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This book looks toward ~ general theory of deviant behavior­
i.e., a system of propositions that arc applicable fiJiill 'lie ·mal1ifold varieties of devi­
ance. Such a theory should account not only for the occurrence of deviance but also 
for the particular forms that it takes. \ Vhether such a theory is possible or how closely 
it can be approached only time and hard work can tell . \Ve have many theories about 
particular kinds of clc\·iance-c.g., crime, jm·cnile delinquency, alcoholism, pro titution, 
and so forth, but only a very modest literature that deals systematicallv with issues that 
cut across the \\'hole field. · 

I have made no effort in this book to compile an inventory of the leading theories 
about this kind of deviance and that. One must, of course, build upon the literature 
that we ha\'c, and much of this book cons•sts of sum manes- of t 1eoru~sand researc 1 

;1bout particular kinds of deviance. Ho\\'en:r, 111\' intention is to offer these as examples 
of more generalized wm·s of th inking about dc\·iance, and to emphasize their possible 
implicatiom for more comprehensive theories of de\·i;mce and control. 

Again, since we must build upon what we lun'C, this book deals more than I 
should have wished with those kinds of deviance-crime and delinquency leading the 
field-that are popularly regarded as serious social problems; these are the kinds that 
the literature is mainlv concerned with. Ilowe\·er, it is important that the reader under­
stand (and I have tried to make this clear throughout the text ) that dc\'iance, as I use 
the term, is just as much concerned with the \'iolation of the normative rules or under-
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standings of households, business firms, fraternities, ball teams, committees, and so on, 
as with "social-problem" deviance, and that all such violations arc as much testing 
grounds for the ideas ventured in this book as arc armed robbery and drug addiction. 

The reader may be disappointed that I han: not dealt at greater length and more 
systematically with social control, especially with such matters as the rehabilitation of 
criminals and the treatment of alcoholics. However, I feel that it is difficult to say 
anything very significant about social control without first saying a good deal about 
deviance and the more general ways in which control is related to de,·iancc. I have 
tried to work out the conception of an interaction process within which dc,·iance and 
control ~l,:e, each respo-nding-to the other and helping to--shaiic -flic--otlicr. Ttis-n1y 
~lieT"tl1at within such a framework it will be possible to classify and analyze processes 
of social control in a fruitful way. To have enlarged greatly on such classification and 
analysis in a book this size would, however, have meant excessive truncation of basic 
concepts and theories prerequisite to a more sophisticated treatment of either deviance 
or control. -

Albert K. Cohen 

preface 
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The subject of this book is knavery, skulduggery, cheating, 
unfairness, crime, sneakiness, malingering, cutting corners, immorality, dishonesty, 
betrayal, graft, corruption, wickedness, and sin-in short, deviance. Deviance, 
in one shape or another, is everywhere. All societies-the United States of America 
and the small societies that are your family and mine-have rules, whose violation 
excites some disapproval, anger, or indignation. And where there are rules, there 
~s deviance. It may be a matter of cheating on Orle's income tax or cheating on 
one's wife, of disrespect to the flag or failing to take one's turn in carrying out the 
trash. \Vhy do so many people insist on behaving in certain ways despite rules to 
the contrary? Or, to turn the question around: \Vhy, despite the manifest con­
venience and utility of violating rules, do so many people insist on complying 
with them so much of the time? 

Our view is that these are two ways of putting the same question, because 
in order to explain why men behave, we would have to know those circumstances 
that make the difference between complying with rules and not complying, and 
in order to explain why men do not behave, we would have to know the same. In 
any case, one way of classifying human actions is in terms of their conformity or 
nonconformity to rules. There are many other ways of classifying human actions, 
but insofar as we classify them this way and try to develop a theory to explain 
why actions fall in the one class or the other, we are concerned with a theory of 
deviant behavior, which is also a theory of conformity. 

To our wav of thinking, one way of putting the question is as challenging 
as the other. Ho~vcver, not everybody sees it that way. Most people, and especially 
those who think of themselves as tough-minded and realistic, tend to take for 
granted that it is fairly natural to misbehave and that the real problem is to explain 
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why people confor~. Thon~as Hobbes, the great English s<!_c:~al philosopher, _ga~·e 
the problem one of 1ts claSSical formulations. Man iilasrate of nature-that. 1s, m 
the absence of the bonds of civil society-is governed by reason in the service_ of 
his passions. These passions are mainly the desire for gain, safety, and reputation 
or glory. To these ends men will employ all means, and destroy one another when 
necessary or expedient. They will relentlessly seek power, and more_power to secure 

\ that power. They will live, said Hobbes, in a perpetual "war of all against all," and 
'the life of man wiltDe nsolitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short." 

In the state of nature there are, properly speaking, no right and no wrong, 
no "conformity" and no "deviance," for there are no laws, no rules, no proper 
restrictions on man's inborn propensity to take care of his own interests. There 
is only one solution open to reasonable men, and that is to covenant together and 
confer on one person or one body of men-i.e., the sovereign-unlimited power 
to make fitting laws and to compel the subjects to comply with them. 

This is the generation of that great LEVIATHAN, or rather (to speak more 
reverently) of that Mortall God, to which wee owe under the Immortall God, 
our peace and defence. For by this Authoritie, given him by every particular man 
in the Common-\Vealth, he hath the use of so much Power and Strength con­
ferred on him, that by terror thereof, he is inabled to forme the wills of them all, 
to Peace at home, and mutuall ayd against their enemies abroad.1 

What keeps men in line is the overwhelming and unlimited power of the sov­
ereign, voluntarily constituted by reasonable men because they well know that 
this alone will prevent them from tearing one another apart in the pursuit of their 
several interests. 

There are other "tough-minded" theories than Hobbes'. Que is to be found 
in the works of many writers of the psychoanalytical school.lbccording to this 
view, the "original equipment" of all members of our species includes a bundle 
of aggressive, destructive energies called the id. The id is not learned; it is just 
"there." It is impulsive, it presses for satisfaction, it does not stop to think. It is 
the source of most behavior that we think of as "bad." As we grow up we learn, 
if we are successfully socialized, to control the impulses from the id. These con­
trols are the ego, or the ability to take into account realitv, to take pains, to think 
twice, and the superego or-roughly-the conscience. \\'hat we have to explain 
is conformity, and this means to explain the growth and the strength of the ego 
and superego controls. In the words of Alexander and Staub: 

The criminal carries out in his actions his natural unbridled instinctual 
drives; h.e acts ~s ~he .child would act if it only could. The repressed, and therefore 
unconsciOus cnmmahty of the normal man finds a few socially harmless outlets . 
. . . The only difference between the criminal and the normal individual is that 
the normal man partially controls his criminal drives and finds outlets for them 
in socially harmless activities.2 

What the social contract and the overwhelming power of the sovereign do in 
Hobbes' theory, the ~g~ and the superego do in the psychoanalytic theory. (\Ve 
hasten_ t~ add ~hat tlus IS one psychoanalytic way of looking at the matter. Psycho­
analysiS IS a_ kmgdom of many mansions.) 

\Ve will make no effort to multiply instances of this general point of view. 

/ !Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (London: Oxford University Press, 1958), p. 132. Italics in v' original. 

2 

2 Franz Alexander and Hugo Staub, Tlze Crimin<ll, the fudge and the Public: A Psycho· 
logical Analysis (New York: Macmillan, 1931), pp. 34-35. 
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\Vc pause only to point out that both these views arc theories of both conformity 
and deviance, but they arc theories in which deviance is not problematical, because 
both theories start from a postulate about human nature according to which the 
tendency to deviance is given, unless there is impressed upon the organism some 
counteracting force for conformity. 

\V c will not try to document the contrary view that man is-or at least some 
men are-naturally good. But we should take note of an observation by the great 
French sociologist, Emile Durkheim, according to whom morality (doing the right 
thing) has two characteristics. One is the familiar, even commonplace idea of 
obligation or duty. But there is more to morality than dreary and reluctant com­
pliance with an onerous sense of duty. The moral is also good-that is, desirable. 
\Vc do not just "go along" with morality. 

\Ve find charm in the accomplishment of a moral act prescribed by a rule 
that has no other justification than that it is a rule. We feel a sui generis pleasure 
in performing our duty simply because it is our duty .... No act has ever been 
performed as a result of duty alone; it has always been necessary for it to appear in 
some respect as good. Inversely, there is no act that is purely desirable, since all 
call for some effort.3 

Durkheim is reminding us that we may get a positive "kick" out of doing 
good-a lift, an elan, a sense of exaltation from doing the "right" thing. And, as 
Durkhcim suggests, it is not just because the right thing happens to be right, and 
would appeal to us, like a dish of ice cream, whether it were right or wrong. The 
satisfaction of doing right has something to do with the fact that it is right, even 
if difficult, dangerous, or costly. Sometimes we even seek out, so to speak, moral 
mountains to scale, and exult in the strenuous climb. Insofar as Durkhcim's point 
1s correct, ooing-·right is more than merely succumbing to a superior force, even 
one that has been "internalized," like a stern conscience. It is attractive in its 
own right, and it makes as much sense to ask "\Vhy should we do wrong, despite 
our sense of duty?" as it does to ask "\Vhy should we do right?" The nature of 
the "charm in the accomplishment of a moral act" is something we shall return 
to later. 

The Functions of Rules 
\Vhatever we may think of Hobbes' argument, he saw 

one thing clearly: if human beings arc to do business with one another, there must 
be rules, and people must be able to assume that, by and large, these rules ,,,.i]] 
be observed. 

\Vhatevcr people want-food, clothing, shelter. sex, fame, contract bridge­
they must get it by working ,.,.-ith and th~ough other people. They must take up 
positions in organized and complex soc1al enterprises: families, clubs, schools, 
armies, political associations, ball teams. Each of these may be thought of as a 
war of fitting together the di,·ersc actions of many people so that the work of 
the world gets done. But. if the actions o_f many people arc to be fitted together, 
there must be undcrstandmgs about who IS supposed to do what and under which 
circumstances. Some understandings may he "better" than others in the sense that, 
if they arc followed, they will get the job done better. But the first prerequisite to 
organized human activity is that there be some understandings, howe,·er arbitrary 
they may be. For example, if traffic is to move along _the highway, it is less impor­
tant whether the rule prescribes that people must dn\'e on the right hand side or 

3 Emile Durkheim, Sociology ctnd Plzilosoplzy (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1963), p. 45. 
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the left-hand side of the road then that there be a rule. The alternative is chaos. 
Of course, it does not follow that the rules must provide a blueprint for 

every human gesture. There is always some room, and often the necessity, for the 
exercise of di-scretion or inclination. Every system can tolerate a certain amount of 
ambiguity, uncertainty, and even confusion, and there are no doubt many rules 
that regulate conduct with such precision and detail that they thwart rather than 
facilitate the accomplishment of human purposes. It may be arguable whether any 
particular rule is necessary or even useful. There must, however, be rules that set 
some limits to discretion and inclination. 

However, rules do not automaticallv translate themselves into action. All 
rules impose a certain discipline and effo;t, a subordination of impulse and self­
interest to the common understandings. In no human enterprise, whether it b.e 
(for example) marriage, business, or politics, can one take for granted that, 1f 
he plays by the rules, things will go his way. He may get bored. The costs may 
prove disproportionate to the rewards. There may be quicker or easier means of 
getting what he wants out of the game than are permitted by the rules. His 
participation in one activity may make demands upon his time, his money, or 
other resources that interfere with his participation in other activities that are 
more important to him. There arc always temptations, therefore, to quit, to give 
to the activity less of himself than is expected of him, to cut corners, or otherwise 
to violate the understandings. Every rule, then, creates a potentiality for dc,·iance. 

Deviance and Disorganization 
Deviance may be destructive of organization in at least 

three ways. First, it may be analogous to the loss or defect of a critical part in a 
delicately coordinated mechanism. An organized social activity is such a mech­
anism, constructed of the coordinated actions of its members. If some of these 
actions fail to come through at the proper juncture in accordance with expecta­
tions, the continued functioning of the larger activity may be impaired or 
destroyed. So, for example, if the commanding officer of a military unit defects in 
the middle of a military operation, or if a contractor fails to honor his contract 
and make deJi,·cry of certain cssci~tial. building materials. However, not all de~i­
ance need be destructive of orgamza t10n; not cvcrv defection or broken promise 
strikes the system at a ,·ita! spot. The fact is, aln~_o_st_~!}y_srstem can_!~e!_<Ite a 

V substantial amount of deviance. Vital points-at which deviance Clepm·es tllc 
Sf5£Ci110fo-ricor-moic essential components-can be determined only by analyz­
ing the organization of the particular activity, and the part played in it by each 
component. 

4 

.. 'll1en again, dc\·!ance may undermine organization by destroyi!lg pc~p~e's 
w1lhngness to play thc1r parts, to make their contribution to the ongo1ng activity. 
It may do this by offending their sense of justice, of the proper ratio hctwccn 
effort and reward. "Idlers," "fakers," "chiselers" "sneaks," "deadbeats," and the 
like, even if _their activities do not directly thrdatcn the interests of the virtuous, 
offend the virtuous because they share in the rewards, sometimes disproportion­
ately~ without undergoin~ the sacrifices and discipline of the virtuous. _It see~s 
unfa1r. It may provoke bitterness and resentment. And it mav undcrmme ones 
own determination to play by the rules--or, for that matter, to play the game at 
all. Just how large a toll in morale, self-discipline, and loyalty to the system is 
exacted by any given amount of deviance of a particular sort is often impossible 
even to estimate, no less state with assurance. 

But the most clcstmctivc impact of deviance on organization is probably 
through its impact on trust, on confidence that others will, by and large. play by 
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the rules. After all, each participant to a collective enterprise has committed some 
resources, foregone some alternatives, made an investment in the future. He has 
done this on the assumption that, if he plays by the rules, so will others. His 
effort, whether it be chasing a ball in a baseball game, doing his homework assign­
ment, or showing up on time to an appointment, makes sense only if comple­
mented by appropriate and expected behavior on the part of others. Distrust, even 
if it is unfounded, weakens organization by undermining motivation; to distrust 
others is to see one's own effort as pointless, wasted, and foolish, and the future as 
hazardous and uncertain. One is then inclined to "pull out.. of the game" if he 
can, and to invest his resources with those whom he can trust, because deviance, 
quite apart from its other effects, destroys faith in future performance. Of course, 
we may be willing to forgive; our serise of injustice may be satisfied by punishing 
the offender-but deviance may still leave a destructive legacy of distrust. 

The critical role that trust plays in all organized social activity is exemplified 
also in activiti:!s that are themscl\'eS deviant, such as illegal betting ("bookmak­
ing"). This is an elaborately organized activity, which requires the services of 
handicappers, who provide predictions of the outcomes of sporting e\ents, on the 
basis of which odds are determined; of wire services, which instantly relay results 
to bookmakers all over the country; and of "layoff bettors" or "banking" book­
makers, who take large bets from smaller bookmakers wanting to hedge some of 
their wagers. If he is to do business at all, the bookmaker must trust these other 
gentlemen, especially since his claims against them are not enforceable at law. 
He must also trust that his customers arc not themselves involved in an organized 
kind of activity known as "past-post betting." A past-post betting operation sup­
plies results of horseraces to customers faster than the wire services can supply 
them to the bookmakers. The customer is then in a position to defraud th<. book­
maker by placing a bet on a race before the bookmaker knows it is over.4 Of 
course, by "trust" we do not necessarily mean faith in the integrity and rectitude 
of others. Trust may rest on the con\'iction that others would not dare to \'iolate 
understandings for very practical reasons, such as retaliation or Joss of reputation. 
\Vhate,·er its basis, trust is the indispensable precondition for any viable enter­
prise, legitimate or illegitimate. 

The bookmaker must also trust the honesty of the sporting events on which 
he is taking bets. 

Goodman A. Sarachan, chairman of the Commission of Investigation of the 
State of New York, told the subcommittee [of the United States Senate] that a 
study by his commission of bookmaking betting volume in New York State in 
1959 showed the following percentages: horse racing, 42 percent; baseball, 30 
percent; basketball, 15 percent; football, 12 percent; boxing, less than 1 percent. 
"The tiny percentage on boxing is a sorry indication of the low state to which 
that so-called sport has fallen," he explained. "E\'cn the bookmakers a\'oid it 
because of the characters who control it, to whom a fix is normal procedure." 5 

Here we sec one "line of business" that has simply not been able to grow 
(or has perhaps declined from a previously more thriving state) because of per­
vasive lack of trust. 

Again, however, we must qualify ourselves. Although trust is essential to 
maintain motivation, it does not follow that a social enterprise can tolerate no 

4 Gambling and Organized Crime (Report of the Committee on Co\'crnmcnt Operations, 
United States Senate, Pennanent Subcommittee on Investigations, 87th Congress, Second Ses­
sion, Report No. 1310, March 28, 1962), pp. 13-16. (Brackets not in original.) 

s Ibid., pp. 20-21. 
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distrust. On the contrary, there arc few human activities in which we do not take 
for granted that somebody will try to cut corners or default on his obligations, 
and we allow for this in our plans. \\'e are almost invariably disappointed by 
corner-cutters and defaulters, but not always surprised. Department stores and 
supermarkets take for granted that a certain amount of merchandise will be lost 
through theft and embezzlement; they allow for this just as they allow for a cer­
tain amount of breakage. To a certain extent, they may "insure against" theft by 
insuring against loss from it-by bonding employees. Many millions of dollars arc 
spent annually for such "fidelity" or "honesty" insurance,6 one very practical indi­
cator of the essential "normalcy" of distrust. Professors arc saddened by cheating 
and take steps to contain it, but assume as a matter of course that some will 
succeed at it. Indeed, measures to prevent deviance or to reduce its cost after it 
has occurred-testimonials to distrust-are integral features of almost all organized 
social action-government, banking, Little League baseball, ad infinitum. Just 
how far the erosion of trust must proceed before it results in the breakdown of 
organization cannot be stated in general terms. It depends on the organization, 
on the position within it of those who arc the objects of distrust, on the costli­
ness of the anticipated deviance, on the mechanisms available for restoring trust 
and providing reassurance (e.g., for "turning the rascals out" and replacing them 
with persons of undoubted integrity) once trust has been shattered. 

Deviance in Support of Organization 
It would be a mistake to assume that deviance is neces­

sarily destructive of organization, that it is at best something that the system 
merely tolerates, or even that it is something that the conforming members of the 
group want to prevent or eradicate. On the contrary, deviance may, in some 
circumstances, make positive contributions to the success and vitality of social 
svstems. 

Deviance Versus "Red Tape" 
By and large, the normative rules that define deviance 

grow out of the collective wisdom and experience of the group. They provide 
solutions (although not the only possible solutions) to typical, recurrent prob­
lems. For example, the rules of an organization may prescribe procedures for 
requisitioning supplies: certain multiple forms must be filled out, certain signa­
tures must be obtained, the forms must be submitted through certain channels. 
These ru_Jes us_ually make sense. They make it possible to keep track of how much 
of each Item IS consumed by each branch or department of the organization; to 
insure tha~ the_ supplies are being used only for authorized purposes; to budget 
and plan mtelhgently for future needs. I Towevcr, it is in the nature of all rules 
that they are catego_rical. That _is, they anticipate some category of situations, and 
stipulate tl:e behanor appropnate to that category. However, no two situations 
which, by the rules, are lumped together in the same category, are identical. How­
ever shrewdly the rules ha,·e been drawn up, and ho\\"e\·er well the\· mav be 
designed for achieving organizational purposes in most of the situations thev cover, 
almost in\'ariabh· some situations will occur in which eonformitv to the nile~ will 
defeat rather than implement the purposes of the organization: So, for example. 
a military unit, or the sales office of a manufactming concern, may encounter 
some unanticipated situation in which it needs certain supplies immediate)\' 
and/or in a quantity in excess of its normal quota. If suppliers conform to the 
rules gm·erning normal quotas and shipping schedules, the materials will arrive too 

61\'orman Jaspan with Jlillel Black, The Thief in the \"{lhitc Collar (Philadelphia: Lippin· 
cott, 1960), pp. 233-234. 
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late and/or in insufficient quantity to do any good, and all parties concerned will 
be losers. In this case, if the organizational task is to be accomplished, somebody 
must violate the rules-as in such cases somebody frequently does. It should be 
noted here that the motivation to deviance in such situations mav stem not from 
a conflict between the interests of some individual or sub-unit and the larger 
organization of which it is a part, but from identification and concem with the 
interests of the larger organization. 

A "Safety Valve" 

. \V~ have observed that everv system <_>_f ~~ci~Lorg~nization 
Imposes a dis<j£)!n_e upon Its 1nembers: it specifics goals they may legitimately 
pursue and the means they may legitimately employ. However, there are always 
s?me persons who, because of their special personal characteristics or their posi­
tion in the social structure, have wants that the rules do not recognize as legitimate, 
or are handicapped in their access to the legitimate means of satifying their wants. 
If the rules are so rigorously enforced that these people arc denied all possibility 
of alternative, albeit illegitimate, avenues to the satisfaction of their "·ants, and if 
enough people are so affected, accumulated frustration and discontent may lead 

~
o an attack on. the rules themselves a1:9 -~!l. the social in~titutions which they 
upport. A certam amounl of deviance, i::hsparaged but not rigorously rcpresse , 
1ay perform a "safety valve" function by preventing the excessive accumulation of ~,....:. 
iscontent and by taking some of the strain off the legitimate order. For example, 

it can be argued that prostitution performs such a "safety valve" function WI 1 
respect to unsatisfied needs, without necessarily threatening the institution of the 
family. It is not necessary to catalog the economic, reproductive, socialization, and 
protective functions performed by the family. If the family is to perform these 
functions, people must be motivated to form families, to adhere to them, and to 
accept their disciplines. One source of this motivation is a system of normative 
rules that links the right to regular, dependable, fully respectable satisfaction of 
sexual needs to the marriage relationship. 

