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Chapter 1: Introduction to Theory
Theory: Not just a popular belief, opinion, or value-driven explanation. Instead, theory in this context is a product of the scientific approach. 

Paradigms: a philosophical and theoretical framework of a scientific school or discipline within which theories, laws, and generalizations and the experiments performed in support of them are formulated; broadly: a philosophical or theoretical framework of any kind
Role of Paradigms:
-Define and legitimate problems
-Define rules of research activity

-Draw practitioners into the community 

Where is theory used? 
The effective use of theory is found in the everyday activities of the criminological justice system. 

For example:

· Police departments have designed their patrol patterns around various theories that predict criminal events.

·  Jurors decide whether to give the death penalty based on their assumptions about the future dangerousness of the defendant. 

All of these activities and explanations are found in the implications of various criminological theories over the past century. 

Theory: 

-Theory does not have to be abstract.

-It is applicable to the “real world.”

-We all use theory; theory is part of everyday life.

For example: 
Simple: When you see a dark cloud in the sky and say that it is going to rain, you have just expressed a simple theory. It does express the relationships among clouds in general, clouds that are dark, and the falling of drops of water from the sky. 
-The simple explanation meets 2 criteria for the simplest version of theory:

1) The use of objective evidence and systematic observation 

2) A rational explanation of the evidence. (A rational person would assume if dark clouds appear first, then rain will follow). 
Theory: 
-Can be very simple or very complex, depending upon the number and types of relationships expressed by them. 

Complex: A more complex theory of rain would be that, under certain circumstances, surface water evaporates and rises into the atmosphere. Certain atmospheric conditions cause the water to condense, first into “clouds” and then into drops of rain. 

Theory: 
-Can be concrete or abstract. 

Concrete: Theories about rain tend to be concrete, even if complex. Theories about simple behaviors such as throwing a ball through a window also tend to be concrete. 

Abstract: Are more difficult to tie directly with reality. For example: Einstein’s theory of relativity is an abstract concept. We have difficulty in directly testing the concept that time gets slower the faster one travels (we can’t test velocities beyond the speed of light). 

The most important thing about theories is that we need them to live or to live better. Theories allow use to develop and test potential solutions to problems we encounter in life. 

We do need the many theories we have learned about our environment to accumulate knowledge and effectively allocate resources. 
Theories are really generalization of a sort; they explain how two or more events are related to each other and the conditions under which the relationship take place. 

For example: The statement that seat belts reduce deaths in automobile accidents expresses a relationship between two events. The seat belts alone will not reduce deaths, however; there must be a condition that they be worn (installed properly, worn correctly.) 

The way we express these generalizations, or think about things, depends on the form of knowledge we are using at the time. 

We know things through experience (empirical knowledge), intuition, common sense, or science, or because someone important to us has told us so. 

For example: The causes of crime are assumed to be “known” by everyone. (broken home, lack of religion, hanging around with the wrong crowd, poor upbringing). These explanations are theories, but not good theories because they are too simplistic. (If they were right everyone in the world that has these causes would be criminals). Also, these theories also imply the reverse; that people who are raised in a good family environment will NOT do anything criminal. 
Scientific theories reflect systematic observations (observations made through the use of certain rules), repeated evidence, and careful logic. Scientific theories are frequently “factual” but share a dislike for saying that they are “proven.” Even though the evidence may have been in favour of a scientific theory for each 1000 tests, there is still a possibility that the next test will not be supportive and that the theory needs to me modified. 

Theories are never proven-because scientists are too conservative to use that word. But, they are always supported by observable evidence. The notion that a theory must be “proven” to be valid is one of the main reasons that non-scientists misunderstand theory. 

Issue: 
1) Criminological theory=the behvaior defined as criminal. When we use the term “crime,” the reference is often to a wide range of illegal behaviour. The individual criminal acts, though, may have very little in common except that someone, at some time, disliked each of them enough to have a law passed against them. 
For example: Murder and pretty theft have about as much in common as a rock and an orange. Just because one can find a common thread-they are both matter, for instance-doesn’t mean that they are alike in any meaningful sense. 

2) Criminal behaviour may be merely one of a variety of similar behaviors. 

For example: If we argue that some criminal behaviour is thrill seeking behaviour, then a theory that predicts behaviour on that basis must also include legal behaviour. Assuming that any thrill-seeking behaviour is equally likely, committing a crime would be no more likely than someone going bungee jumping. From this perspective, even tough a thrill-seeking behaviour might be relatively predictable, any one of those behaviors-such as crime- remains relatively unpredictable. So, theories of crime and criminal behaviour must encompass a wide range of human activity. For this reason, some criminologists advocate limiting theories to specific criminal acts or harmful behaviors. 

What is a good Theory?
1) One that can be tested
2) One that best fits the evidence of research 

Our theories are scientific and should already be based on research evidence. If a theory is not testable or if the evidence does not support it, then the theory is not a good one. 

Concerns:
1) It sometimes takes awhile before our ability to measure and produce evidence catches up with a theory. 
Until that time the theory may appear to be a “bad” one because evidence will not be available to support it. 
We might discard theories that are really good ones because our measuring capabilities cannot yet adequately test them and provide the necessary support. 
As our measuring capabilities and techniques change, we may need to re-examine and retest theories to see if new research evidence provides a better fit.
 If there is no current way to measure something it is unlikely to appear in a theory-regardless of how important that something might be. 

2) The use of a single approach to measure theoretical concepts. If one uses only one measure, and that measure is not a good one or does not adequately represent the theoretical concept, the theory may be rejected (even though the theory may be valid). 

3) When a theory is affirmed by a single-test approach or measure. It creates the false impression of consistently valid results. Multiple methods and measures are always better ways of testing than any single approach. 

Quantitative validation: The approach to assessing a theory is based on measuring and testing.

Qualitative validation: Focuses on the substance of a theory.

It is in these qualitative criteria that help us resolve the problem of time-specific and measurement-specific evidence. The include such factors as logical soundness, the ability to make sense out of several conflicting positions, and even the degree to which the theory may sensitize people to things they otherwise would not see.  
Most theories of criminology do not do well on the criterion of empirical testing (the approach of using a collection of data to base a theory or derive a conclusion in science. It is part of the scientific method.)  
Criterion for a Good Theory

1. Logical Soundness: The theory does not propose illogical relationships, and it is internally consistent. One of the most common logic problem is that of time order, in which an event that occurs after another event is assumed to have caused the first event. For example: We may think that people use marijuana because of the low probability of arrest. 

2. The ability to make sense out of several conflicting positions: When evidence seems to indicate that there are two or more opposing facts =, a theory that can reconcile those facts is a good one and is better than having different theories to account for each fact. Differential association theory (CH 5) for instance, brings intimate groups and make together the concepts of disorganized social areas and organized interactions in small intimate groups and makes sense out of differing crime rates among various groups of people. 
3. Sensitizing ability: refers to focusing people’s attention on a new, or even forgotten, direction of inquiry, or perhaps suggesting a different way of looking at and interpreting a fact they already know. (Be reminded that there are other directions in explain things) 

-One value of sensitizing theory is that it serves to reacquaint criminologist with other facets on the problem. 

-Labelling theory sensitized criminologist to the fact that criminality is due as much too how we react to people as it is to their personal characteristics. 
4. Popularity: if a theory becomes popular with criminologists, then by definition it seems to be a “good” theory. The problem here is that popularity comes from a variety of factors, some of which have little to do with any of the other criteria from a variety of factors, some of which have little to do with any of the other criteria mentioned. 
The notion that something must be correct because it seems correct is one of the biggest mistakes that laypeople make about theories. Many criminological theories do not meet the testability requirement very well yet were, and still are, very popular. 
Good theory, then, is logically constructed, is based on the evidence at hand, and is supported by subsequent research. Empirical evidence should not be confused with person ideology, such as religious sentiments or political learning. 
Kinds of Theory

Unit Theory: Emphasizes a particular problem (such as crime and delinquency) and make testable assertions about that problem.

Metatheories: Are rarely testable and are best viewed as ways of looking at and interpreting reality. They can be seen as “theories about theories.” They discuss the kinds of concepts that should be used in unit theories, the general approach to using those concepts, and the way unit theories should be constructed. 

For example: a criminological metatheory might specify that explanations of criminal behaviour should emphasize social concepts rather than psychological and biological ones, and that social class should be used as the dominant variable. 

When the word “theory” is used, in most cases a unit theory is meant. 

3 basic types of theories: Biological, psychological, and social (although they devote most of their coverage to social perspectives). 

No classification is real, because the world does not exist in black and white. There are many factors to consider, and the result is a forcing of theories into one category or the other when they might not fit any category very well. The end result is almost always an artificial scheme of classification. 

The reason for categorizing theories is to establish similarities and differences among them. If many different categorizations are being used, it means that the theories are rich enough to defy simple classification and therefore they contain valuable nuances, concepts, and ideas. 

3 Different methods for categorizing theories: 
Treat each classification scheme as nothing more than an attempt to highlight similarities and difference. These schemes are not to be used as the last word in grouping, or establishing types of, theories. 

Levels of Abstraction
The most abstract can be called macrotheories. 

Macrotheories: Broad in their scope and perhaps are best characterized as those that explain social structure and its effects.  They paint a picture of the way the world works, fit the structures of society into that picture, and suggest how crime is related to the structure. Focus on rates of crime (called “epidemiology”) rather than on criminals and their behaviour. They are NOT interested in INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIOR. 
Microtheories: Based on the assumption that a particular way of characterizing society is best; that characterization is then used directly to explain how people become criminals (called “etiology’). The focus may be on specific groups of people (but usually small groups) or on the individual. May range from purely social to purely psychological to purely biological. They tell us how people become criminals. They are NOT INTERESTED in SOCIAL STRUCTURE and CRIME RATES.

Bridging Theories: Does not fit neatly into either of the two categories and are “in-between.” They attempt to tell us both how social structure comes about and how people become criminal. Bridging theories are often both epidemiological (explaining different rates of crime) and etiological (explaining criminal behaviour itself). 
It can be classified as either macrotheories or microtheories. 
Levels of Explanation
These three general forms of theories can be future examined on the basis of their explanatory focus. What is a theory attempting to explain? Social structure in general, classes of people in society, small group, or individual criminality? This problem is referred to as the level of explanation of a theory, or what the theory attempts to explain. 
The idea of levels of explanation is crucial because it helps to make sense out of the difference among theories.  

Other Common Classification Schemes: 
The most popular classification schemes usually have two mutually exclusive categories, or dichotomies. 

One of the oldest of the classification schemes is classical and positive. 
Classical Theories: Focus on legal statutes, governmental structures, and the rights of human. The theory is less concerned about traditional scientific notions of testability and more concerned about the essence of the human condition. 

Positivist Theories: Focus on pathology in criminal behaviour, on treatment and on the correction of criminality within individuals. Positivist derives from the use of the scientific methods to study phenomena. Most of today’s theories are positivist ones. 

Another common scheme is to separate theories into those of structure and those of process. 

Structural theories: are those that focus on the way society is organized and its effect on behaviour. Some on these are also referred to as Strain Theories because of their assumption that a disorganized society creates strain that leads to deviant behaviour.  
Process Theories:  attempt to explain how people become criminal. While it is sometimes difficult to classify theories in this scheme, the major orientation is on the starting point of the theory. A structural theory DOES NOT emphasize the individual criminal and a processual theory DOES NOT emphasize social structure. These two forms correspond closely to macrotheories and microtheories. 
The final major classification approach is that of consensus and conflict, sometimes referred to as the “old” and the “new” criminology. 

Consensus theories: based on the assumption that there is agreement among people in a society. At the least, they assume that members of a society hold common values. (most people believe  we need traffic laws as evidence of consensus in our society. 

Conflict theories: Based on the assumption that disagreement is common and people hold conflicting values. Laws that seem to benefit only a small group of elites or powerful business owners are often pointed to as evidence of a conflict orientation. Emphasize the differences that are found among social classes in our country. The crux is not whether agreement exists but whether it originally existed.

