarettes, candy bars 

or any other goods frem an automat? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more eften 

My table manners are not quite as good at 

home as when I am out in company. yes ne 

Have you ever stolen from people's clothes 

hanging up anywhere? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 * more often 

Sometimes at elections I vote for men about 

whom I know very little. yes ne 

Have you ever obtained money by false pre­

tenses? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

D Have you ever used marijuana or other soft 

drugs? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

D Have you ever used heroin or other hard 

drugs? never 1 - 3 4 - 1 0 more often 

STOP I 

Please do not turn over this page until everybody finished this part of the question­

naire. 
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The second half of this questionnaire deals with different kinds «f choices, 

I will be asking you to make some choices: the choice will be between two things 

both of which you may want, but if you choose one you can't have the other. 

Answer each question to show what you would really take. 

For example, the choice might be 5© 0 today of 75 0 in one week. If you took the 

50 0 today you could not have the 75 0 next week and if you wait for the 75 0 i n 

one week you could not have the 50 0 today. 

I will offer you 20 such choices, choose very carefully and realistically because in 

one of the choices you will really get what you choose as a reward fer your coopera­

tion. You won't know which one of the 20 choices you'll actually get until the very-

end, so choose very carefully each time. Indicate your choice by a checkmark on the 

line in front of your choice. 

Example: Would you prefer to have 

50 0 today or 

75 0 in o n e week? 

If you made amistake and want tr change your choice, please blank the checkmark «ut 

and put a new checkmark in front of your actual choice. 

De you have any questions ? 

Please do not leave out any choice and do not talk about the choices to anybody else. 

Thank you. 
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d you prefer to ha*-e 

50 0 in one week or 

30 0 today ? 

2 packs of cigarettes in one week or 

1 pack of cigarettes today ? 

iCi f, toiay or • 

90 0 in two weeks ? 

3 packs of cigarettes in four weeks or 

1 pack of cigarettes today ? 

70 0 in three weeks or 

35 0 today ? 

3 candy bars in three weeks or 

1 candy bar tciay ? 

35 0 in three weeks or 

15 0 today ? 

* 3 packs of cigarettes in two weeks or 

2 packs of cigarettes today ? 

50 0 today or 

90 0 in two weeks ? 

1 bag of pretzels today or 

2 bags of pretzels in two weeks ? 

70 0 in two weeks or 

45 0 today ? 

3 packs of cigarettes in two weeks or 

1 pack of cigarettes today ? 

45 0 today or 

90 0 in three weeks ? 

i can of mixed nuts today or 

2 cans of mixed nuts in three weeks ? xxy± 
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60 0 today or 

75 0 in two weeks ? 

2 chocolate bars today or 

4 chocolate bars in three weeks ? 

35 0 today or 

75 0 in four weeks ? 

1 bag of potato chips today or 

2 bags of potato chips in two weeks ? 

30 0 today or 

65 0 in three weeks ? 

1 jar of instant coffee today or 

3 jars of instant coifffee in two weeks ? 

Thank you. 

Please turn over this last page, so that you have the first page of the questionnaire 

in front of you and wait until everybody finished the questionnaire. 

Please keep quiet. 

Thank you. 
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Subject 

Code-No. 

Variable 

1 2 

No.: 

3 

1. 18 incarcerated subjects 

behavioral choice 

W 1 

W 2 

W 3 

30 

35 
40 

W 4 excluded35 
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W 6 
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w 9 
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W13 

W14 

W15 

30 

35 

25 
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30 

35 

25 

30 

30 

30 

40 

W16 excluded25 
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19 

18 

22 

24 
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0 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

4 5 6 7 

choosing delayed 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

10 

6 

2 

8 

10 

10 

1 

8 

10 

10 

10 

0 

3 
0 

7 

5 
10 

0 

7 
10 

5 
8 
10 

10 

0 

6 

10 

10 

10 

1 

1 

0 

5 
5 
10 

0 
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7 

3 

5 
10 

2 
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7 
10 
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1 

1 

10 

1 
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11 

0 

6 

8 

reward 

2 

14 

5 
8 

12 

4 

3 

14 

14 

8 
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7 

13 

4 
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12 

1 

13 

9 

in 

0 
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6 

6 
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2 
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0 

6 
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6 

0 

3 
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3 

10 
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11 
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18 

22 
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15 
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37 

14 
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29 

11 

5 
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2 

10 

2 
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3 
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1 

6 
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1 
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3 
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2. 5 non-incarcerated subjects choosing delayed reward in the 

behavioral choice 
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30 
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19 

17 

20 

18 

19 
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11 

2 
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0 

15 

10 

9 
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2 
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6 

4 

3 
0 
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21 

20 

15 

2 

3 
6 

6 

3 
8 
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Subject Variable No.: 

Code-No. 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

3. 19 incarcerated subjects choosing immediate reward in the 

behavioral choice 
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2 
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3 
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3 

1 

1 

6 

6 
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4 

4 
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5 

6 

3 

4 

2 
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3 
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8 
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5 
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Subject Variable No.: 

Code-No. 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

4. 16 non-incarcerated subjects choosing immediate reward in the 

behavioral choice 

H 1 
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2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1 