Premarital sexual relationships, if they were in no wise condemned or stig­
matized, would reduce the attractiveness of the married state and the inccnti\'e 
to marry. Extramarital sexual relationships, if not condemned or stigmatized, 
would sometimes involve the married party in deep and lasting emotional attach­
ments outside his family. These attachments would compete with his family for 
his loyalty, affection, and resources, and threaten its stability. Howe\'er, there is 
no assurance that sexual interests, and especially the craving for \'ariety, will be 
satisfied in the marriage relationship. Such assurance is especially lacking in 
societies wherein marriages are arranged by families. In these circumstances many 
men, whose freedom of action outside the household is greater than that of 
women, will seek sexual gratification outside of marriage. There is probably no 
society in which the family successfully monopolizes the provision of sexual 
satisfaction. 

This extramarital sexual satisfaction, it may be pointed out, need not seriously 
threaten the family, provided the sexual relationship is defined by both parties 
and by society gencJtlly as strictly a commercial transaction. The relationship is 
then entirely impersonal-that is, neither party becomes emotionally in\'ol\'ecl with 
or attached to the other, and it establishes no basis for any claim of either part\· 
on the other beyorid "the terms of the contract." Although, more often than not, 
the man is able to carry on this acti\'ity without jeopardizing his social position. 
the woman who sells her sexual ser\'ices is stigmatized and degraded. She is not 
elevated, as a wife would be, to the social status of her sexual partner: neither is 
she socially acceptable as his consort in puhlic and respectable society. Her pre-
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dicament demonstrates precisely the characteristic reactions of society attendant 
Qpon prostitution. Extramarital sex, confined to this transient, commercial, severely 
limited, and disvalued kind of relationship, is least likely to reduce the incentive 
to marry, to threaten the status or security of the wife, or to create bonds of soli­
darity that will compete seriously with the obligations of marriage. 

Of course the forms of marriage, the structure of family systems, and the 
varieties of prostitution are exceedingly varied, and this formulation will not apply 
with the same cogency in all societies. Nor would we argue that prostitution docs 
not have social costs that we have not considered here. However, the argument 
does suggest that the significance of any form of deviance is not exhausted by an 
inventory of negative or, as they have been called, "dysfunctional" consequences.7 

Clarifying the Rules 
Normative rules relieve some of the anxiety and uncer­

tainty of social interaction by specifying rights and duties, the p~rmissible and the 
impermissible. To do this job they must be clear to, and understood in the same 
way by, different participants. However, seldom is the precise meaning of a rule 
obvious, simply from a verbal statement of it. "Don't take what isn't yours," "Do 
your own work," "Friends should stand by one another," arc very crude indicators 
of finely shaded understandings. Just what is included within each term of the rule; 
the exact limits of its applicability; its qualifications and reservations; the intensity 
of feeling associated with it; whether it is a pious sentiment or an injunction to 
be taken seriously-all these can seldom be communicated in a few words, or even 
in a complicated formula. It is a hard fact of life that these things are learned, to 
a great extent, only by testing the limits (or witnessing what happens when others 
test the limits) of propriety and discovering whether one has overstepped the 
bounds. Raised eyebrows, chilly looks, social avoidance, amused smiles, nodded 
approval, may communicate more precisely and forcefully_ than words the true 
scope and meaning of a rule. To repeat: whether some d1sapprove or not, it is 
only by overstepping the boundaries into th.:: zone of deviance that one really learns 
what deviance is, and how far and how often he may safely venture into its con­
fines. 

Pushing the limits and experimenting with deviance does more than play 
a role in the initial learning of rules; it is also the process through which the 
group arrives at common understandings. \Vhen a rule is newly formulated, it is 
usually fuzzy around the edges; there is no general agreement on the limits of its 
applicability. The "trouble case," the event near the borderline, demands of the 
group that it "make up its mind." Very often, especially when the stakes are high, 
special institutions are invoked to consider the matter and speak with authority in 
the name of the group. To reduce the ambiguity of the rules is one of the chief 
functions of courts of law, especially appellate courts. By providing an occasion 
for the clarificativn or reaffirmation of a rule, the deviant may render an important 
service to the other members of the group: they come to know more clearly than 
before what they may and may not legitimately do.8 

Uniting tlze Group (Against the Deviant) 
. It has frequently been remarked thlt nothing unites the 

members of a group hke a common enemy. Competition for wealth, power, status 
and other values; divergent philosophies; boredom, frustration, and fatigue-all 

7 See Kingsley Davis, "The Sociology of Prostitution," American Sociological Heview 
(October 1937), 2:744-755, and "Prostitution," Chapter 6 in Rohert K. Merton and Robert 
Nisbet ( eds.), Contemporary Social Problems (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1 C) 52), pp. 262-288. 

s Compare Kai T. Erikson, "Notes on the Sociology of Deviance," Social Problems (Spring 
1962), 9:307-314. 
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these drive people apart, undermine morale, and impair the efficiency of the group. 
An external enemy, who threatens or is believed to threaten what the members of 
the group cherish in common, arouses the sentiments of the community ~nd 
revives a waning solidarity. Internal enemies may perform the same function. 
George Herbert Mead has remarked with reference to the criminal: 

... the attitude of hostility toward the lawbreaker has the unique advantage 
of uniting all members of the community in the emotional solidarity of aggression. 
While the most admirable of humanitarian efforts are sure to run counter to the 
individual interests of very many in the community, or fail to touch the interest 
and imagination of the multitude and to leave the community divided or indiffer­
ent, the cry of thief or murderer is attuned to profound complexes, lying below 
the surface of competing individual effort, and citizens who have separated by 
divergent interests stand together against the common enemy .... The criminal 
does not seriously endanger the structure of society by his destructive activities, 
and on the other ~and he is responsible for a sense of solidarity, aroused among 
those whose attention would otherwise be centered upon interests quite divergent 
from those of each other.9 

The deviant may, in short, function as a "built-in" out-group, and contribute to 
the integration of the group in much the same way as do witches, devils, and 
hostile foreign powers. 

Uniting the Group (in Behalf of the Deviant) 
The pre~eding paragraph deals with a special case of a 

more general phenomena~: the m:rease in solidarity that results when the mem­
bers of the group subordmate their divergent interests to pursue some common 
task. The ~ask d~es not ~ave to be a hostile response to an enemy; it is necessary 
only that It be, m the hght o~ the group's values, a task worth doing. It could, 
for example, be the reclamation of a deviant, or. tP.e. pro~ection of a deviant 

1 from the .conse~en>rn~sowil~evl"ance, or a ~emonstration of ~he group's 
inexhaustible_p~Ience :n~ -~I~dness m the face of mcessant provocation from a 
deviant memoer: The leaCler of a Quaker work group describes the group's experi­
ence with a deviant member: 

X left our group after the first four weeks of the eight-week program. He 
had ne,ver been awa~ from h?m~ before although he was about 21 years old. He 
co';lldn t. seem to adJUSt to his JOb at the day camp, and he just couldn't stand 
domg his share of the housework and cooking. This lack of doing his share was 
especially hard on us, and we often discussed privately whether it would he good 
for him to relieve him of any household chores. We decided that wouldn't be 
right, but we still couldn't get him to work. Funny, but this sort of made house­
work the center of our group life. \Ve are proud that no one else has shirked his 
chores: there is no quibbling now .... Anyway, X kept being pressured by his 
mother and brother to come home, but we gave him tremendous support. \Ve 
talked it all out with him. \Ve let him know we reallv wanted him to stav. This 
seemed to unite our group. It was working out the problem of X that seemed to 
unify our group. It was working out the problem of X that seemed to help us 
build some group standards. He began to follow some of our standards but he also 
stayed free to dissent. His mother finally forced him to come home.10 

u George Herbert Mead, "The Psychology of Punitive J~stiee," in Lewis A. Coser and 
Bernard Rosenberg (eds.), Sociological Theory: A Book of Rea~mgs, 2nd cd. (New York: Mac· 
millan, 1964), p. 596, reprinted from Am~rican Journal of ~oc10logy (1?18), .23:585-59,~. . 

1o Robert A. Dentler and Kai T. Enkson, "The Functions of Dev1ance m Groups, Socwl 
Problems (Fall 1959), 7:98-107; quotation from p. 103. 
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This quotation is taken from an article by Dentler and Erikson in which the 
authors report on a study of the relative effectiveness of ten Quaker work projects 
in influencing conformity with Quaker norms of tolerance, pacifism, democratic 
group relations, and related social attitudes. Five of the groups were selected for 
case study. The two most "successful" groups-those achieving the most change 
in the desired direction-"had the highest proportions of social isolates, but some 
of the isolates were low-ranking deviants." 11 The authors conclude that having to 
do something about the deviants itself contributed to this success. 111ey suggest 
also that, because deviants perform a variety of functions for the group, the major~ 
ity will ordinarily strive to keep the deviants within the group rather than to expel 
them, up to the point where the deviance becomes too dangerous to the group. 

The Contrast Effect: Accenting Conformity 
The good deed, as Shakespeare noted, shines brightest in 

a naughty world. Indeed, any valued attribute-moral goodness, strength, wit, 
beauty-is apparent, draws attention, and is rewarded in proportion as it is set 
off by the corresponding limitations of others. In a community of saints, goodness 
is taken for granted; nobody has any special claim to respect, or reason for self­
congratulation. Indeed, it may be important to those who behave themselves that 
there be others who do not The deviants provide the contrast effect that makes 
conformity something "special" and a source of gratification. The reader can prob­
ablv testifv from his own experience to the feeling of satisfaction and even exhilara­
tim1 in talking to some other member of a group about the blemi~hes ~nd_ failings 
of some third party. In censuring another's deviance, we are by ~mphca~10n con­
trasting him to ourselves and rewarding one another for our supenor ment. A cer­
tain amount of controlled deviance, then, may provide an anch~r or re_fer~nce 
point against which conformitv can be measured, make conformity mentonous 
rather than commonplace, enh~nce the sense ~f community a_mo!1g the con~or~­
ing members of the group, and in general contnbute to the satisfymgness of hfe m 
the group.12 

A Warning Signal 
Deviance mav also function as a signal light or warning, 

inviting attention to defects of organi~ation. 1 3 Increases in absenteeism from work, 
truancv from school, A \VOL's from the armv, runawavs and other disturbances 
in correctional institutions, surly and sullen compliance \vith orders, and deliberate 
defects of workmanship, may compel re-examination of existing procedures, reveal 
unsuspected causes of discontent, and lead to changes that enhance efficiency and 
morale. The deviant may, by sticking his neck out, thereby render a service to 
reluctant conformers, who may be subject to the same strains but prefer to suffer 
them than to violate the rules. 

Several years ago the Indiana University faculty had a high rate of violation 
of campus parking regulations, in part because of the disjunction between the 
demand for parking spaces and the supply. The virtuous left early for work and 
hunted weanly for legitimate parking spaces. The contemptuous parked anywhere 
and sneered at tickets. One response to this situation was to create new parking 
lots and to expand old ones. Since the new parking spaces were available to all, 
and not only to the former violators, this provides a clear instance where the 

n Ibid., p. I OZ. 
12 See Lewis :\. Coser, "Some Functions of Deviant Behavior and Normative Flcxibilitv," 

American Journal of Sociology (September 1962), 68: 174; Dentler and Erikson, op. cit., p. 101. 
13 Coser, op. cit., p. 174. 
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virtuous-or perhaps the timid-as well as the deviants themselves are the benefi­
ciaries of deviance.14 

Conclusion 
.!!_~y _'_'~cial_dis?~g~-~i~~ion:· -~~!::J.l).Jh~slllis_Q]ution of 

social bonds, -~he d!sintegra tion_ of social groups, or the disruption _of organiz~d 
sOCialaCtl\'ifies, §~yi~!cc is_not t9 .. be id~ntified with social .. disll.tganiza.tiPJJ. Devi­
anc-e-;-ifiiof "colitained, is always a threat to organization. In limited quantities and 
under certain circumstances, however, it m~~J!lJ_por_tanj:_contril:mtions.,to the 
vitality and efficiency o.f -~rgani~~d social lif!!, and even the conforming members 
o1 the group may I1eil:hcr wish to see deviance extirpated nor the deviant members 
thrust out. A simple inventory of possible "functions" and "dysfunctions" of 
deviance such as we have presented here, even if it were complete (which it is 
not), would be only the beginning of an exploration of the part that deviance plays 
in the life processes of social systems. l'vluch remains to be done by way of specify­
ing the conditions under which deviance of various sorts has this consequence or 
that, and at what point the spread of deviance becomes destructive of organization. 

u Albert K. Cohen, "The Sociology of the De\•iant Act: Anomie Theory and Beyond," 
American Sociological Review (February 1965), 30:10. Based on William J. Chambliss, The 
Deterrent Influence of Punishment: A Study of the Violation of Parking Regulations, M.A. 
thesis (sociology), Indiana University, 1960. 
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Deviant behavior, we have said, is behavior that violates 
normative rules. This definition, like most simple definitions, conceals a number 
of troublesome ambiguities-so troublesome that some sociologists have concluded 
that it is impossible to reach agreement on a definition and therefore to stake out 
a field of scientific study called "deviant behavior." But we cannot abandon the 
field so lightly. The idea of deviant behavior is not an invention of the sociologist; 
it is a fact of social life: people in society define certain kinds of acts as violations 
of rules, and certain individuals as rule breakers. Acts and individuals so defined 
elicit characteristic responses, from gentle ribbing to violent retribution. I.t is also 
a fact of social life, and not just a product of sociology's confusion, tha t there are 
obscure borderlands between deviance and conformity: people themselves are 
sometimes unsure of themselves, and sometimes cannot agree on wha t is deviant. 
Our effort in this chapter to clarify the meaning of deviance is not, therefore, just 
an exercise in definition; it is an effort to understand better one of the fundamental 
ways in which people in society perceive and respond to the world around them. 

The Relativity 
of Deviance to Roles 

The study of deviance cannot be simply the study of 
drunkenness, narcotic drug use, extramarital sexual relations, prostitution, abor­
tion, and so forth, as such, for each of these is, in some society and under some 
circumstances socially acceptable. There is no need to discourse at length on the 
'cultural variability in definitions of deviance. Table I, however, is suggestive of the 
range of variability with respect to only 19 aspects of sexual behavior. It is based 
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. on a study of 110 societies catalogued by Human Relations Area Files, Inc. The 
types of punishment that were considered evidence of deviation from sexual mores 
ranged from small fines and parental reproof to torture, enforced suicide, and 
death. These variations in the seriousness with which the respective forms of devi­
ance arc regarded in the various societies are not reflected in the table. 

Behavior is deviant, then, only if the actor is subject to the jurisdiction of the 
rules that the behavior contravenes. This jurisdiction has two distinguishable 
aspects: collectivity membership, and collectivity roles. 

Collectivity Membership 
Collectivities are social systems with names and identities 

to which people are regarded as "belonging." National societies, like the United 
States or China, are such collectivities. These in turn may contain lesser collectiv­
ities like religious bodies, fraternities, factories, families, and gangs. Membership 
in a collectivity is part of a person's public identity; it tags him as a certain 
kind of person and regulates people's behavior toward him; in this sense it is a 
status-position to which is attached a collectivity role.1 Every collectivity has a 

I On the terms "status-position" and "role," sec another volume in this series: Alex Inkeles, 
What Is Sociology? (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), pp. 66-Q7. 

Table 1 

Number of Societies Punishing SpeciSc Types 
of Sexual Behavior 

Number of 
Societies Percentage Type of Behavior 
Measured Punishing and Person Punished 

54 100 Incest 
82 100 Abduction of married woman 
84 99 Rape of married woman 
55 95 Rape of unmarried woman 
43 95 Sexual relations during post-partum period 
15 93 Bestiality by adult 
73 92 Sexual relations during menstruation 

Adultery 
88 89 (paramour punished) 
93 87 (wife punished) 
22 86 Sexual relations during lactation period 
57 86 Infidelity of fiancee 
52 85 Seduction of another man's fiancee 

Illegitimate impregnation 
74 85 (woman punished) 
62 84 (man punished) 
30 77 Seduction of prcnubile girl (man punished) 
44 68 i\lale homosexuality 
49 67 Sexual relations during pregnancy 
16 44 l\lasturbation 

Premarital relations 
97 44 (woman punished) 
93 41 (man punished) 
12 33 Female homosexuality 
67 10 Sexual relations with own betrothed 

Source: Julia S. Brown. ":\ Comparati\c Study of Deviations from Sexual !\!ores," i\meri· 
caa Socwlogical Review (April 1952), 17: 138. 
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set of rules. Part of the meaning of a collectivity role is to be subject to the rules. 
of that collectivity; to claim such a role is to acknowledge that one has become 
subjec:t t?. the jurisdiction of the rules of the collectivity. In an interesting way, 
even mdJvJduals who do not themselves belong to the collectivity and who do not 
approve of its. rules take this collectivity membership into account in their judg­
ments of dev~ance. Thus, for example, non-Catholics may recognize a Catholic 
as "a good Catholic" or "a poor Catholic" and admire the "good Catholic" for 
his faithful adherence to patterns of conduct for which they would criticize mem­
~ers of their own religious collectivity. There are also interesting marginal posi­
tions-e.g., those of sojourner or guest, whether it be in a household or in a foreign 
country. Only in a qualified sense are these people "members" of the collectivity 
that they are visiting; their roles are governed by a special set of understandings 
which may carry, on the one hand, special obligations, and on the other, special 
exemptions. They too may be deviant, but only on the terms defined by the rules 
pertaining to their positions. 

Roles Within Collectivities 
The members of a collectivity are in turn differentiated 

according to their positions within the collectivity, such as "foreman," "teacher," 
"parent." With respect to such positions we may always ask: What are the expecta­
tions or rules that go with the position? Who has a valid claim to the position? 
Let us illustrate by reference to categories of persons that we do not ordinarily 
think of in terms of "positions" and "roles." One example is the "sick" person.2 

1be criteria of the position-what it takes to be "sick"-vary somewhat from cul­
ture to culture. For example, a wide range of conditions that are called "mental 
illness" in our culture are not recognized as illness in others. To claim the sick 
role successfully-or to have it thrust upon one-others must be persuaded that 
one's condition meets the current criteria of the corresponding position. However, 
there is hardly anything that is more difficult to communicate to others than the 
precise quality and intensity of one's aches, pains, weakness, and lethargy; it is 
quite possible to be sick without any visible symptoms or special discomfort; and 
the boundaries between sickness and well-being, according to the current criteria, 
may be uncertain. It is understandable that people are often reluctant to take one's 
word for it that one is sick, and thereby to incur the special obligations that one 
has toward a sick person. Indeed, the individual himself is often unsure whether 
he is unwell enough to be sick and may strive, despite his pain or weakness, to play 
the role of a well person. One of the important functions of the medical profes· 
sian is to certify, when title to the role is uncertain, to sickness, as ~n I.D. card 
certifies to age. They settle the question, in an impersonal and effic1ent way, of 
whether one is sick and whether one is a minor, respectively, and thereby the 
question of what rules he is subject to. In this way they help to avert what could 
otherwise be awkward social situations. 

As a bona fide sick person, one is entitled to exemptions from the rules that 
\vould ordinarily apply to him; he is also subject to expectations that ordinarily 
would not apply. He is entitled to a certain sympathy, support, and consideration 
from others. At the same time, he must "follow doctor's orders," "try to get well," 
be a "good patient," and not exploit his illness by making "unreasonable" demands 
on others. He is not deviant by virtue of being sick; however, he is now capable 

2 Talcott Parsons, The Social System (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1951). pp. 433-447; 
Robert N. Wilson, "Patient-Practitioner Relationships," in Howard E. Freeman, Sol Levine, and 
Leo G. Reeder (eds.}, Handbook of Medical Sociology (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 
1963), Chap. 11; Samuel W. Bloom, The Doctor and His Patient (New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation,l963), Chap. 4. 

14 
the scope of the 6.eld: I 



of being deviant in ways that only a sick person can be deviant. Furthermore, the 
sick role engenders rights and duties not only for the sick person but for all the 
members of his "role set"-<loctor, family, friends, fellow workers-and new ways 
in which they too can be deviant. But it must again be emphasized that these 
are condoned only if he is socially defined as sick. As Bloom observes: 

If Mr. Jones, a bookkeeper, appears late one morning, and he is flushed and 
leaves his desk frequently, he may, without any penalties, go home early if he 
convinces his employers that he is "sick." If, on the other hand, Mr. Jones has a 
hangover from too much drinking the night before, he may feel sick, but it is not 
likely that he will be granted the privileges of the sick role.3 

Much the same can be said of the ro1e of the "bereaved" person. \Vhen 
somebody dies, people take it for granted that certain of his kith and kin will 
grieve. l11e signs that constitute sufficient evidence of grief to justify the claim 
to the bereaved role are culturally variable. In some cultures one must cry incon­
solably. In others it is sufficient, or better, to go around with a somber expression 
and a "stiff upper lip." In any case, if the outward expression is accepted as e\'idence 
of the necessary inner emotional state, the normative rules relative to the bereaved 
role are activated. Like the rules governing the sick role, they provide opportunities 
for deviance to both the bereaved person and to the members of his role set. 
Finally, if the bereaved person is discovered "having fun" or enjoying himself in 
ways that are considered incompatible with his claims to bereavement, he may for­
feit the role of the bereaved person altogether, and all the exemptions that pertain 
to it. Indeed, he is now guilty of a type of deviance that is everywhere regarded 
with a special odium. He has claimed an identity that he does not really have, like 
impersonating a doctor, a married person, or a sick person. To make such a false 
claim is to force other people to take up and play the correlative roles, to subject 
themselves to a certain discipline, to go through elaborate and sometimes stressful 
motions that turn out to be meaningless and "don't count." It is a flagrant viola­
tion of trust. 