-A conflict theorist may discuss a society in agreement

-Consensus theorist may explain how conflict exists. 
Social Context and Theory
The final approach to understanding theory lies in an examination of social history. 

It should be clear that any important influence in your life will leave its mark on the way you perceive the world. 

Criminological theorists are practicing social scientists and may be even more sensitive to social movements and trends than most of us. As a result, no theory can really be understood and appreciated without an awareness of the context within which it was created. 

Each theorist makes certain assumptions about the way the world really is, the nature of humans, and the values of particular concepts (an unspoken metatheory).

To better understand any theory, we must find ways to determine what the assumptions of the theory are. One of the best ways of doing this is to examine the context within the theory was created. 

Context has two major forms, social and intellectual. Handy terms for identifying ares of influence on an individual. 
Social context: refers to the world about us: the ways people in society are thinking, the things they are doing, the events taking place, the fads and fashions that are popular, and even the way society is structured. 

Intellectual context: refers to the personal influence of teachers, friends, family, and colleagues. Sometimes that influence extends to people whom the theorist has never even met; but the theorist has read their work and has been impressed with what they has to say. 

The metatheory says the way people (theorists) respond to information has to be viewed through the lens of what they believe. Their beliefs are coloured by their intellectual and social context. Even how they use evidence and how they characterize evidence as good evidence is a product of this context. (Theorist looking at the same evidence but perceiving it in different ways.) 
Theory, Research, and Policy
Theory is the logical starting point of any examination of potential strategies for improving the criminal justice system. With out theory we can develop experiments or research protocols that allow us to test the ideas to see if any are promising. 

 Once we have indentified some of the significant theoretical concepts that have been supported by research evidence, and these studies have been replicated and generalized we may begin to design programs and policies to address the needs of the criminal justice system. Policy should not be formulated or implemented without proper research to evaluate the costs and the benefits of certain endeavours. 

However, policymakers and politicians often implement laws and programs and policies with the benefit of theory or research which end up being abandoned because insufficient research had been done to validate them. 

Chapter 2: The Classical School 

The particular conceptions of crime and criminal justice that emerged in the 18th century are collectively known as the Classical School of criminology. 

The term “criminology” did not exist until the late 19th century. However, the term is commonly used because the period gave rise to some of the basic ideas for the operation of a criminal justice system and the processing of criminals. It also provided the first broadly understood theory of criminal behaviour. 

Criminology: the study of crime and criminals, with some study of lawmaking included.

The Classical School was not interested in studying criminals per se, so it gained its association with criminology through its focus on lawmaking and legal processing. 

Cesare Beccaria and Jeremy Benthem had the most influence.  They opposed the arbitrary and capricious nature of the criminal justice systems of the time. They proposed that both the law and the administration of justice should be based on rationality and human rights, neither of which was then commonly applied. 
Among the major ideas that descend from this school are the concepts of humans as free-willed, rational beings; utilitarianism (the greatest good for the greatest number); civil rights and due process of law; rules of evidence and testimony; determinate sentencing; and deterrence. 

Both the Declaration of Independence and the U.S. Constitution reflect the concerns of the classical movement. Because of this, most of our law is classical in nature. 

The Heritage of the School

Social Heritage

The 18th century was a period of major change in Europe. The reign of the Catholic Church and aristocratic feudal structure, dating from the Middle Ages and before, was about over.

The new social order was criticizing the old aristocracy, both for its claim to natural superiority and for its corrupt political practices. 

Societies were becoming urbanized. 

Emphasis on commonalities among people served to minimize national differences. The rule of the Church and the aristocracy was seriously threatened. 

Writers of Classical period examined not only human nature but social conditions as well. 

Intellectual Heritage
A group of philosophers called the Naturalists believed experience and observation could determine much about the world, especially when fortified by the human ability to reason. 

The major explanation to human behaviour was hedonism. Under this theory, people are assumed to automatically attempt to maximize pleasure and minimize pain. According to Benthem, the value of any pleasure or pain would be determined by its intensity, duration, and certainty. This theory of behaviour became the basis for the concept of deterrence. 
One of the major new philosophical viewpoints rested on a so-called natural human rights and justified the existence of government as social contract between the state and its citizen. 

Under the social contract, a person surrendered to the authority of the state only the amount of freedom necessary to endure protection of the right of other citizens. 

Finally, an emphasis on human dignity, stemming from the Enlightenment was characteristic of the period. A humanistic current of thought, chiefly from England and France, aroused the young intellectuals of the day. 

A concern with improving social conditions accompanies this growth of interest in humanity, making possible the rise of the social sciences. 

The Perspective of the School
The Classical School generally gave us a humanistic conception of how law and the criminal justice system should be constructed. It did not give rise to theories of criminal behaviour; instead, the prevailing assumption of hedonism was used as a theory of human nature and was incorporated into the rationale for building legal structures. 
Crime and law were its essence, not criminal behaviour (although they assumed rationality, hedonism, and deterrence). 

Law: to protect the rights of both society and individuals, and its chief purpose was to deter criminal behaviour. 

Classical law emphasized moral responsibility and the duty of citizens to consider fully the consequences of behaviour before they acted. This thinking required a conception of humans as possessing free will and a rational nature. Rationality was critical to the classical position. Any individual should be able to weigh the pleasure to be gained in an illegal behaviour against the punishment (pain) decreed by law and subsequently to decide against the act. 

The role of punishment, according to Benthem, in itself was evil and should only be used to exclude some greater evil. The only justification of punishment was deterrence. 
2 forms of deterrence: 

Specific: applied to the individual who committed an offense. The idea was to apply just enough pain to offset the amount of pleasure gained from the offence. 

General: applied to other potential offenders by showing them that a punished individual would not gain from his or her offense. 

These theorists saw 3 components to deterrence. 

Celerity: the spooed with which a punishment is applied. The closer in time a punishment is to the act, the better the result.

Certainty: the concept of making a punishment sure to happen whenever an undesirable act is committed. The person would see the lack of profit in committing the act if everything harmful were to be punished

Severity: the amount of pain to be inflicted on those who do harmful acts. The greater the potential severity, the more a rational person should avoid doing harm. 

Beccaria and Benthem clearly saw deterrence as most likely to occur when celerity and certainty were maximized. Severity was less important and only something to be used when celerity and certainty were diminished.

According to the thought of the Classical School, the criminal justice system should respect the rights of all people. Since government drew its authority from the social contract, all individuals were equal before the law. This meant the operation of criminal justice had to be aboveboard, due process (legal requirements of the state to respect all the legal rights that are owed to a person) of law had to be followed, evidence had to be obtained from facts, and equality had to be maintained. They proposed that all punishments be specified by law, thus limiting judicial discretion.  

Major problems of the Classical School: How to calculate the exact degree of punishment needed to offset the gain from criminal behaviour. For example, it is a problem when lesser offences are punished more severely than serious offences. 

Beccaria was not opposed to the use of corporal punishment, particularly for those convicted of violent personal crimes; he specifically decried the use of torture in interrogation to elicit confessions. Beccaria was also opposed to the imprisonment of those not yet convicted of crime.  

Finally, members of the Classical School were generally opposed to capital punishment. Beccaria argued that no citizen has the right to take his or her own life, and, therefore, citizen could not give this right to the state under the social contract. 

Classification of the School
The Classical School was a movement designed to reform society; it was both conflict-oriented and structural. 

The conflict classification: derives from the fact that philosophers and scholars of this era saw human nature as needing to be restricted and controlled. They believed that people were self-interested and, without restraint, would act in ways that conflict with the interest of others. 

We classify the Classical School as predominantly structural because it emphasizes thee effect of societal institutions on people in general. Main concern focused on the way governments make law and how law affects the rights of the citizens. Interested in the legislation of criminal law and in the criminal justice system, rather than in criminal behaviour, is characteristic of a fully structural approach. 

Since most of the “criminological” theories of the period were political theories, the Classical School was predominantly macrotheoretical in its orientation.
There is also a processual and microtheoretical side to the Classical School. Some argue that the Classical School should be categorized as processual because of its emphasis on the rational, and hedonistic, behvaiors of individual.  The justification for punishment and the construction of criminal law were based on showing a rational person that there would be no profit in transgressing on the rights of others.
The entire classical legal structure is founded on the concept of a rational person and responsibility for one’s own action. The school had something to say about the process of committing crime and why crime takes place. However, every theoretical position begins with assumptions about human nature. Those assumptions form a foundation for theories but do not constitute the essence of a theory. We believe that the rational pursuit of pleasure is best seen as an assumption rather than the real focus of classical theory. 
Summary
The Classical School is characterized by 1) an emphasis on free will choices and human rationality, 2) a view of behaviour as hedonistic, 3) a focus on morality and responsibility, 4) a concern with political structure and the way in which government deals with its citizens and 5) a concern for the basic rights of all people. 

MAJOR POINTS OF THE SCHOOL: 
1. People exist in a world with free will and make their own rational choices, although they have a natural tendency toward self-interest and pleasure.

2. People have certain natural rights, among them life, liberty, and ownership of property.

3. Governments are created by the citizens of a state to protect these rights, and they exist as a social contract between those who govern and those who are governed.

4. Citizens give up only the portion of their natural rights that is necessary for the state to regulate society for the benefit of all and to protect society against the natural self-interest of individuals. 

5. To ensure civil rights, legislators enact law that both define the procedures by which transgressions will be handled and specifies the exact behaviours that make up those transgressions. This law specifies the process for determining guilt and the punishment to be meted out to those found guilty. 

6. Crime consists of a transgression against the social contract. Therefore, crime is a moral offense against society.

7. Punishment is justified only to preserve the social contract. Therefore; the purpose of punishment is to prevent future transgression by deterring socially harmful behaviour. Only that amount of punishment necessary to offset the gains of harmful behaviour is justified. 

8. All people are equal in their right and should be treated equally before the law. 
Chapter 3: The Positive School 
Positivists were likely to be scientists, mathematicians, doctors, and astronomers. 
While the classical reformers sought to modernize and civilize the system within which they lived, the Positivists reached out to order and explain the world around them. 

Although the Classicalists believed that humans possess a rational mind and thus have free will to choose good over evil, the Positivists saw behaviour as determined by its biological, psychological, and social traits. 
Primary characteristics of positivist criminological thought are a deterministic view of the world, a focus on criminal behaviour instead of on legal issues such as rights, and the prevention of crime through the treatment and rehabilitation of offenders. 

The use of scientific research techniques was common to those who studied criminals from a positivist perspective. In scientific analyses, data were collected to describe and explain different types of individuals as well as different social conditions. 

Positivism is a philosophical system that emphasizes the “positive” application of science to knowledge production. The Positivist School is an all-encompassing scientific perspective. 
The school is also known today as the “modernist” perspective. 

The Heritage of the School 
The Social Heritage

The years at the beginning of the 20th century were alive with inventions and discovery. Science became a major tool of scholars, and the world experienced a revolution in knowledge that brought countless changes to everyday life. 

New technology such as the photograph, automobile, and the airplane were introduced. 

The application of science to problems of everyday life was central to the creations of the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

It was expected that those concerned with human affairs would have a vision of perfecting humanity through scientific study. 

Transformation of the agriculturally based aristocracies of the 18th century into complex, industrialized, urban societies.

People became less concerned with their governments than previously was the case and focused more attention on social, rather than political problems.   
The Americans saw crime as the product of inequities in British colonial rule and expected crime to be reduced with the institution of the new democracy. When crime rates failed to drop, Americans were forced to acknowledge that crime might have other bases in human behaviour. Positivism provided the answers to that new concern. 
The Intellectual Heritage 

It was the classical reaffirmation that people could develop and verify their own knowledge that led to the widespread use of science in the Positivist era.

Humans were seen as responsible for their own destinies, and they were fully capable of adapting their own behaviours and social institutions to create a society that would fulfill those destinies.  

A second important ingredient in the rise of positivist criminology was a concept of evolution that emerged even before the writing of Charles Darwin. 