0 

0 

6 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

3 

3 

4 

0 

0 

6 

1 

4 

2 

2 

1 

3 

0 

7 
0 

7 

5 

1 

11 

8 

2 

6 

4 

8 

6 

6 
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5 

0 

0 

7 

7 

6 

5 

20 
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0 

3 

8 

3 
8 

5 

9 

7 

1 

5 

6 

4 

5 

6 

6 

5 

3 

3 

6 

6 

2 

6 

6 

1 

1 

3 

6 

26 

20 

13 

42 

18 

10 

18 

23 

20 

20 

24 

34 
19 

3 

14 

32 

3 

1 

7 

4 

3 

3 

6 

2 

5 

5 
0 

1 

1 

4 

3 

10 

Variable List: 

1 - Socioeconomic background 

2 - Age 

3 - Previous incarcerations 

4 - Tattoos 

5 - Monetary choice-list score 

6 - Material choice-list score 

7 - Self-reported aggressive acts 

8 - Self-reported property offences 

9 - Self-reported drug use 

10 - Self-reported total offences 

11 - Lie-scale raw-score 
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Summary 

The present study was designed to examine whether the commonly 

observed low delayed gratification preference of incarcerated offenders 

is related to their being offenders or rather to their being incarcerated. 

Delayed gratification preference is defined as the willingness to 

postpone the immediate satisfaction of a need for the sake of a later, 

but larger satisfaction of the same need. Alternatively, delayed 

gratification preference may be expressed by forfeiting the satisfaction 

of one need in order to obtain the more highly valued satisfaction of 

a different need later. Delayed gratification preference is considered 

to be important for successful socialization and for the development 

of civilization. 

According to some psychoanalytic authors, the inhibition of motor 

impulses during the cognitive search for satisfaction and the acceptance 

of the reality principle instead of the pleasure principle are crucial 

for the development of delayed gratification preference. Other authors 

stress the importance of the child's identification with high-delay 

parental figures. 

In social learning theory, on the other hand, variables such as 

the perceived probability of obtaining the delayed reward and the relative 

attractiveness of the immediate and the delayed reward are seen as 

determinants of the individual's decision to delay gratification. 

Experimental research has shown that perceived external control over 



reinforcers and unpleasant experiences tend to decrease the willingness 

to delay gratification. 

Following a description of different procedures for the measurement 

of delayed gratification preference and a discussion of its relation 

to sociocultural variables such as socioeconomic status, social desirability, 

and criminality, it is suggested that the commonly assumed connection 

between criminality and low delayed gratification preference is a spurious 

relationship. 

The studies that reported offenders to have lower delayed gratification 

preference than non-offenders compared incarcerated subjects with non-

incarcerated subjects. Incarcerated offenders, however, are not representative 

of the criminal population as a whole, and the conditions accompanying 

incarceration, such as frustration and perceived external control over 

reinforcers, may by themselves decrease delayed gratification preference. 

It seems plausible, therefore, that incarceration rather than criminality 

is the relevant variable in explaining delayed gratification preference 

in incarcerated offenders. 

To examine this question, two hypotheses were formulated. 

(1) The delayed gratification preference of incarcerated offenders is 

lower than that of non-incarcerated subjects who, in a self-report 

questionnaire, admit a similar amount of offences as the incarcerated 

subjects do. 

(2) The delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a high number of self-reported offences does not differ from 



the delayed gratification preference of non-incarcerated subjects 

with a low number of self-reported offences. 

A questionnaire containing a scale on self-reported offences, 

the MMPI-Lie-scale, and a choice-list to measure delayed gratification 

preference was administered to 37 Inmates of a medium security penitentiary 

and to 21 residents of halfway houses. Seven subjects with Lie-scores 

above T *.' 55 were excluded from the sample. 

To test the first hypothesis, incarcerated and non-incarcerated 

subjects were matched on the number of self-reported offences and on 

socioeconomic background. Their choice-list scores were then compared 

in a WILCOXON Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test. The second hypothesis 

was tested by comparing the choice-list scores of non-incarcerated 

subjects above and below the median of self-reported offences in a 

MAM-WHITNEY U-Test. In addition to these tests, multiple regression 

analyses were computed with delayed gratification as the criterion 

variable and present incarceration, previous incarceration, and high 

vs. low self-reported criminality as predictor variables. 

It was found that incarcerated and non-incarcerated subjects with 

equal numbers of self-reported offences did not differ in their delayed 

gratification preference and that non-incarcerated subjects with high 

vs. low numbers of self-reported offences did not differ in their 

willingness to delay gratification, either. The multiple regression 

analyses showed that the three predictor variables together explained 

only 4 f> to 8 fo of the variance of the choice-list scores. Present 



incarceration explained more of the variance than self-reported 

criminality did, but contrary to expectation, present incarceration 

was - although not significantly - related positively rather than 

negatively to delayed gratification preference. 

Among other possible interpretations, it was suggested that the 

incarcerated subjects' relatively high delayed gratification preference 

may be explained by their financial status: The questionnaire happened 

to be administered on the inmates' biweekly payday. Close cooperation 

between researchers and institutional staff was proposed as a safeguard 

against such interferences of institutional routine with research designs. 

Additional findings show that social desirability had. a significant 

impact on the subjects' responses in the choice-list and it was proposed 

that future instruments for the assessment of delayed gratification 

preference include a measure of social desirability. Subjects with 

tattoos were found to choose delayed gratification less often than 

subjects without tattoos, but this difference was found only in the 

choice-list scores and not in a behavioral measure of delayed gratification 

preference. Finally, itemanalyses of the choice-lists and the self-

report questionnaire showed that the choice-lists are of satisfactory 

internal consistency and of sufficient validity for research purposes. 

The self-report questionnaire, too, seems to be adequate as a research 

instrument, but its internal consistency should be improved by breaking 

it up into longer, more homogeneous subscales. 