Role Conflict 
~ach position that a person~upie~_l~ri...ngs hinL under 

the jurisdiction of a particular set of rules or 'rrole-ew_e~.talliws." If these rules 
make contradictory demands on h1m, it may be impossible, or possible only at 
great cost, to conform to them all. Conformity relative to one rule mav necessitate 
deviance relative to another. Such contradictory demands arising out of one's role­

xpectations arc called "role conflict." 4 

Melvin Seeman has described a number of such conflicts in the roles of the 
school superintendent. Superintendents are expected to work for higher salaries 
for their teachers. They are also expected to interact informally and democratically 
with their teachers. Seeman obtained from school teachers in 26 communities 
"separatism scores" which were ~ssential_ly measures of the exten~ of informal inter­
action between teachers :md theu supenntendents. He also obtamed data on finan­
cial trends in the same schools and communities . 

. . . one of the most striking results was the positive correlation ... between 
the superintendents' "separatism" (as described by the teachers) and the amount 

3 Bloom, op. cit., p. 113. 
4 See Harry M. Johnson, Sociology: A Systematic Introduction (New York: Harcourt, 

Brace, 1960), pp. ZZ-39. 
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of salary increase obtained for the teaching staff over a three year period. In short, 
where salaries went up there was high leader separatism. 

If we assume, as our superintendent evaluation suggests, that the prevailing 
teacher code condemns superintendent separatism, and, of course, approves salary 
increases, we find apparently that the superintendent is placed in the unenviable 
position of being asked to engage in two behaviors which do not "go together." 
In order to achieve salary increases, he presumably must spend his time not with 
subordinates, but with those superiors and community influentials who wield 
power. As one superintendent succinctly put it: "You don't visit your classrooms 
regularly because you're writing publicity for the next levy that you can't have 
fail. It must pass. Therefore, you don't know what is going on in the classrooms 
too well." 

Yet the normative code, it seems, asks him to do both, and though the 
trend is against it, some superintendents do succeed in achieving both salary i~ 
creases and low separatism. It is interesting to speculate on the toll which success 
exacts in mental health or in long run administrative efficiency. That there are 
such tolls is not a matter of pure speculation, for the sense of tremendous pressure 
as a result of joint school and community demands runs through many of the 
interviews with these same superintendents.5 

Role conflict may arise out of contradictory demands within the same role 
relationship as in the instance just described, among different relationships within 
the same role set, among different roles that the same person plays in the same 
social system, or among the roles that he plays in different systems. \Vhcther two 
rules are in conflict depends not on the rules alone but also on other properties 
of the system. For example, two roles may make incompatible demands, but the 
system may be so organized that no indi,·idual is likely to play simultaneously that 
particular pair of roles. The role of "examination proctor" and "friend" may make 
quite different demands, but they come into conflict only if the same person finds 
himself in both positions at once.6 Role conflict is therefore a source of deviance 
that is inherent in the structure and rules of the system itself-in other words, a 
structural source of deviance. (\Ve considered another, but closelv related, struc­
tural source of deviance in the last chapter when we discussed how the rules them­
selves might block the attainment of organizational objectives, and thereby build 
up pressure to circumvent or violate the rules.) 

Validity and Propriety 
We must, in speaking of deviance, specify the system of 

reference and the roles to which the rules apply. l11e real difficulties arise when 
we ask: \Vho is to sav what the rules are? Even within the same svstem, men do 
not agree on what is knavery, skulduggery, cheating, stealing, etc. Are some men's 
opinions worth more than others'? Shall we settle the question by counting noses? 
\Vhat, in short, are "the rules of the svstem"? 

First, however, we should not los~ sight of the fact that the area of agree­
ment may be broader than we sometimes think. After all, disagreements are the 
things that people are noisiest about. We should not allow this noise to drown 
out the broad areas of agreement-sometimes so taken for granted that wl! are 
not e,·en conscious of them. Nor does the fact that the rules are often honored as 
much in the breach as in the observance alter the fact: we all do things we con­
cede are "wrong." 

5 Melvin Seeman, "Role Conflict and Ambivalence in Leadership," American Sociological 
Review (August 1953), 18:373-380. Quotation from p. 376. 

6 See Samuel A. Stouffer's classical study, "An Analysis of Conflicting Social Norms" 
American Sociological Review (December 1949), 18:707-717. ' 
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Much of the disputation about rules is over the question of what the rules 
ought to be rather than over what they are. \ Ve may disagree on the propriety of 
a rule-that is, on whether it is a good, fair, reasonable rule-but agree on its 
ralidity. This is not a trifling distinction. To concede the validity of a rule is to 
concede that people have a right-even an obligation-to use it as a standard of 
judgment and to apply sanctions to those who violate it. I may think that the 
speed laws in my city, or the rules about smoking in classrooms on my campus, 
are silly, but I recognize that they are valid rules; this recognition implies at least 
that the "proper authorities" have the right to enforce them if I violate them. 
This is a distinction of great practical consequence for social systems, for there is 
a lot of room for disagreement about the propriety of rules without upsetting the 
smooth workings of a social system. There is little room, however, for disagree­
ment about what the rules are if people are to live and work together. This is why 
one of the most important features of a social system is the understandings people 
have about how rules acquire the stamp of \·aliclity-that is, about how, notwith­
standing different notions about what the rules ought to be, some rules come to 
be recognized as the rules in force, the "rules we go by," the rules entitled to the 
backing of constituted authority. 

This distinction is applicable to social systems of every scale, from legislative 
bodies to engaged couples. l'v[en who disagree vigorously on what the laws ought 
to be, at least agree on those procedures by which proposed laws become the laws. 
A couple who disagree on the wisdom or necessity of some understanding-e.g., 
whether a certain piece of information should be kept a secret between the two 
of them-may nonetheless agree that that is the understanding because on such­
and-such an occasion they "promised" to treat it as a secret. It is when the criteria 
of validity themselves break down that the basis of organized social action 
disintegrates. 

This does not mean that differences with respect to the propriety of rules 
are inconsequential. l\[uch has been written about the ineffectiveness of rules of 
Jaw that run athwart of the community's sense of fitness and propriety, or-to put 
it in other words-that are out of joint with those less precise and uncodified rules 
that we call the folkways and the mores, and that provide a framework for evaluat­
ing the propriety of the legal rules. The argument has sometimes been overworked; 
"respect for law" confers upon legal rules a powerful authority, even over those 
who believe them to be unjust. But certainly rules lose much of their ability to 
command compliance if they are resented as unjust, and the sense of propriety 
becomes an important factor in accounting for deviance. The significance of valid­
ity and propriety are well illustrated by Harry V. Ball in his study of rent-control 
violations_; 

In 1952, landlords in Honolulu were legally bound not to charge more rent 
than the maximum established by one of three legal procedures, the procedure 
depending upon the time of constr,uction of the housing ~nit and the time. that 
it first came under rent control. 1 hese procedures were mtended to be fan to 
both landlords and tenants. However, as it turned out, these procedmes did not 
to the same degree take account of the general postwar inflation. Harry V. Ball 
analvzed the responses of the landlords of 1,068 rental units to a questionnaire 
aski~g each landlord to state precisely what rent he believed would provide him 
a fair return. This was compared with the legal maximum rent as indicated for his 
unit in the Rent Control Commission's files. As expected, the proportions. evalu­
ating their ceiling rents as unfair varied with the procedures used in fixing the 
rent. From the procedure which made the least allowance for postwar inflation 

7 Harry V. Ball, "Social Structure and Rent-Control Violations," American Journal of 
Sociology (1960), 65:598-604. 

17 
the scope of the field: I 



to that which made the most, the percentages were 70.4, 53.6, and 40.3. At the 
same time, at least one adult tenant of each rental unit was interviewed to deter­
mine the rent actually paid and the services actually offered. From this it was 
possible to determine for each of 1,050 units whether it was a violation or non­
violation of the rent-control regulations. l11e percentage of violations for the three 
categories in the same order were 29.2, 14.9, and 7.3. The percentages of viola­
tions according to the landlord's evaluation of the ceiling are given in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Percentage Distributions of Ceiling Violations and Nonviolations 
by Landlord Evaluations 

Evaluation of Ceiling 

Fair 
Don't know 
Unfair 
No response 

Totals ( '7o) 
Totals (N's) 

Violations 

92.5 
7.5 

100.0 
232 

Nonviolations 

34.0 
4.2 

54.6 
7.2 

100.0 
818 

Total 

26.4 
3.3 

63.0 
7.3 

100.0 
1,050 

Source: Harry V_ Ball, "Social Structure and Rent-Control Violations," American foumal 
of Sociology ( 1960), 65: 603. 

The most striking observation is that not one "fair" response is located in 
the violation category. There can be no doubt that the sense of unfairness is an 
important determinant of violation. On the other hand, 54.6 per cent of the non­
violations also involved an evaluation of the ceilings as unfair, so this of itself 
was apparently not enough to induce a violation. It should be noted that the 
study distinguishes carefully between general attitudes toward rent control and 
attitudes toward the specific ceilings that are established. In the questionnaire 
each landlord was asked, "Do you believe rent control in Honolulu is necessary 
at the present time?'' There was no relationship between violations and the 
responses to this question_ l11e mere fact then, tha.t one ?isagrees with the neces­
sity of a law does not mean that he feels free to v1olate 1t. The st~dy as a whole 
serves to remind us that the sheer fact that a rule has been established according 
to certain recognized procedures confers upon it a certain validity and moral 
authority quite distinct from that conferred upon it by our recognition of its 
necessity; that if the rule is felt to be unjust or unfair in its specific applications, 
the barriers to violation are greatly reduced; and that, finally, even then violation 
is by no means assured. 

Aberrant and Nonconforming Behavior 
The distinction between validity and propriety reminds us 

of a related distinction, made by Robert K. Merton, between two classes of deviant 
behavior, "aberrant behavior" and "nonconformity." The aberrant violates the 
rules but neither disputes their validity nor tries to change them; he is more 

~ inter~sted in getting away with his vio_lati~n th~n with doi~g ~nything about the 
~ rule 1self. Most of those whom we ordmanly thmk of as "cnmmals" would fall in 

this category_ l11e nonconformer, on the other hand, "aims to change the norms he 
is denying in practice. He wants to replace what he believes to be morally suspect 
norms with ones having a sound moral basis." _There~o_:_~, whereas the_ aberr~nt 
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i hides his dcv~~~ce: the nonconformer ~(!~ks to draw attention to what he believes 
4 tooc m1perfcct nornis by-oi)eni); ·flouting them. In shor( the aberrant is commonly 

assumed to be acting out of self-interest; the non-conformer out of disinterested 
reforming zeal.8 The different aims give rise to different styles of deviance. Of 
course, even the nonconformer may recognize the validity of the rule whose pro­
priety he denies and which he is trying to replace. Should he, however, deny the 
criteria of validity themselves, he is withdrawing from the rules the last shred of 
legitimacy. The rebe~ is _neither a}?errant nor nonconformer; he does not merely 
quarrel with the wisdom of this or that rule, but denies the very authority on 
which the claim to validity of a whole set of rules rests. Luther was an abominable 
heretic in the eyes of the Catholic Church, not so much because he wanted to 
change some of the rules, but because he denied that promulgation by the Pope 
conferred upon them any special validity: 

Therefore [he wrote] it is a wickedly devised fable-and they [the Ro­
manists] cannot quote a single letter to confirm it-that it is for the Pope alone 
to interpret the Scriptures or to confim1 the interpretation of them. They have 
assumed the authority of their own selves .... Only consider the matter. They 
must needs acknowledge that there are pious Christians among us that have the 
true faith, spirit, understanding word, and mind of Christ; why then should we 
reject their word and understanding, and follow a pope who has neither under­
standing nor spirit? Surely this were to deny our whole faith and the Christian 
Church .... \Ve should gain courage and freedom and should not let the spirit 
of liberty (as St. Paul has it) be frightened away by the inventions of the popes; 
we should boldly judge what they do and what they leave undone by our own 
believing understanding of the Scriptures, and force them to follow the better 
understanding, and not their own.9 

\:Vhen differences reach this point, the last bit of common ground has indeed been 
washed away. 

Institutionalization 
There remain those situations in which there is no clear­

cut answer to the question, "\Vhat arc the rules of the system?" -because there is, 
as a matter of social fact, no consensus on what the rules are. And because there 
is no consensus, some people, stigmatized by others as deviant, refuse to accept this 
definition of thcmsch·cs. Those rules whose authority and validity arc unquestioned, 
we speak of as "institutionalized." 10 - \ 

Perfect institutionalization is the exception. In a heterogeneous, rapid]}~ 
changing society, there are few rules whose validity somebody docs not deny and 
whose application is not regarded as an illegitimate attempt on the part of some !9 
enforce their predilections on others. \Ve must emphasize again that we are not 

s Robert K. Merton and Robert A. Nisbet ( eds.), Contemporary Social Problems (l':ew 
York: Harcourt, Brace, 1961), pp. 725-728. Quotation from p. 726. 

9 Martin Luther, "Address to the Nobility," tr. by C. A. Buchheim, in The Harvard 
Classics (New York: P. F. Collier and Sons, 1910), Vol. 36, pp. 284-285. (Brackets added.) 

IO Our use of this term is· closest to that of Talcott Parsons in his Tile Social S)·stem 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1961), p. _39. For Parsons it s!gnifies the. degree to which 
normative expectations are slwred and to which people feel cormmtted to then fulfillment. The 
term also connotes the degree to which rule~ arc formal_ly spe!led ~nt and backed by sanctions. 
Sec Harry M. Johnson, Sociology: A SystematiC Introductl~n (New ":1 ork_: Harcourt, Brnce, 1960), 
p. 20; and lnkclcs, op. cit., pp. 67-68. Sm~e these vanous char~ctensll~s do not always vary 
together and in the same direction, we find It necessary to make It exphcit that we are usmg 1t 
primarily in the sense of "sharcdness." 
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speaking of :rvlerton's "aberrant," who does not dispute the validity of the rule he 
violates. We are speaking of those who refuse to accept the critical judgment of 
others because they deny the rule on which the judgment is based. If the rule 
has become codified into law, they either deny the right of the law to extend its 
rule over this behavior, or insist that there is some "higher law" that takes prece­
dence. Thus some homosexuals, some people who have recourse to illegal abortion, 
some adherents of extreme and proscribed political groupings, and some mari­
lmana users refuse, whatever the law or "public opinion" may have to say about 
them, to accept the definition of their behavior as violations of valid rules, and 
the definition of themselves as deviant. 

Even where institutionalization is imperfect, however, one rule or set of rules 
is usually dominant. By this we do not mean that more people believe in it, al­
though usually they do. \Ve mean rather that some rules enjoy a certain respect­
ability that their rivals do not: they may be freely and publicly assented to; they 
represent the folk wisdom of the society and require no defense; they are the rules 
that are publicly recognized, if not always observed, by respected public figures; 
they are the common sense of the solid citizen. Those who dispute these rules are 
seen as and tend to see themselves as "outsiders." They may be powerfully con­
vinced of the rightness of their views, but they are on the defensive. Openly to 
espouse their beliefs is unsafe; it invites trouble. The insiders need not be circum­
spect; they know that all sensible people agree with them. The outsiders can 
speak freely only in "off-beat" groups of the same persuasion. If they can speak 
out publicly at all, it is uneasily and defensively. They may know they are right, 
but they also know that it is their beliefs that are "strange." 11 

Thus, in the American system, not only th~ homosexual, ~ut ?e who would 
defend homosexuality as "all right," is an outs1d~r; t~e conscie.nhous and con­
vinced atheist, and especially the outspoken atheist, IS an. outsider;. the regular 
marihuana user who is an insider of the "cool" world still sees himself as an 
outsider relative to the world of "squares," 12 and it is clearly the squares who 
represent the "main stream" of American society. 

As we move still farther from the pole of perfect institutionalization, we 
arrive at the point where no rule is clearly dominant. At this point two groups­
each confident that it is in the main stream, neither feeling that it is an outsider­
confront one another; or there may be no clear alignment of groups, but just a 
general uncertainty about what precisely the rules are and how far the limits of 
the permissible extend. Thus, at one time those who defended boy-girl dating with 
a certain amount of kissing and fondling were clearly the outsiders; today they are 
the insiders, and the former insiders arc "old-fashioned" and "prudes." (At some 
point, of course, the rising curve of the one camp and the declining curve of the 
other crossed, and it would have been impossible then to say whose represented the 
dominant, "insider," position.) The increasingly common pattern of boys and 
girls embracing and nuzzling one another in the corridors of academic halls is, at 
this moment, of uncertain status. It is still on the defensive and therefore not yet 
dominant, although it appears to be indicative of the wave of the future. 

This discussion does not imply that, as we move away from perfect institu­
tionalization, the concept "deviance" becomes less meaningful and less useful. \Ve 
still have people defining others as deviant; important consequences still flow from 
such definitions; and we still have to explain the occurrence of behavior, notwith-

11 Howard S. Becker uses the term "outsider" synonymously, it seems, with "rule-breaker." 
See his Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 
196 3), Chap. 1. \Ve are pointing ont that e\·en those who deny the validity of the rules, even 
though they do not violate them, may be defined as "outsiders." 

12 Ibid., Chaps. 3 and 4. 
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standing that it is so defined. What this discussion does imply is that, as consensus 
on the rules declines, we must become increasingly careful to specify whose con­
ception of the rules we are, at the moment, working with. It also implies that, since 
deviance depends as much on the existence of a rule as on the occurrence of an 
act, deviance may be created or expunged by changes in rules. Therefore, the 
explanation of deviance must be as much concerned with origins and changes in 
rules as with the behavior that the rules forbid. 

Deviant Individuals and Deviant Collectivities 
In the literature of deviant behavior it is usually taken 

for granted that deviant acts are always the acts of individuals. This probably 
reflects an underlying assumption that super-individual entities or "collectivities" 
are fictions or illusions; as such, they cannot "do" things, and only individuals can 
really commit acts. From the point of view of everyday life, however, it is equally 
taken for granted that collectivities-corporations, countries, universities, fraterni­
ties, armies, lodges, ball teams, trade unions-are real and that they do do things, 
many of them deviant: they break contracts, they commit atrocities, they cheat, 
they violate laws, they do mean, sneaky, and treacherous things. The "man in the 
street" also fears, hates, loves, admires, attacks, and defends them, in much the 
same way that he does individuals. This "man in the street" includes philosophers 
and sociologists, when they are not engaged in writing books or lecturing on the 
nature of reality. They do not doubt that "the gas company" overcharged them 
or that "the university" is not paying them what they are worth. (\Vhether col­
lectivities are real is an interesting and important metaphysical question; as 
sociologists, however, we do not have to-and won't-become involved in meta­
physical arguments.) 

If we apply the label "actor" to any object that is socially defined as an 
agent-as something to which people attribute attitudes, decisions, actions-then 
collectivities arc actors. Of course, to "see" a collectivity and to see it "doing" 
things is not just a matter for the eyes in one's head. A collectivity as a thing in 
its own right comes into existence when people organize themselves in accordance 
with a particular scheme or pattern of relationships. To "see" the collectivity one 
must be able to see the correspondence of an actual set of relationships to such a 
pattern. And to do this, one must have the pattern as part of his mental equip­
ment. The culture of each society equips its members with many such patterns; 
each pattern defines a different type of collectivity. Corporations cannot misbe· 
have in Australian aboriginal society, nor clans in ours, because the patterns that 
define these kinds of collectivities are absent in the respective cultures. 

But the culture does more than lay down through these patterns, the condi­
tions that a structure of social relationships must meet in order to constitute a col­
lectivity of a certain kind. It also includes the criteria on the basis of which people 
attribute acts to collectivities, as distinguished from the several and distinct indi­
viduals who arc its members. These criteria may be implicit and intuitive, as when 
the man in the street says of some country that "it" has wantonly attacked some 
other country, that a mail order house has misrepresented a product in its catalog, 
or that a political organization has engaged in subversive actions. In other cases 
the criteria are more formal and explicit. For instance, a very precise set of rules 
stipulates when a legislature has passed a law or a fraternity has admitted a membe~r 

Of course every collectivity act is the outcome of an ~nteraction process 
among a plurality of in~ividuals, although one single indi.vidual might ~ake the 
crucial decision or physically perform the deed. The question, however, 1s: When 
is an individual seen as doing something in his own right and when is he seen 
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as speaking or acting "in behalf of" or "in the name of" the collectivity? The 
criteria of which we are speaking are the rules we implicitly or explicitly follow 
when we make such distinctions, and these rules are culturally variable. An inter­
action process may also culminate in an attribution of acts to both a collectivity 
and to certain members of the collectivity. For example, following a drowning 
during a fraternity hazing, culpable acts may be attributed to the fraternity and also 
to certain of its members; or, a corporation may be found guilty of violation of the 
antitrust act, and certain of its officers pay for their special contributions to this 
collectivity offense. 

Although these questions about the attribution of actions to collectivities may 
seem somewhat recondite and abstract, they are in fact equally applicable to the 
attribution of action to individuals. This is also dependent on cultural criteria and 
is similarly culturally variable. Mr. Jones drops a banana peel on a sidewalk and 
Mr. Brown slips on it and breaks a collarbone. Did Mr. Jones do anything to Mr. 
Brown or was it an "act of God"? A woman pays some thugs for doing away 
with her daughter-in-law. Did the woman kill her daughter-in-law? A man suc­
cumbs to the deliberately provocative enticements of a fifteen-year-old girl and 
has sexual intercourse with her. Has he raped her? These are the kinds of questions 
that arise in the criminal courtsP The answers depend on the criteria for attribut­
ing agency in the particular legal system. 

Such questions arise, however, not only in courts of law but in the courts of 
public opinion, and there, too, the answers vary from society to society and from 
time to time. In general, social events are the outcomes of interaction processes, to 
which different people contribute in various ways. Whether the event is defined 
as an act at all, whether it is attributed to an individual or a collectivity, and what 
sort of an act it is, are culturally patterned ways of interpreting experience. 