Evolution became a standard form of thinking about subjects, popularized to the extent that human societies were seen as evolving. 

A final influence on positivist criminology was the emergence of anthropology. Anthropology presented evidence that other societies were more “primitive.” 

The Perspective of the School (generally know)
Positivism itself is better called a philosophy than a theory.

Varieties of positivism
1. A product of 18th century Enlightenment philosophy (the Classical School), which its emphasis on the importance of reason and experience. 

2. A 20th century version known as “Logical Positivism,” with a close association with mathematical reasoning and formal models of thought. The version referred to as “modernism.” 
Many criminologists use the term “positivism” to mean an approach that studies human behaviour through the use of the traditional scientific method. The focus is on systematic observation and the accumulation of evidence and objective fact within a deductive framework (moving from the general to the specific). 
Positivists, then, may study behaviour from a biological, a psychological, or a sociological perspective. The point is not the perspective from which the study is done, but the assumptions that underlie the methodology for doing the study. 

Auguste Comte and the Methodology of Positivism 
Much of the system of analysis that constitutes sociological positivism today was developed by Auguste Comte. (Father of sociology). His approach to the study of social phenomena included an insistence on testable hypotheses, the use of comparative methods, the careful classification of societies, a systematic approach to the study of social history, and the study of abnormality as a means to understanding normality. 

Early 19th Century Positivist Work 
Perhaps the earliest of positivistically oriented work on the subject of crime was that of two statisticians, Adolphe Quetlet and Andre Guerry. Each examined the social statistics that were available in some European countries as if they were data from the physical sciences. 

Quetlet applied probability theory to these data to produce a concept of the “average person.” His adherence of the idea of a normal distribution (bell curve) of events seemed to stand in contrast to the idea of free will. He found variations in crime rates by climate and season and age and sex differences.

J. Baptists della Porte, related characteristics of the body to criminality. 

Phrenologist measure and studied the shape of the head in an attempt to determine the relationship between the brain and behaviour. 

The chief practioners of phrenology, Franz Jospeh Gall and Johann Gaspar Spurzheim, believed that the characteristics of the brain are mirrored in bumps on the skull. 

The Italian Positivists
Lombroso (father of modern criminology) was a surgeon who conducted systematic observations and measurements of soldiers, criminals, the insane, and the general population.  
Trying to account for mental and physical differences, he pointed out that criminals have multiple physical abnormalities of an atavistic (subhuman or primitive) or degenerative nature. These physical inferiorities characterized a biological throwback that Lombroso called the born criminal. He reported that criminals manifest traits of sensory impairment; a lack of moral sense, particularly the absence of remorse; and the use of slang and tattoos. 

Types of criminals: insane criminals, epileptic criminals and the occasional criminal who for no biological reason but by the influence of circumstances or surroundings was drawn to crime. 

Later modified by Ferri to include the born criminal, those who committed crimes of passion, and the habitual criminal. 

According to Ferri, crime was caused by a number of factors including physical (race, geographic, temperature, and climate), anthropological (age, sex, organic, and psychological), and “social factors” such as customs, religion, economics, and population density.) 

Ferri supported the notion that in any given social environment, with generally fixed conditions, only a certain amount of crime could be realized. (called Law of Criminal Saturation) 
Raffaele Garofalo believed that civilized people have certain basic sentiments about the values of human life and property; absence of these sentiments indicates a lack of concern for fellow humans. He found a combination of environmental, circumstantial, and organic reasons for criminal behaviour. He believed that some people are morally less developed than others. He formulated the more universal notion of natural crime, by which he referred to acts that all civilized societies would readily recognize as offensive.  He believed that the dangerousness of the criminal was the criteria on which social crime-fighting priorities should be based. 
Classification of the School 
The work of the Positivist School represented the first real concern with studying the behaviour of the criminal. 

Positivists took a deterministic stance toward behaviour and left behind the Classical School’s insistence that human are rational beings with free will. 

The notion of punishment for deterrence began to make less sense. If an individual’s behaviour was not predicated on rational decisions, then how that individual could be deterred? The thing to do was to find those factors that cause criminal behaviour and remove (or treat) them. The ability to predict which individuals would be likely to become criminals and to treat them before they could harm themselves and society would be valuable in creating a better society. 

Comparison of Classical and Positive Schools 
	Point
	Classical School
	Positive School

	View of human nature
	Hedonistic; free-willed rationality, morally responsible for own behaviour.
	Malleable; determined by biological, psychological, and social environment; no moral responsibility.

	View of justice system 
	Social contract; exists to protect society; due process and concern with civil rights; restrictions on system.
	Scientific treatment system to cure pathologies and rehabilitate offenders; no concern with civil rights.

	Form of law
	Statutory law; exact specification of illegal acts and sanctions
	Social law; illegal acts defined by analogy; scientific experts determine social harm and proper form of treatment

	Purpose of sentencing
	Punishment for deterrence; sentences are determined (fixed length)
	Treatment and reform; sentences are indeterminate (variable length until cured)

	Criminological experts
	Philosophers; social reforms
	Scientists; treatment experts


Positivists left behind the legal focus and concerns of the Classical School. The one reasonable definition of criminality was a social one. If behaviours were socially undesirable then individuals exhibiting them should be treated and returned to normalcy. Civil rights were of no concern if the real purpose of treatment was that of help. 

Early Positivists reasoned that criminals have no need to object when they are being treated by correctional experts. 

Positivism is represented not only by biological theories of causality but by psychological and sociological theories as well. 

Major Points of the School 
1. Humans live in a world in which cause and effect operate. Attributes of that world exhibit order and can be uncovered through systematic observation.
2. Social problems, such as crime, can be remedied by means of a systematic study of human behaviour. Through the application of science, human existence is perfectible, or at the least the human condition can be made better.

3. Criminal behaviour is a product of abnormalities. These abnormalities may be within the person, or they may exist as external social forces.

4. Abnormal features can be found through comparison with those that are normal.
5. Once abnormalities are found, it is the duty of criminology to assist in their correction. Abnormalities should e treated and the criminal reformed. 

6. Treatment is desirable both for the individual, so that he or she may become normal, and for society, so that members of society are protected form harm.

7. The purpose of sanctions against criminals, then, is not to punish but to provide for treatment. 

Chapter 4: The Chicago School 

The University of Chicago established the first department of sociology in 1892, and through the mid-twentieth century it was one of the dominant forces in American sociological thought. 

One recurrent theme of the social is that human behaviour is developed and changed by the social and physical environment of the person rather than by genetic structure. 
The Chicago School scholars considered the community to be a major influence on human behaviour. They believed a city is a natural human environment, “a microcosm of the human universe.” 

Developing an empirical sociology, researchers moved beyond social philosophy and armchair theory and began to study individuals in their social environment. 

They examined people in the aggregate and as individuals. The life history provided a method of reaching deeply into the cumulative factors and events shaping the lives of individuals. 

The ecological study technique allowed them to transcend individuality and, through the collection of social data, gain a sense of the characteristics of large groups of people. 
The Heritage of the School (general overview) 

The Social Heritage

Those who worked in social sciences during the early 20th century dealt with the development of the big cities, rapid industrialization, mass immigration, and the effects of the First World War Prohibition, the Great Depression, and more. 

Chicago doubled its population in the 3 decades between 1898 and 1930 as waves of immigrants transformed the simpler fabric of small-town uniformity into complex and conflicting patterns of urban life. When the limits of industrialization were reached and the displacement of workers by technology began, the demand for a large, mobile, unskilled population disappeared, leaving a tangle of social problems ranging from inadequate housing and sanitation to homelessness, juvenile gangs, and vice. 

Away from their closely knit families and familiar communities, many people found that there was no one to whom they could turn in troubled times. Though much attention was focused on the needs of the poor, it was also recognized that crime seemed to be fostered in the slums. The study of the slums, the immigrants living there, and crime became politically and socially relevant. 

Immigrants received much of the blame for the nation’s conditions. 

People often felt the law was not theirs and refused to support or contribute to its enforcement. The search for a solution to these problems turned the city into human laboratory for the new sociologists at the University of Chicago. 

The Intellectual Heritage 
Until the early 20th century, American criminology had drawn from its European (Italian and English) heritage and supported popular Positivist explanations of crime, usually of the biological variety. Much of the previous research had linked feeblemindedness and hereditary factors with delinquency. A change in this perspective came with the rise of culture (rather than biological) theories of the behaviour of individuals and groups. 
Anthropology, under the leadership of Franz Boas and his students, had dedicated itself to demonstrating that human nature is almost solely a product of culture, not of biology. Under this general social science umbrella, the foundation was being laid for a new sociological criminology.

The Perspective of the School (general overview)

Methodological Contributions

Two major methods of study were employed by the Chicago School. The first was the use of official data (crime figures, census reports, and housing and welfare records). This information was applied to geographical layouts of the city, indicating areas of high crime, truancy, and poverty. 

Charts and graphic portraits of social phenomena were maintained over periods of time, and the figures displayed a stability that led a revolutionary thought in crime causation: certain areas of the city remained crime prone even though various ethnic populations came and went. 

The second method of study was the life history. This type of study shifted away from theoretical abstracts to the more intimate aspects of the real world. The life history or case study approach presented the social-psychological process of becoming a criminal or delinquent.  

Chicago School researchers maintained that observation of the neighbourhood and community was as important as observing the people who lived there. 

Ecological and Social Disorganization Theory 
Perhaps as important as any other contribution of the Chicago School was the organic approach to the study of the community taken by Robert Park. Working under the assumption that the city is similar to a body with its different organs, Park sent his students out to examine the various organs, or “social worlds,” of the metropolis. 

They produced a conception of the city as a series of distinctive concentric circles radiating from the central business district. The farther one moved away from the center of these concentric zones, the fewer social problems were found. The basic idea was that the growth of cities, and the location of various areas and social problems, is not random but instead is part of pattern. 

Using the ecological concepts of dominance, invasion, and succession from plant and animal ecology, the general theory maintained there are dominant uses of the adjacent outer zone. When those uses characteristic of an inner zone encroach on the adjacent outer zone, invasion occurs and that territory becomes less desirable. In time the invading land uses replace the existing land uses, resulting in a new social and physical environment. In this way, the inner zone grows to include the adjacent outer zone, thus causing a ripple effect among all the zones.

The 1st zone was the central business district, with its businesses and factories but few residences. The zone next to it was referred to as the zone of transition because businesses and factories were encroaching on this area. This zone was not desirable as a location for residences and homes but owing to its deterioration was the cheapest place to live. Immigrants, then, usually settled into this second zone because it was inexpensive and near the factories where they could find work. As they could afford to move, they moved into the 3rd zone, the zone of workingmen’s homes, and were themselves replaced in the zone of transition by another wave of immigrants. Other zones radiating out from there were increasingly more expensive to live in.

Research showed the most problems were found in the 1st zone and progressively fewer problems were found in each succeeding zone. Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay documented that rates of delinquency, tuberculosis, and infant mortality followed the same decreasing pattern as one moved away from the central business district.

The ethnographic and life history work of the Chicago School was then, in part, devoted to explaining the effect of these ecological areas on social life.  

The Chicago School saw the weakening of primary social relationships as a process of social disorganization. In turn social disorganization became the primary explanation for the emergence of crime. 

Good Social Organization:

Shaw and McKay’s version of social disorganization is based on a conception of primary relationships similar to those found in a village. 

-If relationships in the family and friendship groupings are good,

- neighbourhoods are stable and cohesive, 

-and people have a sense of loyalty to the area, then social organization is sound. 

In other words, intact homes and proper family values are part of socially organized community. Without these characteristics, a community or neighbourhood is socially disorganized. Normal social control, which prevents crime and delinquency , cannot do its job. 

4 elements that constitute social disorganization: 
1) low economic status

2) a mixture of different ethnic groups

3) highly mobile residents moving in and out of the areas

4) disrupted families and broken homes.

Social disorganization is an explanation of the distribution of rates (or epidemiology) of crime and delinquency. 

