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➢Association with deviance/delinquency [2]

➢Phenomenon resides in the situation, 

cannot be explained by individual deviance [3]

➢ Effects on short-term mindsets? 

UNSTRUCTURED UNSUPERVISED SOCIALIZING [1]

S E P T E M B E R  0 1 ,  2 0 2 2  |  S E B A S T I A N  L .  K Ü B E L |  U U S - S T M  |   Z I R E N M E E T I N G E D I N B U R G H 2 0 2 2 3

[1] Osgood et al. (1996)

[2] Hoeben et al. (2016)

[3] Osgood & Anderson (2004) 
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„a focus on the present at the expense 

of considering future consequences” [4]

SHORT-TERM MINDSETS
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➢umbrella concept: e.g., delay discounting, low conscientiousness, 

impulsivity, risk-seeking, low future orientation, … 

➢malleable over time [5]

[4] Kübel et al. (in progress)

[5] Burt (2020), for review



➢Presence of peers can increase short-term mindsets [6,7]

UNSTRUCTURED SOCIALIZING & SHORT-TERM MINDSETS
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[6] Gardner & Steinberg (2005)

[7] O’Brien et al. (2011)



➢Presence of peers can increase short-term mindsets [6,7]

➢OUR STUDY: Potential long-term effect?! [8,9]

SHORT-TERM MINDSETS
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[6] Gardner & Steinberg (2005)

[7] O’Brien et al. (2011)

[8] Hoeben & Weerman (2016)

[9] Hoeben & Thomas (2019)

“… socialization by peers is the result of individuals’ 
cumulative experience with exposure to situational 
peer influence. Just as lives are built one day at a time, 
perceptions and preferences develop gradually from 
responses to daily social interactions.” (p. 766) [9]



➢ Previous work [10]

OUR STUDY
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[10] Archer & Flexon (2021)



• w4-8

• w5-7

• w4-8

➢ Previous work [10]

➢OUR STUDY:

➢ Longitudinal data of representative sample of Zurich adolescents

➢ Fixed-effects models

OUR STUDY
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[8] Archer & Flexon (2021)



➢Fixed-effects models

➢ Control variables:

➢criminal propensity (IRT on 14 offending items)  

➢delinquent peer affiliations

➢age

➢parental monitoring (parental supervision and adolescent disclosure)

➢parental involvement

OUR STUDY
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RESULTS
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Model impulsivity risk-seeking future orientation

b (SE) OR [95%CI] b (SE) OR [95%CI] b (SE) OR [95%CI]

bivariate

(no controls)

0.141***

(0.010)

1.15

[1.13-1.17]

0.182***

(0.011)

1.20

[1.17-1.23]

-0.073***

(0.014)

0.93 

[0.90-0.96]

controls 

except 

parenting

0.128***

(0.012)

1.14

[1.11-1.16]

0.168***

(0.012)

1.18

[1.15-1.21]

-0.045**

(0.016)

0.96 

[0.93-0.99]

all controls

(wave 8 excl.)

0.093***

(0.147)

1.10

[1.07-1.13]

0.126***

(0.015)

1.13

[1.10-1.17]

-0.023

(0.016)

0.98 

[0.95-1.01]

** p < .01; ***p < .001. b = standardized coefficient. SE = robust Huber/White/sandwich standard error. OR = odd’s ratio = exp(b).



MAIN POINTS
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➢Unstructured socializing may reinforce short-term mindsets over longer-term 

➢Tested in fixed-effects models with longitudinal data from z-proso

➢Results consistent with this idea

DISCUSSION

➢ Mechanism(s)? 

➢ Limitations and need for further studies / data

➢ No clear policy implications for now
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