Collectivitv deviance, then, has the same claims to consideration as does 
individual devia.nce. One can study the causes of collectivity deviance, its rates, 
and its distributions. The explanations will require analysis of the interaction 
processes that culminate in events socially defined as deviant acts of collectivities. 
These explanations will be related (though in complex ways that are not well 
understood because they have been so little studied) to explanations of individual 
deviance. The work of Edwin H. Sutherland on "white collar crime" 14--chiefly 
the violation of federal statutes by business firms-is one of the few systematic 
studies of the crime rates of collectivities, and even it does not clearly distinguish 
collectivitv deviance from individual deviance. 

If deviant acts are attributed to collectivities, the consequences are different 
than if they are attributed to individuals. One cannot, of course, horsewhip a 
corporation, or put a university in jail. But both may suffer penalties, ranging from 
public disgrace to forced dissolution-a kind of corporate "execution." Or thev 
may suffer deprivations-e.g., fines-that arc absorbed by the total membership. 
The American Association of University Professors investigates charges against 
colleges and universities; if it finds them "guilty" of-for example-violations of 
rules of academic freedom and of tenure, it "censures" them. Such a censure im­
poses very real disabilities, including loss of prestige, and reluctance of teachers to 
accept positions in the censured institutions.15 

Finallv, the individuals who are members of these collectivities have stakes 
in the "good name" of the collectivity. Since their member~ip in the collectivity 

13 See Richard C. Donnelly, Joseph Goldstein, and Richard D. Schwarz, Crimina! Law 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), pp. 523-660. 

u Edwin H. Sutherland, White Collar Crime (New York: Dryden, 1949). 
15 Detailed and documented accounts of proceedings against colleges and universities may 

be found in any issue of the AAUP Bulletin. 
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is an important part of their public identity-both the meritorious achievements 
and the disgrace of the collectivity attach, in some measure, to them-they have 
an interest in restraining one another from behavior that might result in the at­
tribution of deviance to the collectivity. In this way, the processes of social control 
within the collectivity arc intimately related to the attribution of deviance to the 
collectivity. 

In this chapter we have gone part way in staking out the field of deviant 
behavior. In order to clarify the meaning of "deviant behavior," we have discussed 
its dependence upon collectivity membership and positions within collectivities; 
we have addressed the difficult question of "\Vhat arc the rules of the system?"; 
we have introduced the concept of institutionalization and the distinction between 
validity and propriety; and we have defined deviant behavior to include both 
aberrance and nonconformity, and the deviant actions of both indi,·iduals and 
collectivities. In the next chapter we shall continue to spell out the kinds of 
inquiry with which the sociology of deviant behavior is concerned. 
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. It is one thing to commit a deviant act-e.g., ac_ts of lyin&, 

stealmg, homosexual intercourse, narcotics use, drinking to excess, unfair compeb­
~on. It is quite another thing to be charged and invested with a deviant character­
' .e., to be socially defined as a liar, a thief, a homosexual, a dope fiend, a drunk, 
a chiseler, a sinner, a criminal, a libertine, a rate-buster, a brown-noser, ~ hoodlum, 
a sneak, a scab, and so on. It is to be assigned to a role, to a special type or 
category of persons. The label-the name of the role-does more than signify one 
who has committed such-and-such a deviant act. Each label evokes a characteristic 
imagery. It suggests someone who is normally or habitually given to certain kinds 
of de~iance; who may be expected to behave in this way; who is literally a bund~e 
of odious or sinister qualities. It activates sentiments and calls out responses m 
oth~rs : rejection, contempt, suspicion, withdrawal, fear, hatred . To commit the 
devi~nt ~ct is not necessarily to acquire the deviant character. Say for instance that 
a chtld lies or steals or destroys property. If his deviant behavior is made known, 
he may be socially defined as "basically a good kid," as acting "out of character," 
as "a wild kid," as "mixed up," as "a juvenile delinquent," as "a young criminal," 
and so on, or as some combination of these. But if his deviance does not come 
to light, the situation may provide no occasion for the assignment of a social 
character, deviant or otherwise. Of course, it is also possible to acquire a deviant 
character on the basis of false or erroneous accusation.1 

1 HowardS. Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance (New York : The Free 
Press of Glencoe, 1963), pp. 19-22. 

24 



From Deviant Actions 
to Deviant Characters 

All things considered, it is clear that deviant actions and 
deviant characters are "horses of different colors" -closely related but quite distinct 
from one another. This distinction and others to be discussed below-e.g .. differ­
ences in visibility and in official status-must be taken into account in collecting 
and interpreting data about deviance. 

The Prevalence of Deviance 
People who commit deviant acts-let us call them of­

fenders, to distinguish them from deviant characters-are not a sinister minority 
of underworld inhabitants. Even if we limit the term to people who, at one 
time or another, violate the criminal law, most of us are offenders. One of the 
first studies to dramatize the prevalence of deviance was that of \Vallerstein and 
\Vyle.2 They distributed questionnaires listing 49 offenses under the penal law of 
the state of New York. All these offenses were sufficiently serious to draw a 
maximum sentence of not less than one year. (Although the sampling was not 
rigorously scientific and the results arc not to be taken as accurate indicators of 
the prevalence of criminality in the larger population, these questionnaires give 
convincing evidence that the law violator is Everyman. Subjects were requested 
to check each offense they had committed, and indicate whether they had com­
mitted it before the age of 16, the upper limit for juvenile court jurisdiction in 
the state of New York. Questionnaires were returned by 1,698 individuals-
1,020 men and 678 women, mostly from the New York City metropolitan area. 
Ninety-nine per cent admitted committing one or more offenses. The percentage 
of individuals admitting to specific offenses, excluding those committed as juvenile 
delinquencies, is shown in the following partial list. The table must be interpreted 
judiciously. Some of the acts reported might be technically criminal, but would not 
ordinarily lead to criminal prosecution-for example, some fist fights that would 
appear here under "assault." 

111e mean number of different offenses committed in adult life bv men 
ranged from a low of 8.2 per person for ministers to a high of 20.2 for laborers, 
with a mean of 18 for all men. For the women they ranged from a low of 9.8 
for laborers to a high of 14.4 of those in military and government work, with a 
mean of II for all women. The men reported a mean of 3.2, the women 1.6 of 
juvenile offenses. Although data are not presented on this matter, it is to be 
presumed that very few of these offenses ever came to police or judicial notice. 

Similar conclusions may be drawn from numerous other studies on "hidden 
offenses." 3 It does not follow that there are no differences between "hidden" and 
"official" offenders. On the contrary, those who find their way into court are, on 
the average, likely to have committed more different offenses, to have committed 

2 James S. \Vallerstein and Clement J. Wyle, "Our Law-abiding Law-breakers," ProbcJtion 
(March-Aprill947), 25:107-112,118. 

s James F. Short., Jr., "~h~ Study_ of_ Ju~~nile Delinquency by Repo~ted Behavior: A? 
Experiment in Method and Prehm~nary Fmdmgs, pal.'er read at annual mceh~gs of the Amen­
can Sociological Society, 1955 (mimeographed); Austm L. Porter.~eld, Youth.'" Trouble (Fort 
Worth. Leo Potishman Foundation, 1946); Edward E. Schwarz, A Commumty Expenment m 
Measur~ment of Delinquency," National Probation and Parole Association Yearbook (1945), 
pp. 157-181; Fred J. Murphy, Mary M. Shirley, and _Helen L. Witmer, "The Incidence of 
Hidden Delinquency," American Journal .of Orthopsychiatry ( 194~). 16:686-696; !\~~ynard L. 
Erickson and LaMar T. Empey, "Court Records, U~detec~ed Delinquency, and DeciSion Mak· 
ing," Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Pollee Sc1ence (1963), 54:456-469. 
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Table 3 

Percentage of Men and Women 
Admitting Various Criminal Offenses 

Oflense Men \Vomcn 

Malicious mischief 84 81 
Disorderly conduct 85 76 
Assault 49 5 
Auto misdemeanors 61 39 

Indecency 77 74 
Gambling 74 54 
Larceny 89 83 
Grand larceny (except auto) 13 11 

Auto theft 26 8 

Burglary 17 4 
Robbery 11 1 
Concealed weapons 35 3 

Perjury 23 17 
Falsification and fraud 46 34 
Election frauds 7 4 
Tax evasion 57 40 

Coercion 16 6 

Conspiracy 23 7 

Criminal libel 36 29 

Source: Wallerstein and Wyle, op. cit., p. 110. 

more serious offenses, and to have committed the same offenses more frequently.4 
But the overlap between the two populations is substantial and impressive. In brief, 
we are all offenders, but we differ in the patterns into which our offenses fall. These 
patterns differ according to the number of different offenses committed, their 
frequencies, and the specific combinations in which they appe~r. Some offenses no 
doubt have an affinity for one another. They tend to come m bu_ndles, or some 
lead to others in a characteristic progression. A number of stuches have found 
scales, clusterings, or patterns of deviant actions, and have attempted to devise 
theories to account for them.5 

Visibility and Identification 
From the commission of a deviant act to the acquisition 

of a deviant character may be either a long road or a short one. l:i!',s.Lof all, .tl1e 
ac! !TI.!l,.St_~eco_mesocially visil!l.Uo sg,m~bpd); othe.r than the_ perpetrator. The range 
otvisibility may be limited fo the party or parties to the act; it may include narrow 
c!rcles of intimates, confidants, family, or bystanders; it may extend through 
Circles of ever widening radius to virtually the whole society. Of course, the fact 

4 Short, op. cit. 
. 5 ~- Ivan Nyc and James F. Short, Jr., "Scaling Delinquent Behavior," American Sociolog· 
zeal Renew ( 1957), 22: 326-331; Lester F. Hewitt and Richard L. Jenkins, Fundamental 
Pattern~ of Maladiustment (Springfield, Ill.: Thomas, 1947); Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Delinquency 
as a Fazlure of Personal and Social Controls," American Sociological Review (1951 ), 16:196-207· 
John F. Scott, "Two Dimensions of Delinquent Behavior," American Sociological Review ( 1959): 
24:240-243; James F. Short, Jr., and Fred L. Strodtbeck, Group Process and Gang Delinquenc)' 
(Chicago: Universit)' of Chicago Press, 1959). 
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that an act docs not come to the attention of "constituted authorities"--i?.g., acts 
of cheating to the attention of professors and deans, or theft to the attention of the 

\1 police-does not mean that they are not visible to somebody, and that that 
'I visibility docs not. have serious- social consequences. An act of infidelity known 
' oiilj"to the husband, the "other woman," and the wife might wreck a marriage. 

However, as the studies we have cited suggest, the range of visibility in most 
cases is small, and adverse consequences to the offender either absent or trivial. 
The staff of the Institute for Sex Research at Indiana University analyzed interview 
data from a sample of 5,293 white, nonprison women. Of these, 51 reported a 
total of 68 legal abortions, but 531 reported a total of 1,044 illegal abortions. In 
only a little more than 3 per cent of the cases of illegal abortions were unfavorable 
social consequences reported, and none of these represented trouble with the law.s 
It is to be presumed that the social visibility of these illegal abortions is 
negligible. 

Table 4 

Percentage of Offenses Cleared by Arrest, 
and Disposition of Persons Arrested, 1963 

Offenses known, Persons arrested, 
cleared by charged by 

Offense arrest • Police & 

Murder and non-negligent 
ma nsla ugh ter 91.5 77.2 

Forcible rape 72.2 79.2 
Robbery 41.0 79.7 
Aggravated assault 74.4 85.9 
Burglary-breaking 

or entering 26.6 84.0 
Larceny-theft 18.8 82.5 
Auto theft 26.8 87.0 

Persons cl1arged, 
found guilty of Persons charged, 
same or lesser referred to 

offense b juvenile court b 

66.7 6.5 
49.3 19.2 
51.8 30.6 
49.2 13.6 

40.7 49.9 
46.1 41.8 
30.6 57.8 

Source: Adapted from Uniform Crime Reports-1963 (Washington, D.C.: Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, 1964), Tables 10 and 11, p. 97. 

• 1,679 cities: 1963 estimated population 52,329,000. 
b 1,787 cities: 1963 estimated population 51,695,000. 

\Ve must also distinguish between the social visibility of offenses and of­
fenders. Even of offenses known, only a certain fraction are linked to offenders, 
and the knowledge of offenders may range from the slightest suspicion to abso­
lute certainty-which still does not preclude error. In other words, visibility is not 
a matter of range only, but also of clarity and certainty. In official criminal 
statistics the distinction between offense and offender is reflected in the distinc­
tion between "crimes known to the police," on the one hand, and "persons ar­
rested" or "crimes cleared by arrest," on the other. The latter expression refers 
to offenses for which somebody has been arrested who is considered by the police 
as a good enough suspect to warrant "clearing the books" of the case. Table 4, 
based on data gathered by the Federal Bureau of Investigation from cooperating 
police departments, shows, for seven major crimes, the percentages of crill)eS known 
that were subsequently cleared by arrest. It also tells us how many arrests were 
followed by formal charges, how many of those charged were found guilty in the 
criminal courts, and how many were referred to the juvenile court. (The outcomes 

s Paul H. Gebhard, Wardell B. Pomeroy, Clyde E. Martin, Cornelia V. Christenson, 
Pregnancy, Birth and Abortion (New York: Harper, 1958), pp. 194, 196, 208. 
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of cases referred to the juvenile courts are not known because of the confidential 
nature of juvenile-court proceedings-a special device to restrict visibility of of­
fenders to parties directly involved, and the personnel of the court). \Ve may think 
of the successive stages of the legal process as representing, on the whole, increases 
~n clarity and certainty of offender-identification. However, as clarity and certainty 
mcrease, the percentage of "survivors" from the total population of offenders 
decreases. 

We must further note the great variability in the ways in which different 
offenses and offenders are affected by the screening process. As we have seen, the 
fraction of illegal abortions that become "crimes known to the police" is minute. 
Murders, on the other hand, have a high probability of becoming known to the 
police. Moving on to clearances, if we summarize all seven offenses listed in Table 
4, offenses cleared are 24.1 per cent of offenses known. The percentages for indi­
vidual offenses, however, vary from 91.5 per cent for murder and non-negligent 
manslaughter to 18.8 per cent for larceny-theft. Furthermore, the high percentage 
for the former category is based on the small figure of 2,340 cases known to the 
police; the small percentage of the latter figure is based on the large figure of 
836,629. Similar variability may be observed in the subsequent stages as well. 

The factors accounting for this variability are numerous. \Ve will mention 
only a few. 

(I) Some offenses have, in the ordinary sense of the word, no victims to 
lodge a complaint or raise a hue and cry. Such arc most of the so·callcd "vices"­
c.g., illicit sexual relations between willing partners, or the use of forbidden drugs. 

( 2) \Vhere there is a victim, and the offender is known to him, he mav 
come to a private settlement with the offender, rather than press the case. Fo.r 
example, a large but unknown percentage of cases of theft, and other property of­
fenses, are settled by compensation to the victim and do not go beyond the 
stage of arrest, if they reach that stage at all. 

( 3) The victim may refrain from publicizing or press in~ the case because 
he cannot do so without bringing shame or embarrassment to himself-e.g., black. 
mail and rape. 

( 4) Some offenses (e.g., armed robbery and sexual assaults on children) 
arouse t'he moral indignation of the community more than others (e.g., illegal 
gambling and fraudulent advertising), resulting in differential pressures on en-
forcement agencies to disco\·er and punish offenders. . . . 

( 5) Offenders may be organized to buy o~ or oth~rwise neutralize detection 
and enforcement agencies-e.g., large-scale syndicated cnmc. . . I \Vithin each class of offenses and of those who commit them, different 
individuals and groups have different probabilities of becoming v.isible and J:ublicly 
identified. Almost every text and monograph on crime and delmqucncy discusses 

II the way in which such variables as age, sex, race, economic status, and "con­
nections" might affect the likelihood of a person's bccomin~ a P?lice or court 
statistic.7 There is also an increasing literature on the way m which the inter­
action between offenders and enforcement agents affects the decision of the latter 

to push a case to the next stage.8 

The Uses of Oflicial Statistics 
These considerations affecting prevalence, visibility, and 

identification have two quite distinct kinds of implications. 

7 See, for example, Marvin E. Wolfgang, Crime and Rare: Conceptions and Misconcep· 
tions (New York: Institute of Human Relations Press, The American Jewish Committee, 1964). 

8 Sec Irving Piliavin and Scott Briar, "Police Encounters with Juveniles," American Journal 
of Sociology (September 1964), 70:206-214. 
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First, insofar as we are interested in the occurrence and distribution of deviant 
acts and offenders, they raise methodological problems. What are the rates of 
different sorts of deviance? What are the patterns into which they fall? How are 
particular kinds and patterns of deviance distributed within the population? \Vhat 
are the characteristics of offenders? Our principal sources of data are the records 
maintained by agencies charged with enforcement; they are the bookkeeping 
records of "business transacted" by police, courts, correctional institutions, regula­
tory commissions, and the like. But we have seen that these records are not 
complete registries of offenses and offenders. They describe-incompletely and 
not without error at that--only those that have become visible in various degrees 
to legal agencies. Each provides us with a sample of a population we are interested 
in, but we do not know what fraction the sample is of the respective population. 
Furthermore, 1 each sample is selective and biased in diff_er~nt}V.EJ?, so that it is 
difficult to make confident infen.:nccs. \Vc can correct for bias to some extent if 
we take pains to become knowledgeable about the ways in which these records are 
compiled, but we are always left with considerable uncertainty. \Ve can also 
try to devise new ways of obtaining data, such as the sampling and interviewing 
techniques of Kinsey and his associates, or the administration of anonymous 
questionnaires to selected samples or sub-populations. But there are no easy 
solutions. We must do the best we can, and then be guarded in the inferences we 
draw. 

But we may be interested in the records and doings of official agencies for 
other reasons than their utility as clues and indexes to the total population of 
offenses and offenders. \Ve arc also interested in the social processing of deviance; 
in the ways in which, out of the total population of deviant acts and actors, some 
become visible, identified, and selected for specific kinds of handling. To be 
caught cheating on an examination; to be recorded on a police blotter; to be 
convicted of a crime-and the further consequences of such exposure-are events 
significant in themselves. Therefore official statistics, the records of "business trans­
acted" by official agencies, may be used as bases of inference about the largely 
invisible total populations of offenses and offenders, or as data for the study 
of the later processing of these populations by agents of social control. 

The Transformation from Offender 
to Deviant Character 
Even to be identified as an offender, whether it be in the 

world of the courts or in the extra-judicial world of everyday life, is not necessarily 
to acquire a deviant character. In 1949 Edwin H. Sutherland published his famous 
studv of white-collar crime. This was an analysis of the crimes committed by 70 
of tlie largest manufacturing, mining, and mercantile corporations and their sub­
sidiaries, over the period of their "life careers." (The average "life career" was 45 
vcars.) The offenses studied included misrepresentation in advertising; infringe­
incnts of patents, trademarks, and copyrights; rebates; financial fraud and viola­
tion of trust; and other offenses committed by businessmen in the course of their 
occupations. Most of the offen~e~ were not decisions of criminal courts but we~e 
findings of independent commiSSions, such as the Interstate Commerce Commis­
sion, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Federal Food and Drug Administra­
tion. However, these commissions arc public bodies charged with the administra­
tion of laws; their procedures are quasi-judicial in nature; their findings are 
published together with the evidence and testimony, and the decisions recorded by 
Sutherland related only to acts that were defined as criminal in the statutes. The 
total number of decisions against these corporations was 980 and the average per 
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corporation was fourteen. Sixteen per cent of the decisions were made by criminal 
courts, and the seventy corporations had an average of four convictions each.0 

These offenses are matters of public record, although, as with other types 
of offenses, they are but a small fraction of the obscurely visible or totally invisible 
offenses. Although their monetary cost to their victims cannot be estimated, the 
cost of a handful of cases of financial fraud and misleading adverlising can run 
to many millions of dollars. Generally, however, in cases of white-collar crime, 
neither the corporations as entities nor their responsible officers are invested with 
deviant characters-though in some sensational cases they do acquire unsavory 
reputations and the roles of villains. As a rule, the public images of the corpora­
tions are not significantly damaged, and their officers continue to be substantial and 
respected citizens of their communities. 

Schwarz and Skolnick 10 questioned 58 physicians who had been parties to 
medical malpractice suits. Regardless of the outcome-whether they had won, 
lost, or settled out of court-their practices were unaffected. Apparently the public 
character of a physician is not easily tainted. By contrast, however, the same in­
vestigators presented each of 100 employers with information about a person seek­
ing unskilled, handyman-type woik Although the employers believed he was a 
bona fide applicant, he was in fact fictitious. One out of 25 employers who were 
informed that the candidate had been tried and convicted for assault indicated a 
willingness to consider hiring him. But even those employers who were presented 
with a letter from a judge certifying a finding of not guilty and reaffirming the legal 
presumption of innocence were measurably affected by the fact that the candi­
date had been accused and tried. In sum, the reputations of the physicians appear 
to have remained undisturbed; the handymen have become, at least, "suspicious 
characters." Furthermore, the study makes clear that one can become enough of a 
"suspicious character" to seriously jeopardize his job opportunities even if he has 
committed no offense at all. 

Occasionally it is urged that the proper concern of the sociology of deviance 
is limited to the processes whereby offenders become identified, and individuals 
acquire deviant characters. The argument for this position is that deviance enters 
meaningfully into peoplc's l_ives, _and becomes s~methi?g _t~ whic~ peopl~ can 
respond, only when it is socwlly 1mputed to particular md1.v1dual_s; m p~r~1cular, 
it has no consequences for the later career of the offend:r 1f he 1s n~t v1s1ble to 
others as an offender. Deviant acts need not, however, be hnkcd to parhclar offend­
ers to have significant consequences. Succes~ful and undiscovered. deviance may 
lead to further experimentation with it. Dev1ance may create emotJ~nal problems 
for the offender even if it is unknown to others. On a broader (soCietal) scale, a 
vast apparatus of social control and enormous expenditures of energy are directed 
to the prevention and discovery of deviance that neve~ becomes vis!ble or never 
becomes linked to particular offenders. One need only thmk of the socml machinery 
for controlling cheating in examinations and for preventing young people from 
engaging in forbidden sexual activities. All this police-type activity is not a reaction 
solely to the tiny fraction of identified offenders; it is a reaction to the widespread 
and well-founded belief in the prevalence of hidden deviance and unidentified 
offenders-most of which, despite all this prodigious activity, remains hidden and 
unidentified. It is important to appreciate the distinction between deviant actions, 
deviance of various degrees o_f visibility, and _deviant characters, and that the expla­
nation of one is not necessanly the explanation of the others. 