The zone of transition was more socially disorganized than other areas, primarily because of the high degree of mobility, the decaying neighbourhoods, and the encroachment of the business and factory district. Problem: because of the number of immigrants. Facing the difficulty of maintaining primary relationships and financially succeeding, immigrants retreated to the safety of their own native cultures. The relationship between immigrants and crime was seen as a problem of social disorganization and of conflict with existing American culture.

Social disorganization affects juveniles and leads to delinquency, commonly referred to as cultural transmission theory.  According to this theory, juveniles who live in socially disorganized areas have greater opportunities for exposure to those who espouse delinquent and criminal values. 
Classification of the School

The main thrust of the Chicago School’s work was positivist in character, albeit of a “newer” social variety. 

The positivist emphasis on systematic observation and testing is clearly reflected in the work of the Chicago School. They wanted to correct the social ills of the city, and crime and delinquency were high on their list. (develop reform and treatment programs). 

Classifying the Chicago School as either structural or processual is difficult, largely because different members of the school stressed different factors in their explanations of society. Regardless of any assumptions they might have made about the structure of society (seen in the work of Shaw and McKay) the dominant orientation was that of process. They stressed the processes involved in behaviour, the ways that people came to act in response to other people, real or imagined. Even the reliance on social disorganization (in reality and structural element) was derived from a different source from that of the anomie-strain theories (ch 6)
For the Chicago School, the product of social disorganization was a variety of conduct norms and behaviour rules, not societal strain. These various norms result in deviance as members of different groups or subcultures apply different definitions to the situations they commonly shared.  The Schools focus was on the process of gaining definitions, and its underlying question was: how do individuals use their definitions of self and situation to produce behaviour? 
Chicago School theorists were, at heart, consensus theorists. This does not mean that they did not emphasize conflict- they did. The assumption, however, was that consensus, or natural conformity to cultural lifeways, is the initial pattern of human behaviour. It was only when one group came into contact with another that made conflict developed. Conflict in simply a fact of life because society id made up of a variety of cultures.  
The Chicago School produced chiefly micotheories (with the exception of culture conflict, which is a macrotheory) The social-psychological approach to the study of human behaviour dominated almost all the work of these theorists and became the common thread that wound through the diverse positions they espoused. They focused more on the process of becoming deviant than on explaining how the structure of society affects deviant behaviour. This is somewhat ironic, given that members of the Chicago School developed the study of ecological rates and prepared the evidence of the macrotheroretical work that followed.  
Summary
Characteristics of the Chicago School:  
1) an emphasis on the area or place of social activity

2) a view of the community as well as the city s a complex social organism

3) a preference for studying the dynamic and variable social organizations of the people rather than just their traits or characteristics.

4) Data collection that focuses on a variety of methods and techniques with a focus on direct observations

5) A concern for public affairs and community improvement through empowerment

Major Points of the School: 
1) Humans are social creatures, and their behaviour is a product of their social environment

2) Social environments provide cultural values and definitions that govern the behaviour of those who live within them.

3) Urbanization and industrialization have created communities that have a variety of competing cultures, thus breaking down older and more cohesive patterns of values.

4) This breakdown, or disorganization, of urban life has resulted in the basic institutions of family, friendship groups, and social groups becoming more impersonal.

5) As the values provided by these institutions become fragmented, several opposing definitions about proper behaviour arise and come into conflict. Continued disorganization makes the potential for conflict even more likely. 

6) Deviant or criminal behaviour generally occurs when one behaves according to defintions that conflict with those of the dominant culture.

7) Social disorganization and social pathology are more prevalent in the center-city area, decreasing with distance for that area.
8) Crime and delinquency are transmitted by frequent contact with criminal traditions that have developed over time in disorganized areas of the city. 

Policy Implications (General overview)
The work of the Chicago School has been directly relevant to polices at the neighbourhood and city level as well as state-wide and nationally. 

Shaw and McKay’s long-lasting Chicago Area Project attempted to reorganize neighbourhoods and provide the social organization they felt was lacking. Because Shaw and McKay felt that renewal and reorganization had to come from within, they worked to get people in the neighbourhoods to institute and oversee the changes. Did this by helping create community organizations and committees, offering workers who could teach political skills, and helping the community reach out to city hall. Neighbourhoods were encouraged to clean up the environment, and workers helped juveniles in trouble with the authorities. 

Ideas from the Chicago School used today:

1) The “new” environmental design concepts, based on ecological evidence, are used by developers in the design and construction of subdivisions. 

2) The neighbourhood convenience store has also used environmental design concepts to reduce victimization opportunities.

3) Police departments have for years used a Chicago School invention called “spot maps” to help them pinpoint criminal activity. 

4) Now, the newer ecological approaches have contributed a varation on the old spot maps called “hot spot” analysis (ch 12).

5) Crime analysts, using geospatial computer-programs, are now common in major police departments and provided community-level data as the basis for New York City’s CompStat program.

Dictionary Terms
Chapter 1,2,3
Theory: An account of the world which goes beyond what we can see and measure. It embraces a set of interrelated definitions and relationships that organizes our concepts of and understanding of the empirical world in a systematic way. Thus, we may establish a statistical relationship between poverty and crime, but to explain that relationship we might have to employ a number of theories: about people’s motivations, the social meanings attached to poverty and crime , and the structural constraints which keep sections of the population in poverty.
There are 3 different conceptions of theory in sociology.

1. Some think of theory as generalization about, and classifications of, the social world. (The scope of generalization varies from theorizing about a particular range of phenomena to more abstract and general theories about society and history as a whole).
2. Others believe that theoretical statements should be translated into empirical, measurable, or observable propositions, and systematically tested. (using the example above, we should test assumptions about motivations, social meanings, and so forth). This approach is usually characterized (rather unhelpfully) as *positivism.
3. Should explain phenomena, identifying casual mechanisms and processes which, although they cannot be observed directly, can be seen in their effects. (Marxists might use the alleged contradiction between the forces and relations of production (unobservable) to explain fluctuations in the levels and development of class struggle (observable). 

Criminology: The study of *crime, its perpetrators, and its causes; and, relatedly, an interest in its prevention, and in the deterrence, treatment, and punishment of offenders.
Criminology as the study of crime will be interested in the distribution of crime, and in the techniques and organization of crime. 

Criminology as the study of criminals might seek explanations for criminal behaviour in biology, psychology, or in the political economy of society. 
Classical criminology: Originating in the 18th century philosophy, classicism views both criminality and the administration of criminal justice as premised upon principles of a social contract, rationality, choice responsibility, and the deterrent power of punishment.  
Positivist criminology: The practical application of theory and research, that claims scientific status for its quantitative methodology, and that looks for the determining causes of *crime and misbehaviour, which are held to be discoverable in the physical, genetic, psychological, or moral make-up of those pre-disposed to such acts.

Positivism: A term that, through overuse and misuse, has become an almost meaningless term of abuse that can be applied to almost any kind of *empirical research that appears not to pay sufficient attention to the complexity of social meanings. 
Positivism, is above all, a *philosophy of science. It stand squarely within the *empiricist tradition. *Metaphysical speculation is rejected in favour of ‘positive’ knowledge based on systematic observation and experiment. 
Chapter 4
Chicago sociology/school: A tradition of sociology associated with the University of Chicago for the first four decades of the 20th century and one which dominated North American sociology throughout this period. 
The tradition was heavily informed by philosophical *pragmatism, the direct observation of experience, and the analysis of urban social processes. 
Ecology: The scientific study of the interactions that determine the territorial distribution and abundance of organisms. 
Urban Ecology: Pioneered by *Chicago sociologists in the 1920s, was central to the development of *human ecology. It applies principles derived from biological science to the explanation of spatial distribution in urban populations. 
Environmental criminology: The study of ‘crime and place’ that is, of the spatial patterning of crime and victimization. 
Slide Review
Demonic: structure was based on church (God and Divine Law) Deviance was sin because of temptation or possession. The cause was supernatural. The responses to sin were trials and torture. Critiques of this type of theory was its reliance on belief (not fact), its testability was extremely low, torture mutilation and assumption of consensus. 

Classical criminology: structure was based on State and Legislative Power.] (social contract, consensus) Deviance= utilitarian calculus; individual act. The cause was Hedonism (more gain less pain) Response to deviance was punishment (swift, certain and proportionate-rational; deter). Critique was that it focused on individual. Question whether deterrence was effective and again assumptions of consensus, equality. 

Neo-Classical criminology: Structure based on State (consensus). Response to deviance must consider, mitigating circumstances, record of the offender and pathology (social inequalities and physical defects)

Positivism Bio/pathological: Structure= State and Science. Deviance= determinism (pathology) Cause= Differentiation- individual behaviour (actors) Response to deviance= treatment and critiques are criminals vs noncriminals? Intrustive treatments. The focus on individual and they ignore the situation and the individual is allegedly too passive. 

REVIEW 4 QUADRANT MODEL
Sociological Positivism: Factors “outside the person” Social environment shapes human behaviour. Different ways of defining social environment. 
Social Ecology Theories: Pathological conditions of communities and neighbourhoods. Crime= environmental issue

Environment: physical, social and cultural context or human activity. 

Ecology: interrelation between organisms and their natural environment
Social/human ecology: humans and their community 

Social ecology: human geography
Crime: uneven geographical distribution
           Criminogenic areas (inner city)
           Urban vs. Rural
            Spatial Variation in Crime rates

Social Disorganization: 1 Example if ecological theory (the social disorganization of the Chicago School) 
            
Chicago School: 
Explanation of Crime: Areas where people live

Ethnography: method of research used by Chicago School theorists. Branch of anthropology. Scientific description of human societies. Field of research (grounded level)  
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Exam Review Chapter 5,10,11
Chapter 5-Differential Association Theory

Introduction: 

Edwin H. Sutherland’s theory of differential association (two versions)

1. The first in 1939 

2. The final in 1947

Sutherland created a general theory of criminal behaviour by insisting behaviour is learned in a social environment. (Microsynchronic: why do some people commit crimes?) 
For Sutherland, all behaviour is learned in much the same way. The major difference between conforming and criminal behaviour is in what is learned rather than in how it is learned. 

Sutherland’s theory provided a much less complex and more coherent approach to the cause of crime and delinquency, yet it was well grounded in existing evidence.

Sutherland and his theory may be the most popular criminological theory of the 20th century. 

The Heritage of the Theory
The Social Heritage:

Many of the insights that shaped Sutherland’s theory came from events of the 1920s and 1930s. 

The Uniform Crime Reports, and evidence was growing that certain categories of people are more likely to be criminals than others are. These people matched the Chicago School ecological data: official statistics seemed to support the view that crime is a part of the sociological domain rather than the biological or psychological disciplines.  
The Great Depression also served as fertile ground for sociological observations. 

Sutherland saw that people who previously had not been criminal, or even had not been in contact with criminals, committed criminal acts as a direct result of their impoverished situation during the Depression. (People commit criminal acts because of certain licing situations=Microsynchronic) 
Crime and other criminal behaviors were obviously not inborn or the results of feeblemindedness (popular “intelligence” explanation of crime during the 1910s and 1920s) Criminality was the product of situation, opportunity, and of course, values. (Microsynchronic) 

Two events occurred that may have affect Sutherland’s views on criminal behaviour:

1. Prohibition of drug use 

2. Criminalization of drug use 
These “new” forms of crime taught the astute observer that criminality is, in part, governed by the legal environment. Individuals who engaged behaviour that was not criminal at one point could become criminals by engaging in the same behavior subsequent to the mere passage of law.

The Intellectual Heritage:  

The major intellectual influences on Sutherland’s thinking came from the members of the Chicago School, particularly W. I. Thomas. 

Symbolic interactionist materials developed by George Mead, Robert Park, and Ernnest Burgess’s conception of the city as a multifaceted organism, the ecological work of Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay, and Sutherland’s association with Thorstein Sellin were crucial to the actual developed of his theory. 