9 Edwin H. Sutherland, \Vhite Collar Crime (New York: Dryden, 1949), Chaps. 2 and 3. 
10 Richard D. Schwarz and Jerome H. Skolnick, "Two Studies of Legal Stigma," in 

HowardS. Becker (ed.), The Other Side (London: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), pp. 
103-117. 
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The Sociology 
of Nonnative Rules 

In our discussion of institutionalization we remarked that 
since it depends as much on the existence of a rule as on the occurrence of an act, 
deviance may be created or expunged by changes in rules. The study of the making 
and unmaking of rules is, therefore, an intrinsic part of the study of deviance. 
Such a study might focus on the content of a particular body or system of rules­
e.g., the criminal law, the law of courts martial, the rules and regulations of bureau 
cratic organizations, the "profession~! ethics" of an occupational group, or the 
normative understandings, usually more implicit than explicit, of small social 
systems like families or children's gangs. It might, on the other hand, focus on a 
particular category of behavior-e.g., homosexuality or "combinations and con­
spiracies in restraint of trade"-ancl the different ways in which it is treated in 
different systems of rules. The sociology of normative rules is concerned with both 
those rules which define deviant acts or offenses, and those which define deviant 
roles or characters. Finally, it distinguishes between two aspects of the "meaning" of 
a rule, which arc necessary to distinguish because they may, to some degree, vary 
independently of one another. These arc the criteria of the class of actions or actors 
defined by the rule as deviant-that is to say, the characteristics that determine 
membership in the class; and the pragmatic meaning-that is, the feelings and 
actions that the labels denoting these classes call out in people. 

Some Illustrations 
of Normative Variation 
Some of these distinctions are illustrated by the ways in 

which the deviant behavior of young people has been treated in English and 
American law. As far as the world of the courts is concerned, the "delinquent 
child" was invented in 1899, when the first juvenile court was established in Cook 
County, Illinois. To "qualify" as a delinquent child, one must meet the criteria 
laid down in these statutes, including tho5e of age and sex, and of course that of 
implication in the commission of certain kinds of offenses. The young people al­
leged to be delinquent are not subjected to the criminal courts, with their public 
proceedings and punitive philosophies; it is thought more proper that they be 
handled by a separate set of courts as "wards" of the state, and by special pro­
cedures. The juvenile courts arc charged with acting in loco parenti~-in the place 
of the parent-_and with making s_uch dispositions a5;"1-n-t1ie judgment of th_e court, 
serve best the mterests of the child as well as of the community. The child may 
be "found to be a delinquent child," but he is not "convicted of a crime" and he 
is not to be incarcerated with "criminals." 

During most of the history of the English and American legal systems, how­
ever, the distinction between "crime" and "delinquency" did not exist. Young 
people who were believed to have committed acts forbidden by the law were either 
held to be too immature to be responsible for their acts, in which case they could 
not be judged by any court; or they were indicted for their crimes and tried in the 
criminal courts just like adults, and if found guilty were subject to the same punish­
ments. J.!JJE}!.}~ere young criminals,_ but there were no delinquent chil_dren., The 
hvo categones are distinguished today not because young people are different f_rom 
older people, but because we have come to feel that this difference mal~es a drffer­
cnce, one large enough to warrant different treatment. \Vhen, from som~ large 
class of behavior or persons, we split off a segment that is now felt _to be cl1~er~nt 
and to call for different treatment, we are likely to create a new termmology Sigmfy-
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ing two kinds of "things" where before there was one. Thus a new category of 
deviance is born, with its own criteria or boundaries, and its own pragmatic 
meaning. 

However, the term "delinquent," like the term "criminal," is not just a legal 
designation. It also has meaning in that unwritten system of rules that we may 
call "the social code of everyday life." Not only the criteria but also the pragmatic 
meanings may differ importantly in these two systems of rules. To be delinquent at 
law may mean that one must report to a probation officer and observe the condi­
tions of probation; to have the extra-legal role may mean that one is denied 
admission to certain social circles and regarded with distaste by "nice" people. 
Which set of consequences hurts more is an open question. 

We have touched only lightly and by way of illustration on a few aspects of a 
complex subject. We have not mentioned the distinctively sociological problem: 
to account for the changes, inside and outside the law, of the normative rules 
affecting the conduct of young people. \Vhat changes in the structure of society, 
in cultural conceptions of human nature, in the status of young people, and in the 
relationships between the generations, have produced the changes in the normative 
rules? One can speculate. For example, F. l'vlusgrove has shown how, over the past 
hundred years or so, young people have become progressively separated from re­
sponsible and productive roles in the economic system, increasingly segregated from 
the serious concerns of the adult world, and increasingly dependent upon adults.n 
Does the emergence of the juvenile court, with its attendant conception of the 
diminished responsibility of young people, and the increased responsibility of adults 
toward the young reflect in the field of the law this more general and pervasive 
transformation in the relationships between "adults" and "children"? We do not 
know because, although there is a large literature on the history of the legal status 
of young people, the distinctively sociological question has seldom been put, much 
less seriously pursued. 

By contrast to "juvenile delinquent" and "delinquent child," there are other 
deviant roles that once were important but have ceased to operate as socially 
recognized categories. Such for example is "heretic," one who deliberately upholds 
a. doctrine at variance with that of his church. Our world is full of people who fit 
this criterion, but rarely do we label them heretics, or see heretics when we look at 
them, or feel toward them the special abhorrence supposedly reserved for heretics. 
As a part of our mental equipment the categ?ry "heretic" is almost,_ although not 
altogether, extinct. It is still occasionally revived and put to work m the Roman 
Catholic Church, but even here the pragmatic meaning is very different from what 
it once was. 

Variation among subgroups of the same society with respect to the criteria 
of a deviant role may be illustrated by reference to the concept "homosexual." The 
question here is not the pragmatic meaning of the term, but the question, "\Vho 
is a homosexual?" Albert Reiss, 12 on the basis of extensive interview data, points 
out that to engage in sex relations with a person of the same sex may or may not 
make him a homosexual in American society. It is not uncommon among lower­
class, street-corner boys to engage in fellatio (mouth-genital sexual relations) with 
adult males in exchange for monetary payment. In everyday argot, to engage in 
fellatio makes one a "queer" of a particularly obnoxious kind. However, in this 
lower-class world, if a boy does it only casually and sporadically; if it is incidental 
to his primary involvement in, and attachment to, the street-corner group; if he 
does not take the "passive" or "feminine" role in the act of fellatio; and if his 

II F. Musgrove, Youth and the Social Order (London: Routledge and Kcgan Paul, 1964). 
12 Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "The Social Integratio~ of Peers and Queers," Social Problems 

(1962), 9:102-120. Reprinted in Becker (ed.), op. c1t., pp. 181-210. 
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fellows are persuaded that he does not do it because he derives satisfaction from it 
but only to obtain some ready cash; he is not marked out as a special sort of person, 
"different" from other members of his group. He is not stigmatized; he does not 
acquire a deviant character. He is neither a queer nor a homosexual. From the point 
of view of respectable middle-class folks, however, it is another story altogether. 
Reiss' research represents a close look, as it were, at a small patch of an enormous 
territory, the field of intra-societal variations in the normative regulation of sexual 
behavior. Like most of the work that has been done in this field, however, it is 
concerned with the discovery and documentation of this variation and of its conse­
quences, rather than the explanation of the normative variation itself. 

The Sociology of the Criminal Law 
Attempts to account for variation in normative rules have 

dealt mostly with provisions of the criminal law. We will present two contrasting 
examples of approaches to the sociology of the criminal law. 

( 1) P. A. Sorokin 13 sees a society'~ legal system as one of many cultural 
sectors, along with its philosophy; ~art, literature, religion, and so forth. The 
particular items that go to make up each of these sectors, and the several sectors 
themselves, are not a random collection but are "logico-meaningfully integrated." 
By this Sorokin means that at the core of each culture there is a set of "funda­
mental premises" which constitute that culture's assumptions about the nature 
of reality, man, the good, and the source of truth. All compartments of a culture 
embody these assumptions: they are logical implications from the same prcm~< 
or expressions of the same meanings. On the basis of their fundamental premises, 
cultures tend to fall into three main types-ideational, idealistic, and sensat~. Very 
briefly and much too simply: the ideation:il"is•-ofherworldly, deeply religious, and 
contemptuous of the flesh, and exalts faith above reason or the testimony of the 
senses. The sensate is very much this-worldly; it exalts empirical science and places 
high value on the satisfaction of man's appetites and material interests. The ideal­
istic represents a balance between the two. According to Sorokin, '\V~ster.n so_ciety 
is present~J!t- a._ rather .. "ove!r_ip~" ~ensate _perio,d. As the premises themselves 
change, all compartments, including the criminal law, change accordingly-no 
piecemeal or randomly. The coordination or integration is not perfect, first be­
cause each compartment has a certain "margin of autonomy," so that some achieve 
a certain stage or move out of it before others do; and second because there are 
other, albeit secondary, factors that do not operate equally on all compartments. 
However, in the main, the criminal law of a society will express the same under­
lving values and beliefs that other compartments of the culture do. 
· Sorokin's test of his theory is but one part of a much larger work and is 

parallel to independent tests of the same general ideas applied to each of the 
several sectors of culture. He distinguished 104 main types of actions which have 
been considered criminal at one time or another during the history of \Vestern 
legal systems. For each of five countries (France, Germany, Austria, Italy, and 
Russia) he determined which of these were present in the earliest code available 
(usually dating from the early Middle Ages), and examined each subsequent main 
code, noting offenses that have been dropped and added. (In addition, he analyzed 
changes in the range of behavior brought under the definition of each crime; 
variations in the intensity of punishment; and other data with which we shall 
not be concerned here.) The presumption is that the premises of the culture 

13 See Pitirim A. Sorokin, Social and Cultural Dynamics (New York: American Book, 
1937), Volume II, Chapter 15, "Fluctuation of Ethicojuridical Mentality in Criminal Law." 
This chapter is written in collaboration with N. S. Timasheff, and can be properly understood 
only against the background of the general theory developed in Volume I. 
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mentality will largely dictate what sorts of things will be considered offensive 
enough to be made criminal. Sorokin concludes, indeed, that his data demonstrate 
precisely this, and thus support what is not only a theory of the criminal law but 
a general theory of culture. Thus the medieval codes, expressive of an ideational 
or idealistic culture mentality, dealt severely with sensual self-indulgence and of­
fenses against religion, whereas as we moved into the more modern and sensate 
era, the law tended to protect people in the enjoyment of sensual and creature com­
forts, and to deal lightly with offenses against religion. 

If the reader should turn to the detailed exposition in Sorokin's text, he may 
find himself questioning some of that author's characterizations of culture as a 
whole, and of specific cultural products in terms of his main types. There are 
extremely difficult methodological problems in achieving objectivity and consensus 
on the description of the "spirit" of a "culture mentality" and on the "logico­
meaningful" harmony or disharmony of two cultural elements. However, Sorokin's 
study remains unique and challenging in its scope, its historical sweep, and its 
attempt to unify a multitude of findings in a grand, theoretical synthesis. 

( 2) Howard Becker 14 uses the Marihuana Tax of 1937-which we shall get 
to shortly-to illustrate a process which he suggests is applicable to rules in general. 

It may be obvious, but it deserves restatement, that laws do not just come 
into existence when they are "needed" or "wanted." First of all, according to 
Becker, somebody must have a strong enough interest in the enactment of the law 
to take the initiative and press for its passage. Such persons, he suggests, can be 
called "moral entrepreneurs." They make it their business to sew another patch 
onto the moral fabric of society. 

One kind of work that has to be done is to persuade others that the law 
serves some recognized value of the society. Values are highly generalized state­
ments about what is good or desirable, but their specific implications for conduct 
in specific situations do not necessarily follow obviously. Somebody must derive 
these implications, or find some values from which these implications may be 
derived, and then defend their derivations against alternative derivations. The work 
also includes publicity-the arousal of a large enough segment of important and 
influential opinion to a sense of the urgency of the proposed legislation. It further 
includes the neutralization of the objections of others whose interests will be 
adversely affected by the proposed law (if indeed they are sufficiently motivated and 
sufficiently organized to create an effective opposition). 

Becker illustrates this process by citing the passage of the Marihuana Tax Act 
of 1937-ostensibly a revenue measure but so drawn that except in very special 
circumstances the sale, purchase, or possession of the drug is a serious crime. The 
passage of this act is of special interest for two reasons. ( 1) Although marihuana 
produces a kind of intoxication, it is not a drug of addiction-i.e., it does not pro­
duce a physiological dependence; it does not produce any serious organic impair­
ment or deterioration; and there is no good evidence that it contributes significantly 
to the commission of crimes. In all these respects it is incomparably less damaging 
than the use of alcohol. Although there were state laws against marihuana prior to 
1937, marihuana use was generally not regarded as a serious social problem and 
the laws were laxly enforced.15 In short, we are not dealing here with the spon­
taneous recognition, on the part of Congress, of a self-evident evil. To create the 
necessary feeling of urgency and alarm, sustained and large-scale moral entrepre­
neurship was necessary. (2) Most of this entrepreneurship came from a single 

14 Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, Chap. 7. 
15 See Alfred R. Lindesmith, The Addict and the Law (Bloomington: Indiana University 

Press, 1965), Chap. 8. 
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agency, the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, a division of the United States Treasury 
Department. 

Becker does not speculate at length on why the Narcotics Bureau developed 
such a strong interest in the passage of this legislation. \Ve may assume that its 
officials were genuinely convinced that they were waging war against a fearsome and 
destructive enemy, but this does not tell us why they felt that way. The answer 
to this important question can probably come only out of a close study of the 
history of the Bureau. It is probable that it is linked to the fact that the Bureau 
had long been charged with the enforcement of the Harrison Act, directed at the 
traffic in opiate drugs, which are drugs of addiction, and that it had acquired con­
siderable prestige as the nation's bulwark against the evils of "dope." Any enlarge­
ment of its operations and consequent further enhancement of its reputation re­
quired the identification of new public enemies. l\larihuana lent itself readily to 
this role, first because it could be represented as a "dangerous drug," and second 
because the organization and skills the Narcotics Bureau had already built up in 
dealing with opiate drugs could be readily turned against marihuana. Any organi­
zation-a government bureau, an industrial firm, a university-seeking new worlds 
to conquer or new ways to be of service, tries to capitalize on the equipment and 
expertise that it has on hand. It is relatively easy for the organization to persuade 
itself that those tasks that it is fitted to perform are worth doing. Let us point out 
that although this interpretation of the Bureau's interest in marihuana is even more 
speculative than Becker's, it is quite consistent with what is widely known of 
organizations. 

In any event, taking the interest of the Narcotics Bureau in marihuana 
legislation as given, Becker proceeds to describe in some detail the Bureau's 
entrepreneurial efforts. These included the diligent promotion of an image of 
marihuana use as vicious, debilitating, and a major threat to the general welfare. 
This promotion entailed the use of the Bureau's already considerable prestige as 
an authority in the field of drugs, and the dissemination, under its own name and 
through persons and organizations to whom it freely provided prepared materials, 
of its message to the mass media. This publicity effort led to five days of hearings 
by the Congressional committee that was considering the aforementioned anti­
marihuana bill. Having prepared the bill, the Bureau was of course the principal 
witness at these hearings ("reefer" smokers sent no delegation). The only poten­
tially troublesome obstacles to passage of the bill were the objections of the hemp­
seed oil and birdseed industries, who feared that their business operations might be 
hampered by the proposed legislation, and these were neutralized by minor changes 
in the bill, which swiftlv became law. 

Sorokin and Becker represent two strikingly different approaches to the 
sociology of law. Sorokin emphasizes the logical connection between the laws 
and the dominant values of the culture; for him, the men who make the laws 
become, so to speak, the instruments through which the culture mentality spells 
out its implications in specific legal rules. In contrast to this interpretation the 
illustration from Becker emphasizes the tenuousness of the connection between the 
laws and the cultural values. For him, the men who make the laws are men with 
their own axes to grind; by virtue of their determination, their organization, their 
access to the instruments of publicity a~c;_a.L:~~~r. they "sell" their version 
of public morality to the custodians of the legislative- machinery. 

Perhaps these two approaches arc not as irreconcilable as they may seen:. 
Sorokin is concerned with the general character of the body of laws that prevail 
at a given time, and how this character _changes f~om time t~ ~ime. It may be _that 
valid generalizations are possible on this level, w1thout requmng that every smglc 
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law bear the stamp of that character to the same degree. Becker is interested in the 
process whereby particular laws arc hammered out, but even Becker points out that 
one clement in this process is persuading the relevant publics that the proposed 
law is instrumental to widely accepted values. Furthermore, it may be that the 
implications of widely held values for specific areas of conduct may be highly 
variable. In some areas they may be relatively clear and unequivocal, leaving little 
room for casuistry and contending interpretations; in some they may be obscure 
and uncertain, so that much depends on the powers of persuasion and the political 
influence of groups with variant interests. 

Deviance and Other Disvalued Roles 
Whereas deviant roles are socially disvalued roles (that is, 

they arc typically low-status, undesirable roles), not all disvalued roles are deviant­
despite the tendency to stretch the term "deviant" to cover everything that is dis­
valued. For example, the roles of slave, hunchback, moron, sick person, and the 
blind are disvalued, but socially they arc felt to be different from such roles as 
coward, thief, scab, or adulterer. \Vhat the latter have in common is the notion 
of a person who knows what he is doing and is capable of doing otherwise, but 
who chooses to violate some normative rule, and so may legitimately be held to 
account for his behavior. By way of contrast, no one in his right mind chooses to 
be a moron, the social meaning of which is "one who is deficient in intelligence." 
\Ve see, then, that there are disvalued roles that are "unfortunate" but not "repre­
hensihlc." It should be noted that Erving Coffman 16 has written most brilliantly 
on stigma, the taint that attaches to those who occupy disvalued roles. He has 
analyzed at length the effects of stigma upon self-conceptions, and the tortuous 
maneuvering of the stigmatized in an effort to maintain self-respect and a reputable 
public image. But, more relative to the point at hand, he has also emphasized the 
importance of not confounding deviance with being disvalued, which it shares 
with other, not necessarily deviant, categories.17 

We have seen how certain kinds of acts may, over time, migrate (so to speak) 
from one deviant category to another. \Vhat was once a "sin" or a "vice," for 
example, may be elevated to the gravity of a "crime," or reduced to mere "bad 
taste"-and in like fashion the sinner mav become either a "criminal" or a "boor." 
Acts may also migrate from deviant to n'on-deviant but disvalued categories, or in 
the reverse direction. Or thev mav move out of the realm of the disvalued alto­
gether, into that of the neutral or the positively valued. \Vc are not suggesting 
that any act may freely move into any category or, that cultures arc completely 
arbitrary about this. On the contrary, what we are speaking of now is precisely the 
task of investigating the wavs in which thcv arc not arbitrarv, in which the social 
structure and the cultural COntext dctcnnii~e this mo\·ement. 

The ro~e of the sick person is of special interest in this regard, because so 
much behavior that was once regarded as vicious, depraved, or criminal is now 
~videly regarded .as a manifestation or symptom of an illness. Indeed, this trend 
IS one of the maJOr cultural movements of the past 50 years or so, but it has been 
only meagerly documented and its determinants scarcely investigated.18 

Homosex~ality in certain of its forms-e.g., between an older man and a youth 
-has been positively valued in some cultures, as in ancient Greece. In Christian 
countries it has generally been regarded as a vice. In many quarters today, however, 
the homosexual is regarded as a sick person, although homosexuality is conceded 

16 Erving Coffman, Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963), passim. 

1r Ibid., Chap. 5. 
18 Scc Barbara \Vooton, "Sickness or Sin," The Twentieth Century (1956), 159:432-442. 
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to be an obscure sickness and peculiarly difficult to treat, possibly "incurable." The 
\Volfcnden Report, prepared for the British Parliament, clearly stated what is at 
issue: 

There are two important practical consequences which are often thought to 
follow from regarding homosexuality as an illness. The first is that those in whom 
the condition exists are sick persons and therefore should be regarded as medical 
problems and consequently primarily as a medical responsibility. The second is 
that sickness implies irresponsibility, or at least diminished responsibility.19 

The Report concluded, it may be noted, that homosexuality is not a disease. 
On the other hand, it also recommended that "homosexual behavior between con­
senting adults in private should no longer be a criminal offense." 20 This recom­
mendation was not based on the view that homosexuality is morally acceptable, 
but primarily on the grounds that the public interest would not be served by 
subjecting it to criminal sanctions. It must be added that there are also those who 
regard homosexuality as neither sin, vice, nor sickness, but just "the way some 
people are" and essentially a private matter. 

In like manner, masturbation, once an abominable sin, is now widely regarded 
as a medical problem, and then only if "excessive;" drug users arc less likely to be 
abhorred as "dope fiends" and more likely to be pitied as sick people; heavy 
drinkers are less likely to be regarded as devotees of a vice and more likely to be 
regarded as the victims of a disease; and there is a growing tendency to think 
of the "bad child" as not really bad but sick or "emotionally disturbed." (\Ve have 
been much slower to reconsign the misbehaving adult from a deviant role to the 
sick role.) 

The tendency to think in terms of sickness rather than wickedness and vice 
is generally regarded as more kindly, compassionate, and humanitarian. However, 
it should be noted that the sick role, especially if the sickness is "mental," is also a 
disvalucd role, and not accepted complacently. There are many people who would 
rather be regarded as bad or morally imperfect than as mentally ill. Becker 21 

cites the example of psychiatrically indoctrinated individuals who, in order to recon­
cile themselves to the regular usc of marihuana, must neutralize the tendency to 
think of themselves as neurotic or mentally ill. 

Although we are dealing with a \"Cr~; general trend in our society, the pre­
dominant view, in each of our illustrative cases, is that the behavior in question 
is deviant. However, in no case is there consensus, and the same individuals are 
often uncertain and variable in their attitudes. This uncertainty and variability are 
reflected in public controversy over ambiguities in the social definition of-for 
example-the homosexual, the drug user, the drinker, and the misbehaving child; 
and in changing and conflicting procedures for dealing with the same kind of 
behavior, and even the same individual. 

Social Control 
Our survey of the scope of the field concludes with wavs of 

dealing with the question: "Why do men not misbehave? \Vhy do most people 
do what they are expected to do without even considering deviant alternatives, or 
teeter on the edge of deviance and then step back? Having broken a rule once or 
twice-or a hundred times-why do they stop? Or, if we think in terms of social 
definitions of the self, how do men become redefined from deviant characters to 

19 The \Volfenden Report: Report of the Committee on Homosexual Offenses and Prosti· 
tution (New York: Lancer Books, 1964), p. 30. 

2o Ibid., p. 53. 
21 Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, pp. 76-77. 
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conforming characters, or-what is not quite the same thing-to former deviants 
(e.g., "ex-drunks," "ex-criminals," "ex-addicts," "reformed sinners")? As we ob­
served on the very first page of this book, we cannot answer these questions without 
answering the question, "How do we explain deviance?" Certainly every theory 
about what produces deviance has implications for social control-that is, the 
prevention and unmaking of deviance. Still, all our answers to questions about 
social control do not follow obviously from answers to questions about the causes 
of deviance. 

Although deviance is not illness, we may draw certain analogies between the 
two. First, we may know a great deal about what causes a certain disease, and 
yet have but limited knowledge about how the disease process may be halted or 
reversed, either by the body's spontaneous mechanisms of defense-the vis medica­
trix naturae-<Jr by deliberate medical intervention. By the same token, even 
though we may have attained considerable knowledge about how people arrive at 
deviance, and although such knowledge is our most valuable single resource in 
constructing a theory of control, it need not necessarily answer all our questions 
about restoration to conformity, either by "spontaneous recovery" or by deliberate 
intervention. 

Second, a thorough knowledge about the determinants of a disease always in­
volves a number of factors. If one wants to "do something" about the disease, 
this knowledge suggests a number of different possible points of intervention. 
Should we, for example, concentrate on building up resistance or immunity, on 
treatment of the sick, on educating the public in how to avoid exposure, on 
compulsory segregation of carriers until they are deemed safe, on massive cam­
paigns to eliminate the agent? Such decisions depend upon our command of the 
necessary techniques and on their respective costs, all of which involves a. complex 
balancing of social values. By the same token, if we assume that we know all about 
the causation of some form of deviance, we can be confident that this knowledge 
will point to combinations of variables-some having to do, perhaps, with char­
acteristics of the offender; some with characteristics of persons and objects in 
the situation; some with the nature of the interaction between them; and still 
others with structural features of the larger social setting-the community or 
even the total society-which determine the characteristics of the offender, the 
situation, and the interaction. Again, if one is interested in action, in do!ng some­
thing about deviance, questions may and do arise about whe:e to },nterven.e, 
and how. These questions in turn raise questions about techmque- How, m 
fact, can we control the variables (if indeed they are subject to deliberate con­
trol) ?"-and values-"Are we willing to pay the price, in terms of resources, 
undesirable side effects, and restrictions on human freedom, entailed in intervening 
at this point or that?" If, for example, it were perfectly clear that drug addiction 
could be drastically reduced (I) by eliminating the sources of supply, (2) by ruth­
lessly hunting down all addicts and either exterminating them or permanently segre­
gating them, or ( 3) by subjecting all addicts to a lengthy and compulsory course 
of medical and psychiatric treatment, we would still need to know by what 
kinds of technology and social organization these objectives could be realized, 
if at all, and the human costs of each of these approaches; and we would still 
have to obtain a working consensus, among those who determine policy, on 
which of these or which combination of these is worth the price. 

Third, the discovery of effective treatments and cures usually depends 
on increased understanding of the causes of disease. We say "usually" because 
scientific medicine does not always wait upon certain knowledge of causes before 
experimenting with remedies. Indeed, thoroughly effective treatments sometimes 
long precede understanding; many proven techniques are in widespread use even 
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though we haven't the foggiest idea of why they work. In a similar vein, although 
major steps in the direction of effective control of deviance are most likely to 
follow major advances in the understanding of it, even without benefit of such 
understanding, people still take steps of their own to control deviance. Sometimes 
they meet with surprising amounts of success. 

In general, the results of attempts to control deviance are seldom obvious. 
As in medicine, the evaluation of results is often difficult, and requires refined 
methods and complex skills. \\'hat, for example, is the net effect on rates of 
juvenile delinquency of boys' clubs, the increased use of probation or parole, 
increased severity of punishment, detached work (the assignment of adult leaders 
to work with street corner gangs in their "natural habitats"), or the addition of 
psychiatric facilities to juvenile courts? It is difficult enough, as we have already 
seen, just to determine true rates, and changes in rates, of crime and delinquency. 
And even if we can establish what happens to these rates, there is then the 
problem of determining to what extent the changes, if any, can be attributed to the 
usc of a particular technique of control. 

\Ve can be sure that rates respond to many things acting concurrently. If, 
following the introduction of a new technique, or the more extensive usc of some 
established technique, rates decline, how do we know that they are not declining 
in response to some other change going on in the communitv? If rates increase, 
how de we know that they might not have increased more in. the absence of the 
new method? What is most likelv is that even• method has different effects in 
different community settings, on. different cat~gorics of offenders or potential 
offenders, and when used in different combinations with other methods. The 
evaluation of techniques of control, whether they are based on a theory of causa· 
tion or not, is a task for which training in the methods of social science is 
essential. Increasingly, in fact, local, state, and national governments and private 
foundations are investing in controlled experimentation with various methods 
of control and scientific evaluation of results. "Action research" has come to 
signify the growing practice of assigning to action programs research arms whose 
function is to measure outcomes, to determine to what extent they may be 
attributed to the action program, and to analyze the program and results for 
what light they may shed on questions of causation. 

\Vhether people in society think of them in this way or not, we have been 
using the expression "social control" to refer to social processes and structures 
tending to prevent or reduce deviance. The expression is also used to refer to any­
thing that people do that is socially defined as "doing something about deviance," 
whatever that "something" is: prevention, deterrence, reform, vengeance, justice, 
reparation, compensation, the moral enhancement of the victim (e.g., by "turning 
the other cheek"). Cultural understandings not only define deviant behavior; 
they also define appropriate responses to deviant behavior. They lay down specific 
role prescriptions and provide a vocabulary in terms of which people may des­
cribe and justify their behavior as "doing something about deviance." \Ve shall 
refer to the social organization and practices that are couched and legitimized 
in these terms as "the culturally organized structure of control," or, more ellipti­
cally, as "the manifest control structure," to distinguish it from the aspects of 
society that are relevant to the reduction or prevention of deviance but are not 
part of this manifest control structure. 

For example, the way in which opportunities for employment are dis­
tributed, or the content of the mass media, may have important consequences 
for actual rates of deviance, but there mav be no social awareness of these con­
sequences, and no conscious manipulation· of them in the name of "doing some­
thing about deviance." However, as such awareness develops, they may come 
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under cultural regulation and be incorporated into the culturally organized struc­
ture of control. An example is the increasing awareness, in recent years, of the 
possibility of deliberately organizing access to employment opportunities with a 
view to reducing delinquency and crime, and a number of programs have been 
set up-most notably "Mobilization for Youth" in New York City-with this as 
one of their conscious objectives and explicit justifications. In principle, any 
aspect of society may have consequences for the control of deviance that are 
not socially visible and brought under regulation. We may think of these aspects 
of society as the "latent control structure," always capable, however, of being 
incorporated into the "manifest control structure." 

The manifest control structure includes a division of labor for social control. 
This includes the assignment of rights and duties with respect to "doing something 
about deviance" to "functionally diffuse" roles-i.e., roles whose control functions 
are included among and perhaps incidental to a variety of other functions. Such are 
roles of parents, older siblings, friends, neighbors, ministers, and others. In 
some of the simpler societies practically all the activities of social control are 
assigned to and performed by persons in such roles. In the more complex societies, 
however, the division of labor includes numerous roles and organizations special­
ized for various control functions. The specializations, in turn, may be broad or 
narrow. They may include prevention, detection, taking into custody, determina­
tion of guilt, diagnosis and evaluation, treatment, punishment, restitution, and 
so on. Such more or less "functionally specific" control agents and agencies are 
truant officers, police, courts, correctional institutions, inspectors, auditors, now 
and then deans of men, and certain social agencies and youth-serving organiza­
tions. These in turn may be organized into a complex network through which 
deviants and potential and suspected deviants may be transported, as it were, 
varying distances and along various routes, in the course of which they undergo 
"processing" of various kinds.22 

The study of the manifest control structure includes the study of the 
organization of this network of agents and agencies, the organization of the 
units or "stations" on this network, and the ways in which practice is shaped 
by the culture and the organization. Thus there is a growing literature on the 
social organization of correctional institutions and how their capabilities and 
functioning depend on their internal structure and their relationships to their 
environments.2a 

Finally, since responses to deviance are themselves subject to normative 
regulation, and since normative regulation implies the possibility and indeed the 
likelihood of deviance, the manifest control structure itself becomes a major 
locus of ~eviance. The culture places in the hands of parents, police, ju~g~~· 
foremen, mspectors, staffs of correctional institutions, and others, great responsJbJh· 
ties and also great power. Whatever processes are at work producing deviance in the 
general population are also at work among the occupants of these roles, among 
whom deviance may take the form of negligence, favoritism, cruelty, corruption. 
1n~s we have traveled full circle and are confronted with the problem of the 
social control of the agencies of control. Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? Who will 
guard the guardians? 

22 This conception of the control structure as a "How chart" is elaborated in Albert K. 
Cohen and James F. Short, Jr., "Juvenile Delinquency," in Robert K. Merton and Robert Nisbet 
(eds.), Contemporary Social Problems (New York and Burlingame: Harcourt, Brace, 1961). 
Chap. 2,pp. 112-126. 

2~ See, for example, Donald Clemmer, The Prison Community (New York: Holt, Rinehart, 
and Wmston, 1958); Donald Cressey (ed.), The Prison: Studies in Institutional Organi%ation 
and Change (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1961); Gresham M. Sykes, The Society 
of Captives (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1958). 
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Since there are as many ways of misbehaving as of behav­

ing, and since every way of misbehaving has been explained in many ways, we 
feel that there is little sense in attempting here an encyclopedic inventory of 
explanations. We also feel that it would be fruitless to try to set forth a rigid 
classification scheme by which each theory of behavior would fall under only one 
category: due to the fact that most theories contain a number of elements, each 
theory, though like some others in certain respects, is unlike them in other 
respects-and therefore, any attempt to lump together several under a single 
heading is bound to distort and falsify. The following scheme is, therefore, to be 
regarded as one way of characterizing differences in emphcu;es among actual 
theories. It will be useful in comparing and contrasting actual theories to be 
presented later. 

The Psychological Level 
of Explanation 

All attempts to explain behavior, deviant or otherwise, 
involve reference to somethil)g about the actor-the structure of his personality, 
his perspectives, values, goals, interests, temperament, needs, drives-and some­
thing about the situation in which he acts. Any act we can think of could have 
turned out differently if some other person had stood in the actor's shoes, or if 
the situation had been in some respect different. TI1eories of motivation may be 
characterized partly by those variables or properties on the actor side which are 
considered relevant (i.e., make a difference to the outcome), a~d those on t~e 
situation side which are similarly considered. However, these vanables alone will 
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Figure 1. Research Strategies for Theories of Deviant Behavior 

a. Kinds of People and Frequencies of Deviant Behavior 
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not determine the outcomes. Two theories might identify as relevant the same 
variables, but they may conceive the interaction that occurs when actor and 
situation meet-the chemistry, so to speak, of the reaction---differently, so that 
the_ outcome differs. The processes through which the variables inte_rac.t and 
wh1ch determine the outcomes, whether these processes are located w1thm the 
actor or in the conjunction of actor and situation, may be called motivational 
mechanisms. 

Emphasis on the Actor 
Many theories about deviant behavior assume that most 

of the variance-the differences in outcome--can be accounted for in terms of 
differences on the actor side. They assume that the question of explanation 
resolves, essentiaHy, to: "\Vhat sort of person would do this sort of thing?" 
Insofar as the situation plays a role, it is treated as a triggering or "precipitating" 
circumstance, releasing a tendency that is already fully formed, and which would 
probably find expression sooner or later anyway. \Ve may call such theories, in 
their more extreme forms, "kinds-of-people" theories. The central task of such 
theories is to devise a classification or typology of personalities, of which each 
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d. Con;unction of Persons and Situations and Frequencies of Deviant Behavior 
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type has a propensit~ to certain kinds of behavior. One or more of these types 
may be prone to devmnce in general, or to some specific type of deviance. These 
types may be conceived of in terms of biological characteristics, either hereditary 
or acquired, or in terms of purely psychological characteristics, such as personality 
structure, temperament, or dominant underlying needs. The research strategy 
usually followed by such theories is to obtain samples of the assumed types (the 
"independent vari~ble") and to determine for each the presence or absence (or 
frequency) of dev1ance. This is illustrated in Fig. la. The test of the theory is 
the accuracy with which it predicts the rows in which the deviant cases will fall. 

Such theories lead naturally to the question: "How did they get that way?" 
The problem of explanation may then be conceived of in these terms: "How 
do people become the kinds of people who commit deviant acts?" If the answer 
is not "heredity," or some pre- or post-natal biological accident, the answer takes I 
the form of a'" theory of personality devclopm.ent_ or_leai"Ilin&; The independent ll:\ r _ 
variable becomes· some background event or circumstance, or pattern of events or ,Jt-_:t..;..­
circumstances, that, according to the theory, should produce such a personality. j--- ' 
These might be, for example, attitudes and characteristics of the parents, early 1 

frustrations and deprivations, or social class background. The research strateg}lJ 
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of theories that try to relate developmental background to deviance is illustrated 
in Fig. lb. 

The greatest part of the literature of deviance theory is concerned with 
these closely related ways of stating the theoretical issue. To summarize: they 
assume that, for practical purposes, differences in the situation surrounding the 
deviant act are not very important, and the important question is: "What sorts 
of people commit deviant acts, and how do they get that way7" 

Emphasis on the Situation 
In their pure or extreme form, these theories assume that 

people who commit deviant acts are not special sorts of people; rather, anybody, 
given the appropriate circumstances, might do the same. These circumstances 
might be formulated in terms of provocation, temptation, example, extreme 
stress, opportunity. If deviance is thought of not as the commission of deviant 
acts but as the acquisition of a deviant character, the relevant variables on the 
situation side have to do with those that determine the likelihood of apprehen­
sion, identification, and selection for treatment as an offender. Sometimes, kinds­
of-people theories take account of situational variables by providing, alongside 
the inherently deviance-prone types, for another type-the "accidental," "in­
cidental," or "normal" criminal-who is essentially the "normal" or "average" 
man, responding in a normal way to abnormal situations. The research strategy 
for theories emphasizing the role of the situation is illustrated in Fig. lc. 

Con;unctive Theories 
Theories of this sort emphasize the conjunction of both 

actor and situation variables in determining the deviant act. Both may vary along 
certain dimensions; certain combinations or "mixes" produce deviant acts. The 
research model is illustrated in Fig. ld. Both rows and columns here represent 
the independent variables; each cell represents a conjunction; the figures in the cells 
are frequencies of deviant behavior. For example, the row variable may be (to 
use an old-fashioned expression) "strength of character" and the column variable, 
"opportunity." A comprehensive, general theory would also provi~e a rule for 
predicting the outcome of any particular conjunction. For e~ample, If_ the column 
and row variables are given numerical weights, the rule might predict that the 
frequencies in the cells will be some function of the sum (or perhaps the product) 
of the two magnitudes. 

Interaction Process 
_ In conjunctive theories, deviance is the outcome of inter-

ac~IOn between actor and situation, but the interaction is treated as a single 
ep1sode. I_n these theories, if we are provided with certain data ab?ut the actor 
and certam data about the situation the act is determined. There IS, as it were 
an a_bru_pt move from a state of co~formity to a state of deviance. The deviant 
act IS hke the reaction that occurs when we bring together two chemical sub­
stanc~s. In theories that emphasize interaction process, the deviant act develops 
over time through a series of stages. Some individual, in the pursuit of some inter­
est _or go~l, a?d taking account of the situation, makes a move, possibly in a 
deviant duectwn, possibly with no thought of deviance in mind. However, his 
next move-the continuation of his course of action-is not fully determined 
by the state of affairs at the beginning. He may, at this juncture, choose among 
two or more possible directions. Which it will be will depend on the state of the 
actor and situation at this point in time, and either or both may, in the meantime, 
have undergone change. For example, while one is deliberating about breaking 
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into a parked car, his buddy may get cold feet and "chicken out," or a policeman 
may just happen to turn the corner. These are now new problems and possibilities 
to conjure with. Certain moves are now foreclosed and others, scarcely anticipated 
at the outset, are now inviting or may even seem inescapable. In short, what these 
theories add is a conception of the act itself as a tentative, groping, feeling-out 
process, never fully determined by the past alone but always capable of changing 
its course in response to changes in the current scene. 

In much simplified form, the theoretical model and research strategy, better 
represented by a "tree" than a table, are illustrated in Fig. le. Each line segment 
represents a move in a course of action. The completed pathway A, AA, AAA­
here represented by solid lines-is the course of action that, according to the theory, 
culminates in deviance. The other pathways, represented by broken lines, are 
the other courses that action could have taken. Pathways are not predictable 
from initial states or initial acts alone; prediction is contingent on the state of 
affairs following each move. These states of affairs-the variables or combinations 
of variables that, according to the theory, determine the next move-are not 
indicated on the diagram. The diagram should be read: The initial act is A orB, 
depending on whether the initial state of affairs is x or not-x. If, following A, 
the state of affairs is y, then the next move is AA. If the state of affairs is not-y, 
then the next move is AB. If, following AA, the state of affairs is z, then the 
next move is the deviant outcome AAA. If the state of affairs is not-z, then the 
next is AAB. The theory may, of course, contemplate more than one pathway 
to deviance, or different pathways leading to different kinds of deviant actions as 
well as to conformity. Theories constructed on the tree model may also be used 
to explain or predict movement from deviance, one or more pathways leading 
to restoration to conformity, others to continued or intensified deviance. The 
test of interaction process theories is how well observed pathways correspond to 
those which the theory would predict. 

\'Ve shall not attempt here to evaluate the several types of theories we have 
discussed. However, we should note that each of them invites attention to some­
thing that is surely relevant to a rounded, comprehensive theory of deviant be­
havior; and that interaction process theories come closest to making provision, 
somehow, for the full range of relevant considerations. However, precisely because 
they come closest to recognizing the full complexity of the real world, they are 
most difficult to formulate in neat, tight, logical, and testable systems. Perhaps 
the reason for the small number of serious attempts to formulate such theories 
is that the task is so forbidding. 

The Sociological Level 
of Explanation 

The countless theories and fragments of theories that fall 
under one or another of the foregoing headings have this much in common: they 
are concerned with the question: How do we account for the difference in 
behavior between this person and that, or this person today and the same pers~n 
tomorrow? Attempts to answer suc~1 q~estions and that se~k the _answer~ m 
differences among persons, in the Situations they face, and m the mteracho_ns 
between them, we may call psychological. All actions are proper subj~cts for m­
quiry on the psychologicalle_vel. But_ we may ask ~no~h.er sort of _question ~s 'Y~ll. 
Actions are not only events m the b•ograph1es of md•v•duals-thmgs that md•_v•d­
uals do; they a~e_al~o evenj:s lo~ate~-~~mewhere in a so_c_i_al system o~-s~ucture-~n a 
family, a'"ilelghborhood, a city, a ~eg1?n, an organization, a count~. D1fferent kmds 
of deviant acts are variously d1stnbuted within a given soc1al structure, and 
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these distributions differ from one time to another and from one structure to 
another. It also makes sense to ask: \Vhat is it about social structures-their 
organization, their cultures, their histories-that accounts for differences within 
and between them? Durkheim long ago remarked that each country, and each 
major region and population segment within each country, had its own character­
istic suicide rate, and that these rates were remarkably stable, although over a 
pcr~od of time two countries, or some other units of analysis, might chang~ 
thc1r relative positions in the rank ordering of suicide rates. ·n1c suicide rate is 
particularly apposite because it is obvious that the same individuals arc not involved 
in comparisons at two different times. It is clear, then, that the rate and distribu­
tion of suicide is a property of the srstem; that there is something about the 
society, the region, or the group that generates its characteristic suicide rate. Such 
regularities of pattern may be observed not only in suicide but in all sorts of 
deviant actions, and also in such things as birth rates, age at marriage, income 
distributions, gross national products, voting participation, and religiosity. In 
every case we are confronted with the question: \Vhat other properties of the 
system account for this property? 