The two chief methodologies developed by the Chicago School, the examination of statistical information and the life history, were also important to Sutherland. Using the former approach, members of the Chicago School has already shown that, as the central area of the city was subjected to succeeding waves of immigrants, the high crime rates remained in the same location. Since the same high rates did not follow the residents who moved out into other areas of the city, it was obvious something (values) were being transmitted that kept the crime rates high *Shaw and McKay*. (Macrotheorictical component: societal and group explanation of crime and delinquency that predicts differing rates of crime.) 

In the search of the causes behind high crime rates in certain areas, several theorists proposed that the answer lay in the conflict between different cultural groups. Because the central-city area was inhibited largely by immigrants (it was the cheapest place to live and closest to the factories and businesses where they worked), culture conflict theorists suggested their values and norms were simply different from those of the general population of Chicago. The source of the high crime rate, then, was not the area itself but the way in which the immigrants has been socialized to their native or “private” cultures in contrast to American or “public” culture.  (Conflict theory because of differing values that lie in society) 

In a book on this work, the thief Chic Conwell talked about learning the trade and the apprenticeship and recognition within the almost-institutionalized profession of thieves. This way, perhaps, for Sutherland the first analysis of how a group association itself differently, isolation and reinforcing its values, could grow out of the general culture. This was also the first appearance of the term “differential association.” 

In his work on the professional thief he used the term “differential association” to characterize the members of the behaviour system, rather than to describe the process presented in the first statement of his theory, two years later.  
In formulation his theory, then, Sutherland drew on 3 major theories from the Chicago School: ecological and cultural transmission theory, symbolic interactionism, and cultural conflict theory. He was able to make sense of both the varying crime rates in society (the culture conflict approach) and the process by which individuals became criminal (the symbolic interactionist approach) (Process theory=how criminals come to be criminals). 
Sutherland formulated a theory that was an attempt to explain both individual criminal behaviour and the variation in group (societal) rates of crime. He had to take into account that

1) criminal behaviour is not necessarily different from conventional behaviour

2) values are important in determining behaviour

3) certain locations and people are more crime prone than others

The Theoretical Perspective 
The importance of interaction among people and the conveyance of values from one person to another. 

Sutherland stated:

“Any person can be trained to adopt and follow any pattern of behaviour which he is able to execute.” 

“Failure to follow a prescribed pattern of behaviour is due to the inconsistencies and lack of harmony in the influences which direct the individual.” 

“The conflict of cultures is therefore the fundamental principle in the explanation of crime.” 
Sutherland viewed cultural conflict as producing social disorganization (the “inconsistencies and lack of harmony”) and, thus, crime. 

When Sutherland used the term “systematic,” he meant either “criminal careers or organized criminal practices.” 

The reference to organized criminal practices seems to have meant those behaviors with supporting definitions readily available in the community and not just organized crime as we think of it today. 

This interpretation is supported by his choice of the term “adventitious” for non-systematic criminal behaviour. The difference from the final version of the theory, where he dropped the term “systematic,” is not so marked as it would seem. Sutherland evidently felt systematic criminal behaviour includes almost all forms of criminal behaviour. 

Differential Association: 
By the term “differential association,” Sutherland meant that “the contents of the patterns presented in association” with others would differ from individual to individual. 

He never meant mere association with criminals would cause criminal behaviour. Instead, the content of communications from others (the “contents of the patterns presented”) was given primary focus. 

Sutherland viewed crime as a consequence of conflicting values: that is, the individual followed culturally approved behaviour that was disapproved (and set in law) by the larger American society. 

As an individual-level explanation, differential association theory is entirely a product of the social environmental surrounding individuals and the values gained from important others in that social environment. 
Differential Social Organization:

The first version of differential association theory clearly explained more than the process of how individuals become delinquents. It was also epidemiological theory of the distribution of crime rates and delinquency rates in society. 

Sutherland used the concept of differential social organization and culture conflict to offer an explanation of why rates vary from group to group. (Macrosynchronic=social organization) 
He believed that culture conflict is rampant in society. This conflict, in part a product of a disorganized society separated into many groups, creates many values and interests among the different societal groups. 

Many of these values come into conflict, and some of them deal with values about the law. Groups with different values about the law (the lawful behaviour) come into conflict with the authorities more often, resulting in higher rates of crime and delinquency. High rates of crime can be used as an indicator of socially disorganized areas. (Macrosynchronic=social organization, why does criminal activity persist?) 

The Final Version of the Theory:

Sutherland expressed that all behaviour is learned and, unlike other theorists of the time, moved away from referring to the varied cultural perspectives as “social disorganization.” He used the term “differential social organization” or “differential group organization” instead. 

1. Criminal behaviour is learned.
2. Criminal behvaior is learned in interaction with other persons in a process of communication

3. The principle part of learning of criminal behaviour occurs within intimate personal groups

4. When a criminal behaviour is learned, the learning includes (a) techniques of committing the crime, which are sometimes very complication, sometimes very simple; b) the specific direction of motives, drives, rationalization, and attitudes.

5. The specific direction of motives and drives is learned from definitions of the legal codes as favourable or unfavourable.

6. A person becomes delinquent because of an excess of definitions favourable to violation of law over definitions unfavourable to violation of law

7. Differential association may vary in frequency, duration, priority, and intensity. 

8. The process of learning criminal behaviour by association with criminal and anticriminal patterns involve all the mechanisms that are involved in any other learning. 
9. While criminal behaviour is an expression of general needs and values, it is not explained by those general needs and values, since noncriminal behaviour is an expression of the same needs and values 
Differential association theory says criminal behaviour is learned in association with intimate other by interacting and communication with those others. 

Two basic things are learned: the techniques for committing criminal behaviour a d the definitions (values, motives, drives, rationalizations, attitudes) supporting such behaviour. 

Sutherland stressed a relationship must exist; that is, the transfer of skill techniques may be thought of as the “how’s” or the content of an act, and the definitions as the “why’s” of the reasons for doing it. 

The learning of techniques in important, but Sutherland focused less on that than on learning of definitions.

Sutherland emphasized, most criminal behaviours require nothing more than what is learned during the course of daily activity. He saw most criminal behaviours as having essentially the same techniques that one learns from conventional behaviour. 

Criminal behaviour occurs when there is an excess of definitions favouring criminal behaviour, as opposed to those definitions favouring a conventional behaviour. 

The phase of “excess of definitions” means the weight of definitions as determined by the quality and intimacy of interaction with others (frequency, priority, duration, and intensity.)

Sutherland saw individuals as operating on a balance or ration of potential good and bad behavioural definitions. 

In shot, the theory of differential association does not necessarily emphasize who one’s associates are: rather, it focuses on the definitions provided by those associations. 


It suggests that once the techniques of criminal behaviour are learned, the values (definitions) supporting that behaviour may be learned from anyone. 

However, definitions provided by close, intimate others remain important to determining the weight of that learning.  

The different social organization to which individuals belong provide the associations from which a variety of forms of behaviours, bother favouring and opposing legal norms, can be learned. 

The term “differential association” implies that individuals as well as groups are exposed to differing associations with people who vary in the importance that attach to respect for the law or low-abiding behaviour.

Individuals, then, will lean toward or away from crime according to the cultural standards of their associates, especially those whom they spend frequent and long periods of time. 

Sutherland was an advocate of culture conflict. To the extent that the social organizations (anything from one’s neighbourhood to a sorority) are culturally different from each other or the majority norms, they increased the likelihood of criminal definitions. 

An individual with an excess of criminal definitions will be open to new criminal definitions. That individual will be less receptive to anticriminal definitions. Over time, as individuals interact within different groups, their patterns of definitions toward any behaviour will change. High organized areas will have stable patterns of associations and offer consistent definitions to their residents. Unorganized areas will have high mobility and a mixture of cultural groups, resulting in inconsistent definitions and a greater likelihood that the ratio of criminal to anticriminal definitions will change frequently. 

Classification of the Theory: 
Differential association is a positivist theory in that it focuses on criminals and their behaviour. 

For Sutherland, the real questions concern criminal behaviour, not how criminal law came to be or even how the criminal justice system should be changed. Because of this approach, differential association is a microtheory, when applied to etiological issues of criminal behaviour. 

There is clearly a macrotheoretical component. The theory is based on the concepts on differential social organization and culture conflict. Differential association also has a societal and group explanation of crime and delinquency that predicts differing rates of crime. 

The theory is oriented toward conflict. Sutherland’s main objective was to explain how normative and cultural conflicts influence the learning of criminal behaviour.  His work thus focused on conflicting values not on groups or classes with conflicting interests. In this sense, then, the theory is not a contemporary conflict theory. The key to classifying Sutherland’s differential association as a conflict theory lies in his recognition that a large number of values or definitions exist in society, some of which are favourable to law-abiding behaviour and some of which are not. This version of society does not suggest a consensus of values, and Sutherland, in fact, referred to some laws as product of the values of certain segments of society. 

The theory is oriented toward process, rather than of structure. Granted, it takes into account facts about the structure of society and even argues for a structural explanation of crime rates, but the focus of the final version of the behaviour is on the process of becoming criminal. Sutherland emphasized the behaviour itself and the processes operating to create criminal behaviour as opposed to conventional behaviour. It is this area of the theory that has contributed to its classification by many criminologists as a symbolic interactionsit theory. 

Summary:
The theory states that differential group organization explains varying crime rates and that differential association explains individual criminal behaviour. 

According to this theory, criminal behaviour is based on interactions we have with others and the values we receive from others during those interactions. We learn values from important people (parents, spouses, close friends, important business associates and so on) around us. Those values either support or oppose criminal behaviour. To the extent that the weights of values support criminal behaviour, we will be law-abiding. However, if the weight of values supports criminal behaviour we will commit crime. 

An excess of values supporting criminal behaviour does not mean we will commit any criminal behaviour, just the one(s) specifically supported by the definitions. 

Major Points of the Theory:

1. Criminal behaviour is learned in the same way as any other behaviour.

2. Learning takes place in social settings and through what the people in those settings communicate

3. The largest part of learning takes place in communication with those who are most important to us.

4. The intimate socials environment provides a setting for learning two things: the actual way to accomplish behaviour (if necessary) and the values of definitions concerning that behaviour.

5. These values about certain behaviour may be in opposition to use the established legal codes. To the extent we receive many statements about values, the weight of those statements (the importance and closeness of those who convey them) is more important than the actual number of statements.

6. Criminal behaviour takes place when the weight of the values concerning a particular behaviour is in opposition to the legal codes.

7. The great number of groups and cultures in society makes possible the learning of different types of values or definitions. The greater the number of groups and cultures in a specific area, the greater is the likelihood of learning definitions conducive to criminal behaviour.  

8. Some groups in society have more values in opposition to the legal codes than others (some are more in conflict); thus, some groups have higher crime rates than others. 

Epilogue: Current Direction and Policy Implications (GENERAL OVERVIEW ONLY) 

Current Direction:

There have been 3 general trends in the way differential association theory has been treated over the years.

The 1950s trend was to focus on delinquent subcultures as a means of transmitting definitions conductive to delinquency. This meant explaining how delinquent subcultures form, why they continue, and how they transmit delinquent definitions and values. 

A second trend was in the 1950s and 1960s was to return to the Chicago School roots of the theory and explain the symbolic interactionist relationships within differential association. An allied perspective, role theory, was an obvious candidate for merger into differential association. 

Cressey, in replying to the criticisms that differential association did not apply to crimes of passion and “compulsive crimes,” used symbolic interactionism and role theory as a means of extending the direct propositions of the theory. Cressey’s argument was rationalizations and verbalizations exist that motivate behaviour. This “vocabulary of motives” combines with the role an individual indentifies himself or herself as playing at the moment.  Because learning a vocabulary of motives is achieved in the same way as learning any other set of values, Cressey felt compulsive crimes are well within the province of differential association theory.

Daniel Glaser combined the theory with the symbolic interactionist concept of identification to create differential identification. Glaser used the differential association proposition relating to intensity of a person as a key ingredient in the learning of values. The stronger the identification with another person, the more likely an individual is to accept the other’s values.