\Ve may call this level of inquiry sociological. \Ve do not oppose sociological 
explanations to psychological explanations; they arc not ri\·al answers to the same 
questions, but answer different questions about the same sort of behavior. How­
ever, they are obviously closely related, and not any theory on the one level is 

'\ compatible with any theory on the other. Psychological theories have implications 
~ for the sociological level, and every sociological theory makes assumptions, cx­

·\1 plicitly or implicitly, about the psychological level. Durkhcim himself, although 
he insisted as strongly as anybody on the radical distinction between the two kinds 
of inquiry, provides an example. One kind of suicide, which he called suicide 
egoiste, he attributed to weak social cohesion or a low degree of solidarity-a state 
of the networks of social relationships among the members of a system. He demon­
strates, furthermore, that variations in social cohesion arc related to variations 
in the suicide rate as predicted by his theor~:· However, he go~s on to explain wltr 
variations in social cohesion should make a d1ffercnce to the smcide rate, and at this 
point he talks about the effects of social cohesion upon the "states of mind" 

. of the people involved. 
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\Vhat is the end of suffering, above all? ... The problem does not exist 
for the believer firm in his faith or the man strongly bound by ties of domestic or 
political society. Instinctively and unreflectively they ascribe all that they are and 
do, the one to.his Church or his God, the living symbol of the Chur~h. the other 
to his family, the third to his country or party. Even in their suffenngs they see 
only a means of glorifying the group to which they belong and thus do homage 
to it .... But the more the believer doubts ... so much the more does he become 
a mystery to himself, unable to escape the exasperating and agonizing question: 
to what purpose? 

... No proof is needed that in such a state of confusion the least cause of 
discouragement may easily give birth to desperate resolutions. If life is not worth 
the trouble of being lived, everything becomes a pretext to rid ourselves of it.l 

Durkheim argues that the endless variety of agonies, disappointments, 
jealousies, and other individual "motives," throws little light on stability and 
change in rates of suicide.2 In this sense, he is "anti-psychological." But it is 
equally clear that his own explanation of suicide as a function of the state of the 
social system rests upon assumptions about motivation. His speculation about 

I Emile Durkheim, Suicide (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1951), pp. 212-213. 
2 Ibid., pp.HS-151. 
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motives, however, is distinctive in two respects. Firstly, he is concerned not with 
elements of motivation that are idiosyncratic, varying from individual to individual, 
but with those that are common to all suicides or to large classes of suicides. 
Secondly, he treats these elements of motivation as consequences of the state 
of the social system; as links in the chain of causation starting with the state 
of the system and terminating in the act of suicide. 

In general, whatever the properties of the culture or social structure to 
which we attribute the pattern of deviance, these properties determine the behavior 
of the members of the system through their impacts upon their personalities, the 
situations in which they operate, the conjunctions of personality and situation, 
and the interaction processes between them. In other words, psychological inquiry 
is concerned with identifying variables and processes involved in the motivation 
of deviance and conformity, and with constructing exact theories about their 
interrelationships. Sociological theory is concerned with identifying the variables 
and processes in the larger social system that in turn shape those that are involved 
in motivation, and that determine their distribution within the svstem. ---

If we turn our attention to particular theories or to particular authors, we 
find that they differ not only with respect to the answers they give to the same 
questions, but to the range of issues, psychological and sociological, with which 
thcv arc concerned. It is important to bear in mind, therefore, that when we 
criticize the ideas of some paiticular author, the criticism extends to those ideas 
and not necessarily to his entire system of thought. If one swallow does not make 
a summer, one dry well does not make a desert. 
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c o n t t• o I t It ~~ o w· i e s 

of de\Tiant 

nlotil'ution 

five 
Consider two people who want to do the same thing: one 

manages to do it because there is nothing to prevent him, but the other does not 
manage because s?mething gets in his way-perhaps fear ?f punis_hm~nt, perhaps 
a qualm of consc1ence. In this case, the difference in theu behav10r IS the result 
of differences in the controls, either in the situation or internal to the personality. 
No general theory of human behavior can fail to make a place for the role of 
controls. Indeed, we shall speak now of theories of deviance that give to control 
the central role in the determination of behavior. 

A control conception of human motivation is built around two sets of 
varia?~e~. On the one_ hand is the impulse side: a hostile, de~tructive, aggres~ive, 
acqmsi~Ive,. or. otherwise "antisocial" impulse. On t~e other IS ~he contro_l Side: 
somethmg 1ns1de the actor or in the situation of action that demes or forbids the 
expression of the impulse. The outcome depends on the relative strength of these 
two contenders: if the impulse is stronger, the outcome is deviance! if th~ controls 
are stronger, the outcome is the inhibition of deviance. On th1s bas1c theme, 
various theories play many different variations. Some account for deviance primarily 
in terms. of variation on the impulse side; others in terms of variation on the 
control side. Such we may call "one-sided" control theories. Others emphasize the 
role of variability on both sides. Such we may call "two-sided" theories. Still 
others seem to take a control model of motivation for granted, and concentrate 
on the origins of the variables themselves. We are dealing, then, not with a 
theory but with a large class of theories. 
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Bio-anthropological Theories 
These are the "kinds-of-people" theories par excellence. 

'D1ey do not, typically, analyze in detail the motivational processes involved in 
deviance, but it is clear from their descriptions that the kinds of people they are 
speaking of are deviant primarily because their deviant impulses are exceptionally 
powerful or their inner controls deficient-and more often both. Situational vari­
ables are usually recognized as somehow relevant, but are relegated to a minor 
role. The central task of theory is seen as that of determining the tYPe or types 
of people who are disposed to deviance. These types, furthermore, are thought 
to be recognizable by measurable anatomical characteristics: the deviant disposi­
tion is an expression of the same biological processes, usually hereditary, that 
determine the shape of the body. The study of deviance from this point of view 
becomes "criminal anthropology," a branch of biology, and the chief tools of 
research become calipers, scales, and cameras. 

Lombrosian Positivism 
The "positive school of criminology," founded by the 

Italian physician Cesare Lombroso, was a reaction to the classical school, which 
assumed that men were, by and large, rational and endowed with free will. As 
such, they calculated the advantages and costs of any course of action, and freely 
chose that course in which the advantages outweighed the costs. Since men did 
not differ appreciably in these respects, the sources of variance were to be found 
principally in the situation, specifically in the rewards and penalties they could 
reasonably anticipate. The implication for social policy was that social control 
could be most effectively achieved by instituting punishments sufficiently swift, 
certain, and severe to counterbalance the expected gratification. Indeed, the 
classical school provides us with a prototYPe of a one-sided control theory of 
motivation in which the decisive role is played by "external" controls-i.e., con­
trols in the situation of action. 

The positive school opposed a rigorous determinism to freedom of the 
will: having been shaped by biology or social circumstance in a certain mold, 
men are then moved irresistibly to act as they do. Rather than being more or 
less alike, they fall into a number of types, each type having a characteristic 
ingrained proclivity to virtue or to vice. The central task of theory is to identify 
the types and to discover the forces that produce them. The sense of freedom 
of choice is an illusion, and therefore control of deviance is not to be achieved 
by appealing to morality or by threats addressed to the calculating rational 
intellect. It is to be achieved, rather, by "individualized" measures, addressed to 
the peculiarities of each type and the circumstances that make it so. 

The positivist position, which as we have said was first systematically formu­
lated in the 1870's by Lombroso, was later elaborated on by Lombroso and his 
numerous followers, notably Enrico Ferri. On the basis of measurements of 
inhabitants of Italian prisons, Lombroso described the "born criminal," whose 
criminality and bodily structure alike were manifestations of his underlying atavism. 
By atavism he meant an outcropping of traits characteristic of a more primitive 
stage of the biological evolution of the race. Before his death, reminiscing on the 
dawn of this discovery, he recalls a post-mortem on the skull of the notorious 
brigand Villela: 

... on laying open the skull I found on the occ~p~tal part, ex~ctly o~ the 
spot where a spine is found on the normal skull, a d1stmct depressiOn wh1ch I 
named median occipital fossa, because of its situation precisely in the middle of 
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the occiput as in inferior animals, especially rodents. This depression, as in the 
case of animals, was correlated with the hypertrophy of the vermis, known in 
birds as the middle cerebellum. 

This was not merely an idea, but a revelation. At the sight of that skull, I 
seemed to see all of a sudden, lighted up as a vast plain under a flaming sky, the 
problem of the nature of the criminal-an atavistic being who reproduces in his 
person the ferocious instincts of primitive humanity and the inferior animals. 
Thus were explained anatomically the enormous jaws, high cheek-bones, promi­
nent superciliary arches, solitary lines in the palms, extreme size of the orbits, 
handle-shaped or sessile ears found in criminals. savages, and apes, insensibihty to 
pain, extremely acute sight, tattooing, excessive idleness, love of orgies, and the 
irresistible craving for evil for its own sake, the desire not only to extinguish life 
in the victim, but to mutilate the corpse, tear its flesh, and drink its blood. 1 

This quotation gives the flavor of what is most distinctive of the Lombrosian 
brand of positivism. Standing alone, like a single quotation from any author, it 
is misleading. During the 35 years that he dominated European criminology, 
his position became much modified, largely in response to criticism. The continued 
centrality of the biological predisposition is revealed, however, even in his later 
writing: 

The study of the causes of crime does not lessen the fatal influence to be 
assigned to the organic factor, which certainly amounts to 35% an~ possibly even 
40%; the so-called causes of crime being often only the last determmants and the 
great strength of congenital impulsiveness the principal cause.2 

In the early years of this century, Lombrosian criminology took a severe 
critical battering, culminating in a devastating critique by Charles Goring, an 
Englishman and prison medical officer.3 Goring carefully compared large samples 
of English prisoners with control groups of noncriminals with respect to the 
various a-ttributes considered bv Lombroso to be the "stigmata" of atavism and 
degeneracy. He concluded that· there was no evidence of a distinct physical crim­
inal type, and his work has since been accepted by most criminologists as the 
definitive refutation of the Italian school. 

Hooton's Criminal Anthropology 
However the conviction that criminals are a biologicallv 

inferio: l~t, destined to criminali'ty by defective heredity, and _bearing t~1e marks 
of. their mferiority upon their bodies, lingers on and o~ca~10n~lly flickers. up 
bnghtly enough to create a brief sensation. In 1939 the distingUished Amencan 
anthropologist Hooton published a voluminous report on some 17,000 prisoners 
and free citizens, or "civilians." 4 Untold thousands of anthropometric measure­
ments \Vere made; criminals and civilians were broken down into groups con­
sidered comparable; and statistical differences were determined among offense 
groups and between criminals and civilians, Hooton concluded that different 
types of offenders tend also to be anthropometrically different, an_d that criminals 
as a group are morally, intellectually, morphologically, and genetically degenerate 

1 C~sare. Lombroso, "Introduction" to Gina Lombroso Ferrero, Criminal l\-fan according to 
the C/asszficatwn of Cesare Lombroso (New York and London: Putnam, 1911 ) , pp. xiv-xv. 

2 Cesare Lombroso, Crime: Its Causes and Remedies (Boston: Little, Brown, 1918, trans· 
lated from French edition of 1899), p. 376. 

3 Charles Goring, The English Convict (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1913). 
t Ernest A. Hooton, The American Criminal, Vol. I (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 

193?), ~nd a popularized version of the same, Crime and the Man (Cambridge: Harvard Uni­
ver5lty Press, 1939). 
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as compared to civilians. He drew the conclusion, logically enough, that the 
key to any really decisive attack on crime lies in eugenics, the social control 
of reproduction.5 

Hooton's vogue was brief. Despite his formidable scientific paraphernalia 
and his undoubtably conscientious effort to observe the requirements of scientific 
method, his research came to grief, mostly on the shoals of dubious sampling 
methods. His approximately H,OOO criminals were drawn from the prisons and 
jails of 10 states; his 3,000-odd civilians consisted of (1\'ashville, Tenn.) firemen 
and (from i\lassachusetts) state militiamen, hospital out-patients, and bathers at 
public beaches. \Vhere the civilian controls have been selected in this manner, 
the disco\'ery of significant differences bet\vcen criminals and ci\'ilians can hardly 
be taken as evidence of an intrinsic connection between physical type and crim­
inality. 'Ilte procedure is not \'cry different, in principle, from comparing a 
~ampling of female criminals with male civilians; in this case the differences 
between the criminals and the c:i\·ilians ccrtainlv lend themselves to other 
plausible interpretations! Nu amount of precision in. measurement, nor refinement 
in statistical comparison, can O\'crcomc the fatal defect of such imperfect controls. 
The problem of finding comparable controls is not, however, confined to anthro­
pologically oriented research; it affects all social research. And it is always easier 
to point out defects of control groups than to correct them. 

Constitutional Trpologics: Sheldon 
A different sort of biological theory lays less stress on the 

significance of specific anatomical traits and attempts rather to classify men on 
the basis of overall patterning or configuration of bodily structure. These patterns 
arc assumed to be determined, for the most part, genetically, and to be cor­
related with (a) characteristic patterns of physiological and chemical functioning, 
and (b) characteristic patterns of personality and temperament that are the 
external expressions of the internal physiological and chemical state. Just as 
different breeds of dogs exhibit characteristic "packages" of build, physiology, and 
temperament, all rooted in the germ plasm, so do men. These temperaments 
arc not intrinsically and specifically criminal, but some of them, especially in 
combination with certain environmental variables, have a special affinity for 
criminality or delinqucn9. 

The best-known example of the application of such typologies to the study 
of deviant behavior is that of \Villiam H. Sheldon, American psychologist and 
physician.6 Briefly and crudely summarized, Sheldon's typology of body types is 
based on the relative predominance of digestive viscera, of bone and muscle, and of 
neural and cutaneous tissue. '111e first component makes for softness and roundness; 
the second for hardness and rectangularity; the third for leanness and fragility. 
The first component is called endomorphy, the second mesomorphy, the third 
ectomorphy. The endomorph tends to be easygoing, sociable, and self-indulgent; 
the mesomorph restless, energetic, and insensitive; the ectomorph intropective, 
sensitive, and nervous. Sheldon analyzed detailed physical and biographical data 
on 200 boys at Boston's Hayden Goodwill Inn, a rehabilitation home for boys. 
He concluded that although mesomorphy did not necessarily produce delinquency, 
it was the constitutional background most favorable to delinquency. 

Sheldon suggests a variety of ways in which body type (somatotype) might 
affect delinquency. Mainly, however, it seems to work in the following. way. 
'l11e mesomorph is high on drive: he is vigorous, unceasingly active, qmck to 

5 Crime and the Man, pp. 396-397. 
G William H. Sheldon, with the collaboration of Emil M. Hartl and Eugene McDermott, 

Varieties of Delinquent Youth (New York: Harper, 1949). 
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translate impulse into action, and bold and adventurous. At the same time he 
is deficient in the same inhibitions to direct action-conscience, sensitivity, and 
reflectiveness-that are especially characteristic of the ectomorph. Taken together, 
these characteristics tend to produce a predatory person, one who does and takes 
what he wants with little regard to others. The motivational scheme is, therefore, 
essentially a control theory: mesomorphs need not necessarily be delinquents and 
criminals; if intelligent and well situated, they may turn their predatory bents 
to good account by be~ming successful generals, politicians, or captains of indus­
try. At any rate, Sheldon concludes with great confidence that "whatever else 
may be true of the delinquency I saw in Boston, it is mainly in the germ plasm," 7 

and that the only really effective solution to the problem of social control is 
selective breeding to weed out the socially harmful constitutional types. 

\Ve will not detail the defects of Sheldon's methodology.8 Notwithstanding 
the vast array of data, including photographs of each of his 200 subjects from 
three an3les, and the intricate and sophisticated manipulation of statistics, the 
logic of proof is no stronger-it is perhaps weaker-than that of Lombroso almost 
80 years earlier. Indeed, his definition of delinquency as "disappointingness" is 
so vague as to be meaningless for scientific purposes; from the very outset, there· 
fore, any conclusion he might draw about the causes of delinquency arc destined 
to be worthless. His "kinds of people," measured in terms of somatotyping, arc 
intelligible and precisely defined. However, the connection between his dependent 
variable-his "Index of Delinquency"-and delinquency as it is ordinarily under­
stoocLis obscure. 

These strictures do not apply to the more careful a~d re~ponsiblc methods 
of Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck's investigation of the relat10nslup between \V. H. 
Sheldon's somatotypes and juvenile delinquency.0 The Gluccks compared 500 
delinquents with 500 nondelinquent controls. They compared not only the fre­
quency of each body type among the delinquents .and t~c nondelinqu~nts, but 
also the frequency with which each of 67 personality trmts and 42 sociOcultural 
factors was associated with each of the body types within the delinquent and 
nondelinquent groups. They found, indeed, that significantly more of the delin­
quents than of the nondelinquents were predominantly mesomorphic. (Forty 
percent of the delinquents, however, were not predominantly mcsomorphic.10 ) 

They suggest two principal mechanisms that might account for observed relation­
ships be~wccn somatotype and delinquency. 
( 1) Delmquency might be "largely direct and uncomplicated expressions of 
'original nature' in the form of excessive instinctual energy and weak or erratic 
inhibitory apparatus .... " u This is straightforward control mechanism, what the 
Gluecks call the mesomorph's greater "delinquency potential." 
( 2) It may, on the other hand, be "largely indirect, reactive, or com pen sa tory 
phenomena ~vhen they occur in the naturally sensitive (ectomorphic) and obese 
(endomorphic) body types." 12 This is an example of a very different sort of 
mechanism to be discussed in Chapter 6 on the mechanisms of defense. 

Three general comments are in order. First, the Gluccks, in keeping with 
r Ibid., p. 872. 
8 The. most ~ffective and thoroughgoing criticism is Edwin Sutherland's in Albert K. Cohen, 

Alfred R: Lmdes.m1tl~, and Karl F. Schuessler (eds.), The Sutherland Papers (Bloomington, Indi­
ana: Indiana Umvers1ty Press, 1956), pp. 279-290. 

9 Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck Physique and Delinquency (New York: Harper, 
1956). ' 

1o Ibid., p. 9. 
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their generally eclectic theoretical orientation, make no such sweeping claims for 
inherited constitutional factors as does W. H. Sheldon, nor do they arrive at 
his conclusions for social control through selective breeding. They insist that 
there are other ways of becoming a delinquent, and they suggest that the 
mesomorphic constitution provides only a delinquency potential that is likely 
to be activated in an appropriate environment. 

Second, their suggestion that delinquency in other-than-mesomorphs may 
be "reactive or compensatory" calls attention to the part that the body plays, 
not as a source of biological energy or inhibition, but as an object of attention 
endowed with meaning. The meaning to oneself-whether it is, for example, an 
object of pride or shame-depends largely on its meaning to others. Therefore, 
how one feels about one's body and what those feelings lead him to do are not 
so much a matter of biology as of socially determined attitudes. From this point 
of view, body type (whatever the somatotype) may indeed figure significantly in 
the determination of behavior. But then so may any other bodily characteristic­
for instance, the shape of one's nose, the color of his skin, his defects of sight 
or hearing. For that matter, any socially visible characteristic of the person might 
influence his actions. 

Third-and this point is closely related to the second-it may be that 
mesomorphs arc somewhat disproportionately represented among the delinquents, 
not because there is something special about the temperament associated with 
mesomorphy, but because the street life of which delinquency is so much a part 
is a socially organized enterprise that rewards strength, agility, and physical 
toughness. If people generally gravitate toward those occupations for which 
they are best equipped, we might well expect the athletic mesomorphs to be more 
attracted to delinquency than the roly-poly mesomorphs and the skinny ecto­
morphs. In brief, we would expect them to have a higher "delinquency potential" 
for the same reason that we would expect them to have a higher "high-school 
athletics potential." In both cases, "the rules of the game" confer an advantage 
on the mesomorph. 

Bio-Anthropological Theories: Conclusion 
This has been a sampling, rather than a survey, of the 

large body of literature attempting to link biological characteristics, visible and 
invisible, to deviant behavior. Endocrinological theories have attributed deviance 
to glandular malfunctions.13 Studies comparing identical with nonidentical twins, 
in which heredity is allowed to vary and environment is presumably held constant, 
have purported to demonstrate that criminality may be determined by heredity. 
Studies of family lines, of which the Jukes and the Kallikaks are the most famous, 
have attempted to do the same. In general, these tracts and studies, like the 
researches that we have reviewed, have proved at best inconclusive. 

From this history of failure, it would be incorrect to draw the conclusion 
that the case for biology has been refuted, or that further research along this line 
would be pointless. The most obvious conclusion, rather, is that no conclusions can 
be drawn, because so much of the research has been so shoddy. Where the 
methodology has been respectable by scientific standards, as in the Glueck study 
and some of the twin studies, the research has still not been designed in such 

1s Good summaries may be found in Richard R. Korn and Lloyd W. McCorkle, Crimi· 
nology and Penology (New York: Holt, 1959), Chap. 10;. Stephan Hurwitz, Criminolo~y 
(London: Allen and Unwin, 1952, and Copenhagen: Gad Pubhsher, 1952), pp. 45-147; Edwm 
H. Sutherland and Donald R. Cressey, Criminology (Chicago: Lippincott, 1960), pp. 54-55, 
97-116. 

53 
control theories of deviant motivation 



a way as to rule out interpretations of the findings very different from those of 
the authors. 

\Vc _can be sure that men \viii continue to be irresistibly drawn to speculation 
and occasionally to research on the connection between the biological constitution 
and deviant behavior. Nor should this be discouraged. The human constitution, 
and especially the nervous system and the endocrine glands, certainly have 
somethmg to do with general temperament, intelligence, energy level, sexual drive, 
reaction time, and other aspects of personality. It is not unreasonable to assume 
that these aspects of personality may in turn be related, in complex ways not 
now understood but conceivably understandable, to specific forms of social action. 
But when we remind ourselves of what we mean by deviant behavior, or more 
narrowly by crime and delinquency-e.g., check forging, street fighting, income 
tax evasion, highway speeding, drug usc, rent law violations, police corruption­
we must realize we are dealing with an enormous variety of behaviors as different 
from one another as filling prescriptions, selling used cars, and teaching algebra. 
The most reasonable expectation, it seems to us, is that the linkages of biology 
to the various forms of deviance will be as various, indirect, and remote as its 
linkages to the varieties of conforming behavior. 