The third trend, from the mid-until the late 1960s, attempted to explain the processes involved in the learning component of differential association through the use of psychologically based social learning theories. 

The major reason for these reinterpretations of the theory lay in the popular criticism that the major concepts in differential association are untestable because of their abstract nature. (Social learning theories are described in detail in chapter 11)
Interest in differential association theory has focused on testing the theory’s various theoretical concepts, particularly the notion of associations. Almost invariably, this research has demonstrated that an association with delinquent on criminal peers has a major effect on illegal behaviour. A major criticism of the research is that we do not know which came first- the association with delinquent others or the illegal behaviour itself. 

A wide variety of crimes, beyond traditional delinquency, has also been examined using differential association.

Sutherland’s theory, with its use of differential social organization to explain crime rates, corresponds nicely with social disorganization concerns. 

Policy Implications: 
Prison programs that could use the concept of association with role models whi proved conventional definitions for behaviour. 

Juvenile delinquency projects invariably stress the importance of avoiding |undesirables,” and school programs uniformly make use of role models for youngsters. The Big Brother/Sister mentoring program is another good example of providing role models, and thus proper definitions, for children. 

Parole and Probation- Only allowed associating with law-abiding citizens and also in some cases criminals are relocated so they are not near any tempting areas to commit a crime. 

Chapter 10 Social Control Theory (VERY GENERAL OVERVEW) 

Containment Theory:

The next popularly received approach was developed by Walter Reckless around 1955 and 1956. 

This theory, referred to as containment theory, explains delinquency as the interplay between two forms of control: internal (inner) and external (outer). Reckless expressly saw his theory as an explanation of both conformity and deviance.

He did not claim containment theory explained all forms of deviance; indeed, he referred to it as a “middle-range” theory. He excluded behaviour resulting from inner pushes (psychoses, personality disorders, compulsions, organic brain disorders, and neuroses) and from the playing of expected roles (subcultural dictates, certain forms of culture conflict, and organized crime). 

Inner containment was presented as components of the “self.” A laundry list of these components includes self-control, good self-concept, ego strength, well-developed superego, high frustration tolerance, high resistance to diversions, and high sense of responsibility, goal orientation, and ability to find substitute satisfactions.

Outer containment was viewed as the social environment. Examples of outer containment are family and school reinforcement of social norms and values, effective supervision and deviance and “opportunities for acceptance, identity, availability of alternatives to deviance, and “opportunities for acceptance, identity and belongingness.” 

Emphasizing inner containment, Reckless said a self-concept exists in people and is formed when they are quite young. This self-concept provides either a “good” or a “bad” image of the self and acts as a buffer to outside influences. He also stressed that there are a variety of “pushes and pulls” toward deviant behaviour that all individuals experience.

The effect of these inducements to commit delinquent acts depends on the strength of an individual’s inner and outer containments. If the self-concept were bad, outer social controls would have little effect on the individual and delinquency would be more likely to result. On the other hand, an individual with a self-concept could withstand weak external social control and resist committing delinquent acts.  It is clear he perceived the internal to be the more important of the two.

Social Bonding Theories:  
The concept of external social controls came into prominence with the work of David Matza. His first writing was a critique of Albert Cohen’s subcultural theory. The notion that everyone, even the lower-class gang delinquent, is bound to the dominant value system of society. 

Sykes and Matza proposed that one becomes “free” for delinquent acts through the use of techniques of neutralization. 
These techniques allow individuals to neutralize and temporarily suspend their commitment to societal values, thus providing the freedom to commit delinquent acts.

Sykes and Matza listed five forms of neutralization, which they called denial of responsibility, denial of injury, denial of the victim, condemnation of the condemners and appeal to high loyalties. 

They argued that these neutralizations are available not just to lower-class youth but are generally available throughout society.

They further explain that such rationalizations or justifications are particularly useful during celebrations and holidays, when a certain amount of deviance or law violation may be viewed by many as expected and fun. 

Even those with normally conservative social values may overlook some celebratory behaviour and ‘neutralize it’ as acceotable on this one particular day.

Matza’s later work included an explicit use of the term bond to the moral order, by which he meant the tie that exists between individuals and the dominant values of society. 
The problem for criminology is to explain how this bond could be either strengthen or weakened.  

Matza used neutralizations to explain how a person might be available for deviant behaviour. Once neutralizations were used, he said, the individual was in a state of limbo or drift that made deviant acts permissible. From this point, it was possible either to reenter conformity or to commit a deviant act. 

The thurst or impetus for action is centered around the will to do something. The will has to activating conditions: preparation, which provides for the repetition of old behaviour, and desperation, which precipitates a new behaviour.  These two theoretical components pull an individual out of drift and allow behaviour to take place. Whether the behaviour is conforming or deviant, however, depends on the situation and on the form of the neutralization.

Early tests of the technique of neutralization found that delinquents tended to use more neutralization than nondeliquents, that boys and girls were equally likely to accept the use of these techniques, and that the use of neutralizations might vary as a person ages or matures. 

In fact, recent research seems to indicate that more serious or seasoned offenders may be less inclined to use neutralizations as they may have become more accepting of their own behaviour and feel less pressure to justify it. 

Other theorizing by James Short and Fred Strodtbeck emphasized the importance of attachment to peers and the rewards provided by those peers in strengthen or weakening bonds to society. 

Scott Blair and Irving Piliavin introduced the concept of commitments to conformity. They referred to the investment one makes in conventional images and appearances (student government president, for example). Those with the greater investments have correspondingly greater potential losses from being discovered to be deviant. 

Great potential losses mean not only material deprivation and punishment but also social deprivation. It one extends the idea of investments to material things, such as property, business, and wealth, and then Brair amd Piliavin’s theory can be viewed as a direct precursor to contemporary social control theory. 

Sykes and Matza’s Techniques of Neutralization: 
1. Denial of Responsibility: I didn’t mean it

2. Denial of injury: I didn’t really hurt anybody

3. Denial of the Victim: They had it coming to them

4. Condemnation of the Condemners: Everybody’s picking on me

5. Appeal to Higher Loyalties: I didn’t do it for myself

Chapter 11- Social Learning Theory  
Introduction:

There are really two theories under this generic name. The first was developed by C. Ray Jeffery as a directed application of popular operant-based learning theories from psychology. The other, which has received greater acceptance by criminologists, is Ronald Aker’s social learning theory. 

Social learning theory is primarily an extension of Edwin Sutherland’s differential association theory.  

Both these theories rely on behavioural psychology. There are two general types of psychological approaches: Operant learning theory (B.F. Skinner) and social learning theory. B.F. Skinner’s original version of operant theory allows only for direct material sources of reinforcement and punishment. Social versions of learning, on the other hand, being with Skinner’s theory and add the concept of indirect social stimuli and cognitive processes.  Jeffery uses the more straightforward Skinnerian approach, whereas Akers relies on the social learning variety. 

The Heritage of the Theory

The Social Heritage:

The optimistic spirit of the early part of the decade led psychologists to believe otherwise untreatable behaviour problems could be successfully treated by using the newly developed behavioural therapies. 

Recognition of the rights of mental patients gave them a right to treatment, rather than just being warehoused. 

An optimistic philosophy had also developed in corrections and the juvenile justice system, with state and federal governments funding several experimental programs. Among those programs, behaviour modification appeared to have the most promise, largely because it seemed to work within institutions, if not outside them. 

Ultimately, however, futuristic books and films that emphasized the possible abuses of behaviour programming and mind control as well as suspicions about government abuses of power that developed with the Watergate scandal probably all contributed to public concerns about behavioural psychology and created a strong reaction against the behaviour modifications movement. Radicals, in particular, objected to the use of behaviour modifications, claiming it was an elite plan to brainwash those who threaten the state. 

The Intellectual Heritage:

The most obvious intellectual source of social learning theory is behaviouristic psychology. Ray Jeffery adopted the approach as a faculty member at Arizona State University, where two prominent psychologists, Arthur and Carolyn Staats, were making strides in the new filed of behaviour modification.

Robert Burgess had studied behavioural psychology and convinced Akers it could profitably be applied to criminology. Burgess was later to employ learning theory in several environmental programs, including an antilittering program for a park system.

Both Jeffery and Akers published their original learning theory articles as an explanation of Sutherland’s statement. Jeffery was in fact one of the last of Sutherland’s students. 

Many criminologists today see social learning theory as an extension and modernization of differential association theory.   

The Theoretical Perspective
Operant and General Social Learning Theories

Operant learning theory is concerned with the effect an individual’s behaviour has on the environment and, subsequently the consequences of that effect on the individual. 

As Skinner relates, behaviour is shaped and maintained by its consequences. Behaviour is a product of present and past events in the lift of the individual. The contingencies of reinforcement and punishment (aversive stimuli) determine whether the frequency of any particular behaviour is increased or diminished. 

Six basic principles: Positive reinforcement, negative reinforcement, positive punishment, negative punishment, discriminative stimuli and schedules. 

Reinforcement may be described as any event that follows the occurrence of behaviour. Some events directly increase the frequency of behaviour they follow. These are positive reinforcers or rewards. (A mother giving a child a cookie for doing something good)

Other events increase the frequency of behaviour if they remove something undesirable following the behaviour. These are called negative reinforcers. (if a child does something bad and then says he is sorry, the mother may not punish the child) 

The easiest way to distinguish between the two is positive reinforcement provides a reward and negative reinforcement removes some form of punishment.

Punishment, or aversive stimuli, is the opposite of reinforcement. That is, it reduces the frequency of any behaviour it follows. The process of decreasing the emission of behaviour through the presence of an aversive stimulus is called positive punishment. (This is the typical reason for spanking a child.) Negative punishment results in the removal of rewards that would ordinarily have been present after a behaviour. (In this case, the child does not get the cookie.)

Discriminative stimuli do not occur after behaviour but are present either before or as the behaviour occurs. They can be used to control behaviour because they indicate whether reinforcement or punishment id forthcoming. They function as cues, or signals, that help the individual determine those situations in which a particular behaviour may be appropriate (likely to be reinforced). It is this form of stimulus that is crucial in social settings; almost all our social world is composed of discriminative stimuli. Advertising, for example, is primarily based on the use of discriminative stimuli to get us to associate a product with something we find rewarding.  

Schedule of consequences refers to the frequency with which, and probability that, a particular consequence will occur, as well as to the length of time it occurs after the behaviour. Those consequences immediately following behaviour have having a high probability of occurrence are the once that have the strongest effect on the individual. This means some form of behaviour will be preferred over others because of their reinforcement schedule. It means if we wait too long to punish someone for a crime, the punishment will lose much of its effect. 

Learning, then, takes place because of the consequences associated with behaviour. If an individual is reinforced after doing something, that behaviour will occur again: the behaviour has been learned. If punishment occurs after certain behaviour, the individual learns to avoid that kind of behaviour. 

Social environment contains possible situations, each of which might provide different cues and consequences for a behaviour. 
Social learning theory also considers the concept of imitation or modeling, to be central to the learning process. This involved the process of learning by observing the behaviour of others. 

Strict operant learning theory insists learning must be based on behaviour and consequences applied to the individual, not some other person. Social learning theory is different from the operant learning theory in that it adds the social environment to the learning process. Under this approach, it is possible to learn not only from other people around us but also from television and movies. 
Jeffery’s Differential Reinforcement Theory:

Sutherland’s theory needed reformulation into modern learning theory, but Jeffery maintained that once that was done the theory no longer would be a theory of social reinforcement. It would be a more complete theory that could explain how “criminal behaviour can be maintained without social approval.” 

Jeffery thought his new learning theory put differential association to rest by convincingly adding non-social explanations for behaviour.

He added one more set of concepts to the six basic operant principles: satiation and deprivations. It suggests a stimulus will be more or less reinforcing depending on the individual’s current condition. For example, a person who already has wealth (satisfied) will be less likely to find robbing someone of their money to be reinforcing, while the impoverished individual (deprived) will more likely see the money as a reinforcer. 

A brief summary of differential reinforcement is as follows: People do not have the same past experiences; therefore, their conditioning histories are different. The stimuli people experience daily also have distinct meanings that produce differing qualities of reinforcement. Among these stimuli are some that have previously affected criminal behaviour, thus, some people have been reinforced for criminal behaviour and some have been punished. Since most consequences are relatively intermitted (rarely is anything rewarded or punished every time), criminal behaviour is not reinforced or punished each time it occurs. Instead past experience is sufficient to maintain the current criminal behaviour. 

Jeffery also insisted that the most important forms of reinforcers are material, such as money and cars. As a result, differential reinforcement maintains that one does not need associates to provide reinforcing consequences for criminal behaviour, for the product of the crime itself can be the reinforcer. 

Other people are said to be important for their discriminative value; that is, they provide cues about the probability of being rewarded for a criminal act. This decreases emphasis on social reinforcement has continued to characterize Jeffery’s work. 

Reinforcing quality of all behaviour lies in the brain. By this Jeffery means that the brain contains pleasure and pain centers that mediate and interpret all stimuli. Now says social reinforcement is really a secondary form of reinforcement and is maintained only by a relationship with the more primary form of biological reinforcement. 

His final approach is that a general theory of crime should have 3 components: genetics, brain structure and function, and learning theory. His perspective is that sociological, psychological, and biological characteristics should be seen as interacting together in a total system to produce criminal behaviour. He posits individuals are born with particular biological (genetic) and psychological characteristics that not only may be predispose, but may actually cause certain forms of behaviour. This “nature” is independent of the socialization process present in the social environment. There is a good deal of interplay between nature and socialization through physical environments and the feedback mechanism existing in biochemical systems. 

Jeffery notes poverty translates to a certain type of diet and exposure to pollutants. Both of these are transformed by the biochemical system into neurochemical compounds within the brain. Thus, poverty indirectly leads to behaviour difference (potentially criminal behaviour) through the interaction of individual and environment. 

He notes that the study of criminal behaviour is not possible without an understanding and theory of criminal law. A summary of his overall approach combining both behaviour and law is as follows: humans are born with biological and psychological differences. These difference lead to direct conflict with other humans. To reduce this conflict, humans must be socialized into conformity, and, lacking this, control systems (the state and criminal law) must be created to restrict behaviour. Criminal behaviour is behaviour restricted by these control systems. 

Aker’s Social Learning Theory: 
Arkers and Burgess provided criminology with the second connection between psychological learning theory and differential association.

“Differential association-reinforcement theory,” was not originally intended as an alternative to Sutherland’s theory. Of necessity, however, it became a “new broader theory.”

It is obvious Akers views the social environment as the most important source of reinforcement. He even suggests that most of the learning of deviant behaviour is the result of social interaction. It is the presence of various subcultures in society that allows us to predict which stimuli are likely to be effective reinforcers for people. This approach leads to the presence of definitions as one of the crucial aspects of the theory: 

Definitions of behaviour, both for Sutherland and Akers, are the oral components of social interaction expressing whether something is right or wrong. Akers refers to these definitions as verbal behaviour and notes they are learned just as any other behaviour is learned. 

Once learned, however, definitions become a form of discriminative stimuli or cues about the consequences to be expected from other behaviour. They can be general beliefs, applying to a range of behaviour, or specifically focused on a single form of behaviour. 

Those indicating approval of certain behaviour are clearly positive in their action: they denote the behaviour is morally correct and will be rewarded (positive reinforcement). Others are neutralizing definitions, providing a way to avoid some (or all) of an expected punishment and justifying or excusing the behaviour (negative reinforcement). 

The most recent version of social learning theory retains the seven-proposition format of the original.

1. Deviant behaviour is learned according to the principles of operant conditioning.

2. Deviant behaviour is learned both in non-social situations that are reinforcing or discriminating and through that social interaction in which the behaviour of other persons is reinforcing or discriminating for such behaviour

3. The principal part of the learning of deviant behaviour occurs in those groups which comprise or control the individual’s major source of reinforcements. 

4. The learning of deviant behaviour, including specific techniques, attitudes, and avoidance procedures, is a function of the effective and available reinforcers and the existing reinforcement contingencies.

5. The specific class of behaviour learned and its frequency of occurrence are a function of the effective and available reinforcers, and the deviant or non-deviant direction of the norms, rules, and definitions which in the past have accompanied the reinforcement.   

6. The probability that a person will commit deviant behaviour is increased in the presence of normative statements, definitions, and verbalizations which, in the presence of differential reinforcement of such behaviour over conforming behaviour, have acquired discriminative value.

7. The strength of deviant behaviour is a direct function of the amount, frequency, and probability of its reinforcement. The modalities of association with deviant patterns are important insofar as they affect the source, amount, and scheduling of reinforcement. 

Social learning theory states people learn both deviant behaviour and the definitions that go along with it. 

The learning can be direct, as through conditioning, or indirect, as through imitation and modeling. 

The learned deviance can then be strengthened by reinforcement or weakened by punishment.

 Its continued maintenance depends not only on its own reinforcement but also on the quality of the reinforcement available for alternative behaviour. 

If the definitions of deviant behaviour are reinforcing and if alternative behaviour are not reinforced as strongly, an individual is likely to engage in deviant behaviour. 

Classification of the Theory 
Social learning qualifies as a positivist theory. It focuses more directly on behaviour and presents an obvious treatment or remedy for deviance. Because learning theory is focused on the individual, it is NOT easily classified as a microtheory. Even though the theoretical principles are general enough to apply to all behaviour, it is a direct attempt to explain how individuals come to engage in criminal behaviour. 
Social learning is also a processual theory. It explains the process by which criminal behaviour takes place and tells us why that behaviour occurs. 

The more difficult point of classification is that of consensus-conflict. The theory itself does not require either orientation, so we must look to the theorists to determine which it is. 

We would infer Jeferry takes a consensus orientation to society. This appears to be the case because his work provides many applications to “treat” criminal behaviour, yet he does not question the origin of those laws requiring treatment. He does state a theory of the creation of law is necessary before one can discuss criminal behaviour. 

Akers believes there is a core of consensual values, while “admitting the important of power and conflict.” This, he says, is a pluralist conflict approach. Since both these theorists seem to assume a core set of common social values, however, we will classify social learning theory as a consensus theory. 
REFER TO PAGE 171 IN BOOK FOR MAJOR POINTS OF THE THEORY IF NEEDED

Policy Implications: 

While crime policies have not been directly proposed from social learning theories, there are several examples of behaviour modification projects involving inmates and delinquents. 

The program has been set up to reward inmates or delinquents for correct behaviour and to punish incorrect behaviour. “M&M” economy, the treatment scheme is designed to move the individual through successive sages of behaviour. At each stage, the individual is rewarded for doing something correctly thereby “learns” the new behaviour. Results of this program have been positive. However, after they leave the controlled environment, they learned behaviours tend to disappear.

Environmental design: The more difficult it is to commit a behaviour, the less likely an individual will be to do that act.  (placing large bills in floor safes)

Dictionary Terms

Vocabularies of motive: A concept outlined by the literary critic Kenneth Burke as one of his 5 dramatistic terms: who, what, when, where, and why? The term was first developed sociologically by C. Wright *Mill to capture the language by which people describe their motivations and account for their conduct. Motivational talk is usually part of a wider *ideology, such that certain stated motives will be much more acceptable in given contexts than in others, and motivational statements are hence relative. 
Learning Theory: The formulation of laws or principles of learning, learning theory is usually identified with *behaviourist ‘stimulus-response’ models of learning, centred on the process of *conditioning. Psychologist now view learning as a process involving *cognition and information handling, and as a rule do not attempt to develop highly generalized theories of learning. 
Functionalism: Emile *Durkheim is most closely associated with functionalism since he often employs analogies with biology. *organic analogy, in which society is seen as an organic whole, each of its constituent parts working to maintain the others, just as parts of the body also work to maintain each other and the body as a whole. A functional explanation accounts for the existence of a phenomenon or the carrying out of an action in terms of its consequences-its contribution to maintaining a stable social world. For example, a functional explanation of the existence of crime is that it serves to mark out and reinforce (through punishment) the boundaries of socially acceptable behaviours, so that crime is therefore a normal feature of social life. It is a consensus theory. It is structural. It is positivist. It is micro-functionalism dealing with the individual and small groups, and macro-functionalism dealing with large scale systems such as civilizations.

Durkheim: Founded functionalism. 
Pathology: Strictly speaking, the scientific study of organic diseases, their causes and symptoms (hense, pathologist) Pathological suggest morbidity and abnormality, so the term has also been extended to certain branches of *psychiatry and *criminology, most obviously in the widespread use of the term ‘psychopath.’ In sociology, pathology was once held to be analogous to deviance and social problems or ‘social disease’ (in the work of Durkeim) and the concept also blurs into the associated notion of *social pathology. 
Summaries of Readings Course Pack

Cultural Transmission SHAW AND McKAY: (General overview of research and theory)

The theory simply states that "traditions of delinquency are transmitted through successive generations of the same zone in the same way language, roles, and attitudes are transmitted." They defined social disorganization as "the inability of local communities to realize the common values of their residents or solve commonly experienced problems."
The three traditional sources of social disorganization in social disorganization theory are: residential instability; racial/ethnic heterogeneity; and poverty. These were also the three ways in which "criminal traditions" got embedded into communities. 
· residential instability/mobility -- population turnover where many residents move frequently or are looking to move (nobody invests in community they are going to leave anyway)
· racial/ethnic heterogeneity -- different races, cultures, and language create the perception of insurmountable barriers (diversity not happening as a good thing) with people isolating themselves and avoiding meaningful interaction or common ground to share
· poverty -- inadequate resources, primarily due to a low tax base, which prevent a community from being able to deal with local problems (significant portions of the population are focused on survival in an area they would much prefer to leave as soon as possible)
SHAW and McKay were also concerned about the three D's of poverty: Disease, Deterioration, and Demoralization. They never said that poverty causes crime. Poverty, by itself, is never a cause of crime; it only facilitates crime by deprivation of adequate resources to deal with crime. They only said that "poverty areas" tended to have high rates of residential mobility and racial heterogeneity that made it difficult for communities in those areas to avoid becoming socially disorganized.
These two population variables (mobility or turnover which impedes informal structures of social control, and heterogeneity which obstructs the quest to work together on common problems) have become the primary causal variables for social disorganization theories.
Children living in the low-rate communities are, on the whole, insulated from direct contact with these deviant forms of adult behaviour. 

In the middle-class areas and the areas of high economic status, moreover, the similarity of attitudes and values as to social control is expressed in institutions and voluntary associations designed to perpetuate and protect these values. (Consensus theory)
Within the same community, theft may be defined as right and proper in some groups and as immoral, improper, and undesirable in others. In some groups wealth and prestige are secured through acts of skill and courage in the delinquent or criminal world, while in neighbouring groups any attempt to achieve distinction in this manner would result in extreme disapprobation.

Evidence of success in the criminal world is indicated by the presence of adult criminals whose clothes and automobiles indicate unmistakeably that they have prospered in their chosen fields.   
Children living in such communities are exposed to a variety of contradictory standards and forms of behaviour rather than to a relatively consistent and conventional pattern. 
Attitudes and habits will be formed largely in accordance with the extent to which the child participates in and becomes identified with one or the other of several types of groups. 

Conflicts of values necessarily arise when boys are brought in contact with so many forms of conduct not reconcilable with conventional morality as expressed in church and school. A boy may be found guilty of delinquency in the court, which represents the values of the larger society, for an act which has had at least tacit approval in the community which he lives. 

Delinquents are familiar with the location of illegal institutions in the community and with the procedures through which such institutions are opened and kept in operation: where stolen goods can be sold ect… 

All boys in the city have some knowledge of these activities: but in the inner-city areas they are known intimately, in terms of personal relationships, while in other sections they enter the child’s experience through more impersonal forms of communication such as motion pictures, the newspaper, and the radios.

The presence of a large number of adult criminals in certain areas means that children there are in contact with crime as a career and with the criminal way of life, symbolized by organized crime. 

Research reveals that boys committed the offenses for which they were brought to court as members of groups. Influence of companions was always apparent.  

The maps representing distribution of delinquents at successive periods indicate that year after year, decade after decade; the same areas have been characterized by these concentrations. This contact means that the traditions of delinquency can be are transmitted down through successive generations and other social forms are transmitted. 

The execution of each type of criminal act involved techniques which must be learned from others who have participated in the same activity. 

The names of boys who appeared together in court were taken, and the range of their association with other boys whose names appeared in the same records was then analyzed and charted. It was found that some members of each delinquent group had participated in offenses in the company of other older boys, and so on, backward in time in an unbroken continuity as far as records were available. 

Communities with high rates of delinquents have social and economic characteristics which differentiate them from communities with low rates. 

Becoming a Marihuana User (Examples of learning process):

In short, a person cannot begin to use marihuana for pleasure, or continue its use for pleasure, unless he learns to define its effects as enjoyable, unless it becomes and remains an object he conceives of as capable of producing pleasure. 

An individual will be able to use marihuana for pleasure only when he goes through a process of learning to conceive of it as an object which can be used in this way. No one becomes a user without 1) learning to smoke the drug in a way which will produce real effects; 2) learning to recognize the effects and connect them with drug use (learning, in other words, to get high) and 3) learning to enjoy the sensation he perceives. In the course process he develops a disposition or motivation to use marihuana which was not and could not have been present when he began use, for it involves and depends on conceptions of the drug which could only grow out of the kind of actual experience. 
The act becomes impossible only when they ability to enjoy the experience of being high is lost, through a change in the user’s conception of the drug occasioned by certain kinds of experience with it. 

All these steps are learned for either close intimate friends or with other people to fit in who eventually become intimate. 

The Functionalist Perspective (Normal, Functions, Deviance, Control, Assessment):
Functionalist theory appears to be guided by an abstractly optimistic viewpoint. Functionalism envisions society as a “goal-directed” system that informs its members about how they must behave if the system itself is to be reproduced. Functionalism converges with cybernetics-a theoretical viewpoint which depicts society as a goal-directed mechanism that deploys information to command needed energetic actions. 

Society is said to depend upon crime, delinquency, political dissent, and other forms of deviant feedback. 

Deviance:

The functionalist perspective on deviance is unique in that it emphasizes the positive contributions of deviance. Something is defined as functional if it has positive consequences for the organization of society as a whole. If its consequences are negative it is dysfunctional. Deviance is said to be functional because it strengthens the bonds of an existing social order. 

Deviance contributes to social order in several ways: by setting moral boundaries, strengthen in-group solidarity, allowing for adaptive innovation, and reducing internal societal tensions. 
Normal: 
As a “moral scientist” Durkheim attempted to identify the necessary or normal features of any healthy functioning society. He also sought to analyze the conditions under which the normative could be restored in societies endangered by the pathology of disintegration. According to Durkheim a pathological society was one in which norms were paradoxically either too strong or too weak. When they were too strong, society would be overly conformist, unable to flexibly adapt to changing environmental circumstances. When they were too weak, it would be too loosely defined and its members too weakly joined to accomplish basic tasks needed to assure its own survival. 

A social phenomenon was normal if it was both universal and necessary. By universal, Durkheim meant that something must be present in all, or the majority of all societies of the same type. By necessary, he meant that it represented a society. If both criteria were met, something could be deemed normal.  
Crime or deviance is an aspect of social life that Durkheim viewed as universally present and as the product of certain determining conditions which necessitated its existence. It is an omnipresent feature of social life necessary for the existence of a stable social order. 

Functions: 

Boundary-Setting Function: In sanctioning the deviant, society informs its members of the type of person they cannot become and still live “normally” within its boundaries. It symbolizes what we are to avoid and reminds us of the sanctions we face if we stray beyond established normative conventions. Such boundary markings enable us to know what is expected of us. We are provided with a kind of moral map to guide us in the dos and don’ts of everyday social life. 

Without deviance there will be no moral boundaries, and without such boundaries there can be no society.

Group Solidarity Function: Deviance may also bring society together against a common enemy. It may increase group solidarity for members united in collective opposition to the normative threats of nonconformity. Ta wage war against deviant “outsiders” may thus strengthen the social bonds of nondeviant “insiders.”

Innovation Functions:  Innovation deviance encourages society to revise its rules in response to new environmental problems. Deviance may help society to adapt by challenging the foundation of old and outdated rules. The deviant rule-breaker of today may be an innovator of new rules tomorrow. Martin Luther King exemplifies the deviant as an innovator. His deviant actions paved the way for a subsequent redefinition of normative social boundaries. 

Tension-Reduction Function: Deviance may also be useful by functioning as a safety valve for strains within society itself. Society sometimes projects its own problems onto the shoulders of some deviant group. Minorities, for instance, may be blamed for tensions produced by society as a whole. By scapegoating its own problems, society may temporarily drain off some of its own self-produced contradictions and tensions. 

Latent Function: Recognized and intended consequences are referred to as “manifest functions.” Unrecognized and unintended contributions are called “latent functions.” Deviance is usually seen as manifestly dysfunctional. It is controlled because society recognizes its disintegrating consequences. Nonetheless it may at the same time have latent functions. For this reason certain acts may be manifestly condemned but latently permitted. 

Positive consequence can be found for just about anything. Prostitution for example, positively one can foresee structural tensions arising within the marriage dyad. Male’s sexual needs can be met without being confounded in a love triangle and it may save the marriage. 

Assumptions: 
Functional analysis begins with the assumption that deviance must be studied in terms of its relationships to society as a whole. 

Functionalist theorists view society as a system of interrelated parts or structures. Each part is to be examined for its relationship to others and to the operation of the entire system. Each part is to be analyzed for the way it contributes to or detracts from the integrated survival of the system. 

Following Durkheim the functionalist perspective recognizes the positive, or functional, contributions of deviance. Some deviance is good for the system. But what about a lot of deviance? Durkheim thought deviance was dysfunctional as well. His statements about the usefulness of deviance were prefaced by the qualification that it must not exceed a certain level. Excess deviance was seen as pathological rather than normal. 

Control:

By providing a system of commonly shared beliefs and values the institution of religion was said to play a central role in integration. Political institutions contribute to setting and realizing societywide goals. Educational institutions teach people necessary social roles. Education thus functions as an institution of pattern maintenance. The family, in both teaching and supporting its members in doing their part, also serve a pattern-maintenance function. So too can it act as an institution of tension reduction. When tension becomes too great, people may deviate. 
Strains or tensions within one part of the social machine, between parts, or between system and another are said to produce adjustive reactions by which the system restabilizes itself. Deviance is pictured as both generating its own control and renewing the system’s equilibrium. 

For Talcott Parson, the heat of excessive deviance is cooled by 4 mechanisms of social control: socialization, profit, persuasion and (when all else fails) coercion.

Socialization: If it were totally successful, no other mechanism would be needed. It teaches people to internalize the patterned roles necessary for achieving ordered social equilibrium. When it is imperfect, profit and persuasion arise as additional mechanisms to secure conformity.

Profit: Reinforces equilibrium producing behaviours. It teaches us that we get payoffs when we conform and punishment when we don’t. Payoffs can range from such things as obtaining a good grade or a top salary to getting the desired smile from a person we value. Punishment can run the same wide gamut. 

Persuasion: People organize their lives as much by symbols as by practical rewards. Sometimes persuasion attempts to correct an existing pattern of deviance. Think of television advertising. This form of persuasion may induce us to adopt a certain look, feel, or way of acting that is compatible with the dominant economic (adaptive), political (goal attainment), religious (integrative), and family-educational (pattern maintenance-tension reduction) institutions of our day. 

Socialization, profit, persuasion are together said to contribute to social control by providing, reinforcing, and legitimizing lines of conformity. When socialization is imperfect, when profit is lacking, and when persuasion is weak, the likelihood of deviance increases. Members become alienated from society. They become lost within the machine-dysfunctional parts which endanger the system’s equilibrium. 

To limit this disequilibrium, society must institute a fourth mechanism of control-coercion.
Coercion: society’s trump card in the game of social control. Its concern with curtailing the forces of disorder underscores the need and legitimacy of coercive state power. According to functionalists the state must exercise its prerogative to constrain nonconformists, even if by violence. 

Assessment: 

The functionalist perspective transports the concept of deviance away from its nearly exclusive identification with the dark and shadowy. It sensitizes us to its more positive consequences. In contributing to social boundaries, group solidarity, and tension reduction, deviance helps to order rather than disorder the social system. In its innovative dimensions deviance may contribute to social vitality by challenging outdated ways of doing things. 

There are disadvantages: 

1) an overly mechanistic view of social life as a social system

2) the circularity of functional analysis

3) the conservative bias of functional analysis

From the cybernetic viewpoint of the functionalist perspective, the social system creates and regulates its own needs. By such adjustments the system is said to defend itself against all threats to its borders. Such militaristic logic is very neat on paper, but where in everyday life do we find such perfectly self-regulating system” It is the contradictory actions of people that create and control deviance, not some impersonal social machine. 

Freeways, weekday mornings, supermarkets, and class registration procedures are not created by a disembodied cybernetic system. They are sociological effects of often contradictory human actions in history. If social life seems more systemlike than spontaneous, more impersonal than personal, more constraining than creative, it is because we have made it that way. 

POINT: With enough imagination one can find a positive function for anything. 

Bias: 
In documenting positive contributions, the perspective fails to ask whether deviance might be more positive for some than for others. The arrested criminal might serve as a moral boundary marker or as a scored target for solidarity, but is being arrested functional for deviance. 

Some people benefit more from deviance and/or its control than others. 

Deviance may be functional. Yet in an unequal society its functions will not be equally distributed. 

The Normal and the Pathological (crime, normal, necessity):

Sentiment: thought, view or attitude toward a situation or event. 

Crime is present not only in the majority of societies of one particular species but in all societies of all types. There is no society that is not confronted with the problem of criminality. Its form changes; the acts thus characterized are not the same everywhere; but, everywhere and always, there have been men who have behaved in such a way as to draw upon themselves penal repression. 

From the beginning of the 19th century, statistics enable us to follow the course of criminality. It has everywhere increased. 

The existence of criminality is normal, provided that it attains and does not exceed, for each social type, a certain level, which it is perhaps not impossible to fix in conformity with the preceding rules. 

To classify crime among the phenomena of normal sociology is not to say merely that it is an inevitable, although regrettable phenomenon, due to the incorrigible wickedness of men; it is to affirm that it is a factor in public health, an integral part of all healthy societies. This result is, at first glance, surprising enough to have puzzled even ourselves for a long time. Once this first surprise has been overcome, however, it is not difficult to find reasons explaining this normality and at the same time confirming it. 

Crime is normal because a society exempt from it is utterly impossible. Crime consists of an act that offends certain very strong collective sentiments. 

Since there cannot be a society in which the individuals do not differ more or less from the collective type, it is also inevitable that, among these divergences, there are some with a criminal character. 

Crime is necessary; it is bound up with the fundamental conditions of all social life and by that very fact it is useful because these conditions of which it is a part are themselves indispensable to the normal evolution of morality and law. 

Crime implies not only that the way remains open to necessary chances but that in certain cases it directly prepares these changes. Where crime exists, collective sentiments are sufficiently flexible to take on a new form, and crime something helps to determine the form they will take. How many times, indeed, it is only an anticipation of future morality-a step toward what will be! 

Crime, for its part, must no longer be conceived as an evil that cannot be too much suppressed. There is no occasion for self-congratulation when the crime rate drops noticeably below the average level, for we may be certain that this apparent progress is associated with some social disorder. 

If crime is not pathological at all, the object of punishment cannot be to cure it, and its true function must be sought elsewhere… 