Psychodynamic Control Theories 
By psychodynamic control theories we mean theories that 

consider the sources of variation in the impulse and control variables to be in 
the biography of the individual or in the contemporaneous situation, rather than 
in his biological constitution. Typically, they stand squarely in the psychoanalytical 
tradition--or at least share wth it the idea that the wellsprings of behavior, and 
especially .of deviant behavior, are largely irrational, obscure energies relatively inac­
cessible to observation and conscious control of the actor. In this sense they, too, 
stand in opposition to the theories of the classical school. Psychodynamic control 
theories, however, seldom stand alone; usually they are interwoven with other 
theories of motivation, especially that of deviance as a mechanism of adjustment 
(this will be disc used later). However, these theories are sufficiently distinct to 
merit separate discussion. 

Psychoanalytical I IIStinct Theories 
\Ve have alreadv described, in Chapter l, the simplest 

and most straightforward version of psychodynamic control tl_Jeorics-namely, 
psychoanalytical instinct theories. To recapitulate, these theones assume that 
all men are endowed by nature with aggressive, destructive, or other anti-social 
drives or instincts. The impulse side is therefore not problematical. The "kinds 
of people" who do and do not commit crimes are distinguished by the nature 
and strength of their internalized controls. The task of explanation is, in the first 
instance, to identify the defect in the control structure, and in the second to 
account for it in terms of the individual's biography. 

Clear-cut statements of the psychoanalytical instinct position are numerous. 
However, most writers who commence with such a statement of position do not 
ad!Iere to it in their explanations. In their case studies, the emphasis frequently 
shift~ fran~ the control side to the impulse side, and they d\vell at length upon 
the mfanhle and childhood experiences that have equipped the individual with 
abnormally strong or otherwise deviant or perverted needs and tendencies. For 
example, early unsatisfied needs for nourishment, attention, or love may leave a 
lifelong, abiding, compulsive tendencv to seize or acquire what they have been 
denied, or its symbolic equivalent. 0~ early frustrations or harsh treatment may 

54 
control theories of deviant moth•ation 



Consdous Sodalizl·d 
Outer Zont' (EGO) 

I 

EXCESSIVE 
1:\HIBITIO~S 

lnt<•rnal Conflict 
:\curotic 

Shl'llnf 

II 

!~ADEQUATE 

1:\HIBITlO:\S 
Extl·rnal Conflict 

lii 

1:'\HIBITIOJ:\: TO\\':\RD 
1:'\-GROl'P 0:\LY 

Group Conflict 
Pscudosodal 

Source: Lester E. Hewitt and Richard L. Jenkins (eds.). Fundamental Patterns of Malad­
;ustment (State of Illinois, no date), p. 82. 

create enduring hostilities toward the world in general, or toward particular kinds of 
objects-say, maternal or paternal representatives; hostilities so intense that they 
repeatedly break through even a strong system of controls. In these, and in 
other ways too numerous to be reviewed here, abnormal or exaggerated deviant 
tendencies, only tenuously connected with or derived from a set of instincts com­
mon to mankind, may be recognized on the impulse side of the equation. 

The Jenkins Typology 
Psychiatrist Richard L Jenkins has developed with ex­

ceptional clarity the logic of a control theory that is easily diagramed and pur­
ports to account for three patterns of maladjustment commonly found among 
children. The personality is conceived of as having a central core of primitive 
impulses corresponding to the Freudian id. In the normal adult or older child 
this is surrounded by a shell of inhibition, corresponding to the Freudian superego. 
Type I is an individual who has an excessive de\'elopment of the shell of inhibition; 
he is the "overinhibited" individual who reacts to his internal conflicts by develop­
ing neurotic symptoms, such as anxiety attacks. Type II, the "unsocialized aggres­
sive," is the opposite of Type I. He has an inadequate shell of inhibition, and 
gives free rein to his primitive impulses. Type III, the "socialized delinquent," 
has a normal shell of inhibition towards members of the in-group-e.g., the gang; 
towards members of any out-group there is a deficit of inhibitions, and therefore 
free expression of the primitive impulses.14 . 

Here then, parsimoniously constructed out of a few essential materials, is a 
typology of three kinds of people to account for three kinds of problem behavior. 
In the larger work from which this typology is drawn, Hewitt and Jenkins attempt 
to assign problem children to these types on the basis of behavioral indices, and to 

u Paraphrased from Richard L. Jenkins, "Psychiatric Interpretations and Considerations of 
Treatment," in Hewitt and Jenkins (eds.), op. cit., pp. 81-83. 
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d_emonstrate statistically that each type is associated with a distinct type of situa­
~IOnal or d~velopmental b_ac~ground. Although these correlations are open to other 
mt~rpretabo?s. than Jenkms, _the study !s one of the more impressive attempts to 
validate statistically an essentially Freudian theory of deviance. 

Types of Faulty Control Structures 
1. Superego defect. Explanations in terms of controls 

may differ with respect to the kinds of defects of control they emphasize and how 
they explain them. For example, several different defects of the conscience or 
superego have been described. These include (a) the failure of the superego to 
develop at all, resulting in a person devoid of moral sense or, as he is sometimes 
called, a "psychopathic personality;" (b) a weak, sporadically functioning, easily 
neutralized superego; (c) a superego that forbids the expression of antisocial 
impulses against members of one's in-group, but permits their free discharge against 
outsiders, as in Jenkins' typology above; (d) a superego that is otherwise more or 
less intact, but contains gaps or "superego lacunae," th~t interpose no effective 
barrier to certain kinds of deviant impulses-e.g., promiscuous sexual behavior; 
(e) a superego that is itself delinquent-i.e., that positively condone!> or requires 
certain kinds of deviant behavior. 

Each of these has given rise to a considerable amount of literature attempt­
ing to account for it in terms of specific kinds of early family experience. Superego 
lacunae, for example, are explained as the result of the acceptance of standards 
of parents who explicitly support the canons of conventional morality, but who 
unconsciously harbor secret wishes for certain kinds of forbidden conduct, who seek 
to satisfy these wishes vicariously through their children, and who somehow com­
municate to their children that this behavior is not really forbidden to them.15 

The theme that runs most conspicuously through this literature is the neces­
sity, as prerequisite to normal superego development, for the child to be able to 
depend on the love and support of his parent. This provides the basis for his 
identification with his parent, which includes the internalization of the parent's 
moral standards. The identification process does not occur if the dependency rela­
tionship fails to develop, or if the dependency needs of the child are not satisfied 
by the parent, or if thev are satisfied only capriciously, according to the moods or 
whims of the parent rather than the conduct and misco~duct of t~e ~~ild.16 

A topic of continuing fascination is the "psychopathic personality. Such per­
sons may be intelligent, charming, ingratiating, prudent, and more or l_ess successful, 
or th~y may be dull, inept, and always in trouble. \~a~ they have I? c~mn:on is 
that 1f they are deterred from deviant behavior at all, It IS by lack of mclmabon or 
fear ?f co~sequences. Guilt, compassion, and humane regard for o~hers play no 
part_ m their behavior, although some psychopaths may successfully simulate these 
sentiments. Estimates of the number of true psychopaths vary enormously. One 
priso_n psychologist states: "Psychopaths make up the bulk o_f pri~oners." 17 Others 
consider It to be a rare condition, and still others deny that It exists. In the mean­
time, a variety of theories have been proposed to account for this kind of person, 
on the assumption that he exists. The most popular view attributes it to the fail-

. 15 See,_ for example, Adelaide M. Johnson and S. A. Szurek, "The Genesis of Anti-social 
Actmg Out m Children and Adults," Psychoanalytic Quarterly (1952), 21:323-343, and Harris 
B. ~eck and _Y!rginia Bellsmith, Treatment of the Delinquent Adolescent (New York: Family 
SefV!ce Assoc1ahon of America, 1957), pp. 56-58. 

. 10 One of the most careful and systematic studies in this vein is Albert Bandura and 
R1chard H. Walters, Adolescent Aggression (New York: Ronald, 1959). especially Chap. 6. 

17 Raymond Corsini, "Criminal Psychology," in Vernon C. Branham and Samuel B. 
Kutash (eds.), Encyclopedia of Criminology (New York: Philosophical Library, 1949). p. 112. 
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ure to establish, in the first few years of life-some say in the very first year­
secure, satisfying relationships with affectionate, nurturant, parental figures. If these 
relationships are absent during the first critical years, the damage is irreversible and 
the child can never develop a conscience.18 

2. Ego defect. In recent years there has been increasing attention to ego 
defects of various kinds. Of the structural components of personality in the psycho­
analytical tradition of thought, the ego is the most variously and loosely defined. 
According to Hartmann, "It is a substructure of the personality and is defined by 
its functions." 10 \Vhich is to say, the ego is whatever agent or part of the per­
sonality it is that does those things that have been called "ego functions." The 
common element that seems to define ego functions is that they stand between 
the id, which is blind, urgent, and irrational; the superego, which is moralistic and 
critical; and external reality, which sets limits to what is possible, and determines 
the consequences of what we do. The ego functions mediate among these three 
realms. It is a kind of manager, organizer, overseer, and disciplinary agent of the 
personality as a whole, attempting to bring its components into harmonious rela­
tion with one another, and especially to insure that they act with proper regard 
for the hard facts of the real world. In particular, it chastens and restrains the 
impulses of the id, which, if allowed free rein, will only thwart the realization of 
its own aims and bring disaster upon the personality. 

A "weak" ego signifies, among other things, an inability to subordinate 
impulses, to defer gratification, and to adhere tenaciously to a rationally planned 
course of action. The literature on ego functions and malfunctions has contributed 
importantly to the identification of the different ways in which people deal with 
the demands of the conscience and the "real world." What this ego is, however, 
and how this versatile organ does all the things that are attributed to it, is a fairly 
obscure subject.20 

Frustration-Aggression Theories 
These theories, stemming from the work of Freud, and 

most systematically elaborated by Dollard and others, state that frustration typically 
(or, as in some of these theories, always) produces aggression, and that aggression 
typically (or always) results from frustration.21 If "frustration" and "aggression" 
are interpreted broadly enough, these theories can be (they have been) used to 
explain almost every kind of deviant behavior. The emphasis here shifts from 
kinds of persons with special propensities for aggression, to kinds of situations or 
experiences that may provoke aggression in any person. The source of frustration 
may lie within the personality-in one's own conscience, for example--or in the 

18 Hervey M. Cleckley, "Psychopathic States," in Silva no Arieti ( ed.), American Hand· 
book of Psychiatry (New York: Basic Books, 1959), Chap. 28; William McCord and Joan 
McCord, Psycilopatlly and Delinquency (New York: Grune and Stratton, 1956); John Bowlby, 
Forty-four ftiYenile Thieves (London: Bailliere, Tindall and Cox, 1946); Loretta Bender, "Psy· 
chopathic Behavior Disorders in Children," in Edward Podolsky (ed.), Encyclopedia of Aberra· 
tions (New York: Philosophical Library, 1953), pp. 431-439. 

19 Heinz Hartmann, "Comments on the Psychoanalytic Theory of the Ego," in Kurt S 
Eissler, et al. (eds.), The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, Vol. V (New York: International 
Universities Press, 1950), p. 75. 

2o The most elaborate analysis of the role of the ego as a controlling agent is Fritz Red! 
and David Wineman, The Aggressive Child (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1957). 

21 John Dollard, Leonard W. Doob, Neal E. Miller, 0. H. Mowrer, and Robert R. Sears, 
Frustration and Aggression (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939). See alsq Elton B. McNeil, 
"Psychology and Aggression," The foumal of Conflict Resolution (September 1959), 3:195-294; 
0. H. Mowrer, "Frustration and Aggression," in Branham and Dutash (eds.), op. cit., pp. 
176-186. 
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environment. The strength of frustration depends on the strength of the needs, 
wishes, or impulses that are thwarted, and as the strength of frustration varies, so 
docs the intensity of the impulse to aggression. However, the manner in which it 
is expressed and the object at which it is directed will depend on controls operat­
ing at the time. If the controls are strong enough to prevent the expression of 
aggression outwardly, it may be directed against the self. If it is directed outwardly, 
its object may be the source of aggression itself, though perhaps mtcrnal or external 
controls will deflect it toward some substitute target. It may also be rendered harm­
less, so to speak, by sublimation; in this case the aggressive energy is used up in 
some socially acceptable or constructive way. Possibly no mechanism has been used 
!o explain so much deviant behavior as the frustration-aggression hypothesis, and it 
IS as popular in common-sense thinking as it is in the professional literature. 

Frustration-aggression theory has been cultivated mostly by psychiatrists and 
psychologists. Henry and Short's study on suicide and homicide is, therefore, of 
special interest to us because it illustrates the use of frustration-aggression theo.ry 
by sociologists in an attempt to solve a sociological problem: to account for vana­
tions in rates of suicide and homicide among different social categories and 
through time.22 

These authors assume that suicide and homicide are both aggressive acts 
resulting from frustration, the suicidal aggression directed against the self, and the 
homicidal against some other person. Variations in suicide and homicide among 
the positions or categories of a social system depend, therefore, upon (a) the 
intensity of frustration associated with those positions, and (b) those factors 
associated with those positions that determine the direction of the resu~tant aggres­
sion. The authors use the business cycle-fluctuations of prospenty a.nd .de­
pression-as an index of the strength of frustration. They assume that the directi~n 
of aggression is determined by "the strength of the relational system"-that IS, 

the degree to which the actor is constrained in his action by his relationships to 
others. The greater this "external constraint," the easier it is for him to blame 
sources external to himself for his frustration, and therefore to legitimize the 
expression of his aggression outwards. l11c less the external constraint, the greater 
the propensity to blame the self and to turn the a~gression inwards. In other 
\vords, homicide varies directl)' and suicide inversely w1th the strength of the rela-
tional system. 

From this theory they derive a set of predictions concer!ling the eff~cts of the 
business cycle upon the suicide and homicide rates of vanous categones of the 
population, and test these predictions against actual data. They conclude that the 
data, do, in general, support their theory. 

This study is as interesting as an exemplar of scientific method as it is for 
its theory and findings: it proceeds onward from a set of basic assumptions to a 
set of carefully derived hypotheses, and thence to the collection and analysis of 
data designed to test these hypotheses. However, this description applies equally 
well to a study by Gibbs and Martin, which offers a different explanation of suicide, 
proceeding from a very different set of assumptions.23 We cannot evaluate the 
relative merits of the two theories here; this would require a careful (and there­
fore lengthy) comparison of their respective clarity, precision, internal logic, and 
predictive power. 

22 Andrew F. Henry and James F. Short, Jr., Suicide and Homicide (Glencoe, III.: The 
Free Press, 1954); "The Sociology of Suicide," in Edwin S. Shneidman and Norman L. Farberow 
(eds.), Clues to Suicide (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1957), pp. 58-69. 

23 Jack P. Gibbs and \Valter T. Martin, Status Integration and Suicide (Eugene, Ore.: 
University of Oregon Books, 1964). 
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An Appraisal 
of Psychodynamic Control Theories 

If not in the terminology of the control theories, then in 
some other language, any theory of human behavior must make room for the idea 
of controls. Nobody would deny that human beings are deterred from this or that 
course of conduct by moral considerations or by the anticipation of undesirable 
consequences, and that different people are differently affected by such consid­
erations. A great deal of theorizing about de\·iance on the sociological level has 
centered on the properties and processes of systems that affect deviance by inhib­
iting the expression of deviant impulses. 

For example: high rates of deviance in urban areas are often explained, at 
least in part, as being a result of dense concentrations of strangers-strangers often 
transient, highly mobile over a wide area and therefore relatively anonymous, unin­
terested in one another's conduct or misconduct, easily able to elude the scrutiny 
and the sanctions of those few who do know them and do care. 

Then again: the high frequency of de\·iance in certain parts of our large cities 
is attributed to the fact that the people who live there are impoverished, ignorant, 
discouraged, preoccupied with their own survival, afflicted with a feeling of power­
lessness. They are, therefore, unable to organize effectively for the containment of 
deviance within their own communities or to demand of the municipal authorities 
effective protection and law enforcement. Both these types of explanation, often 
called "social disorganization" theories, emphasize the social mechanisms that 
affect the strength of "external controls" in deviant motivation. 

Still other theories focus on those aspects of social organization-e.g., the 
cultural homogeneity of the community, the consistency and continuity of the 
various agencies of socialization to which its young people are exposed, the prestige 
of the elders in the eyes of the young-that affect the success with which the tradi­
tional moral sentiments or "inner controls" are transmitted from one generation to 
another. All of these "mechanisms of social control" are surely relevant to the 
sociology of deviance. But this is not to argue either that a theory that emphasizes 
controls, whether on the sociological or the psychological level, is a rounded theory 
of deviance, or that one must work with one or another of the psychodynamic 
control theories of deviant motivation. 

Seven Limitations of Control Theories 
(I) By and large, the control theories take too dismal a view 

of conformity. The principal ingredients of motivation, according to these theories, 
are the impulses to deviance, and the controls that inhibit them. One commits the 
deviant act because he wants to; because it satisfies an urge, a drive, a wish. One 
conforms because he ouglzt to or because he had better conform to avoid trouble. 
Let us agree that this is often so. However, we need not generalize to all human 
conduct this killjoy theory of conformity. The reader will recall the quotation 
from Durkheim: "No act has ever been performed as a result of duty alone; it 
lias always been necessary for it to appear in some respect as good." Perhaps this 
too is an overstatement, but there is no reason to assume that deviant impulses are 
opposed only by stern censors and grim warnings. Not always, but probably more 
often than not, the "right thing to do" is also what we have learned to want to 
do, a source of satisfaction in its own right. l'vlost people, most of the time, work 
rather than steal for a living, play poker or tennis by the rules, give gifts at Christ­
mas, help a neighbor change a tire, and buy food and clothing for their children, 
without feeling that they have surrendered their inclination in order to appease 
their conscience or avoid punishment. Neither deviance nor conformity has an 
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exclusive claim on the impulse life. We may forgo the deviant alternative in favor 
of conformity, not because deviance is blocked off by ego or superego controls, but 
simply because it does not interest us, or because it is not as attractive as the con-
forming alternative. . 

( 2) The control theories also take too dismal a view of deviance. They tend 
to identify the deviant impulses with the egocentric, self-seeking, short-sighted, 
acquisitive, hostile, sensual side of the personality. However, as Blake and Davis 
point out, the desire or motive behind the deviant act may be socially quite accept­
able; indeed, it may be a wish to conform or to fulfill an obligation.24 The most 
obvious example is that of role conflict, in which the individual is caught between 
two incompatible role demands; he violates one, not in order to evade it, but in 
order to fulfill the other. Homans has emphasized that the failure of organizations 
to secure conformity to their norms is not necessarily a matter of the opposition of 
"collective interests" to "individual interests," but of the expectations of one sys­
tem (for example, the work group) to that of another system (for example, the 
family) of which the individual is also a member.2 '• Merton (see above, p. ~8), 
in distinguishing between aberrant and nonconforming behavior, has emphas1zed 
that much deviance is principled, altruistic protest against what is felt to be an 
unjust order-an enurt, often at great personal cost, to attack the legitimacy of a 
rule in the name of some "higher law." Finally, as we have pointed out (p. 7), 
sometimes we violate the rules of an organization, not because those rules stand 
in the way of private gain or satisfaction, but because they hinder the acl.1ievement 
of organizational goals. Thus, an officer of a military organization, a busmess firm, 
or a government department, may "stick his neck out" and violate a rule or _an 
order for what he deems to be the good of the organization. In short, the spe_clfiC 
goals or interests that one seeks to secure by deviant behavior may be precisely 
those which, in some other context, motivate conforming behavior. . . 

( 3) The control theories tend to assume not only that the mot~ve or WISh 
behind the deviant act is itself deviant or "bad," but also that it IS closer to 
"original" or "unsocialized" human nature than conforming impuls_es_. In the first 
place, nobody has ever been able to formulate an inventory of ongmal or unso­
cialized tendencies that has commanded more than scattered and tempora,!". agree­
ment. ln the second place, the very meaning of "original human nature, m ~ny 
other sense than a range of possibilities, each of them dependent upon sp~clfic 
experiences for its development or maturation, has always proved exce7dmgly 
elusive and obscure. In the third place, whatever motives have a~ one. tm~~ or 
another been identified with original human nature or "basic biological_ dnv~s are 
never exclusively associated with deviant behavior. For example sexuahty, dnect~d 
toward the "wrong" object or seeking expression in "inappropriate" contexts, h~s 
behind much d.eviant behavior~ di_rect_ed toward other objects, however, and 1~ 
other contexts, 1t supports the mshtuhons of courtship marriage, and hard wo_rk 
on behalf of others. If this sexuality is to be harnessed i~ the service of these sooa.l 
ends, it must, of course, be trained to find satisfaction in certain kinds of expen­
ences. with certain kinds of objects. Illicit sexuality, however, is not by contrast 
untramed. The sexual impulses that find satisfaction in fornication and adult~ry 
are no more the expression of an untamed, indiscriminate, "simon-pure" sexuahty 
~han are.t~~se ~hat find satisf~ction in marriage, and few would argue that ~o~e~r­
ISm, ex?~b1bomsm, sexual sad1sm, homosexuality, and fetishism are more pn~lt.lve 
and ongmal than the more commonplace and conventional forms of sex achv~ty. 

(4) In all scientific theorizing there is the danger of tautology, of assummg 
24 Judith Blake and Kingsley Davis, "Norms, Values, and Sanctions," in Robert E. L. 

Faris (ed.), Handbook of Modern Sociology (Chicago: Rand-McNally, 1964), pp. 469-470. 
25 George C. Hornans, The Human Group (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1950), pp. 95-96. 
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that one has discovered something that explains something else when in fact he 
has only given another name to that which is to be explained. The instincts, 
energies, or drives that represent the impulse side of the control model arc some­
times such tautological inventions. For example, aggressive or acquisitive acts are 
often explained by underlying aggressive or acquisitive impulses. The evidence for 
these impulses, the grounds upon which they are imputed, turns out to be the 
aggressive or acquisitive act to be explained. This is akin to explaining fatigue by 
"exhaustion." \Ve arc not arguing that factors not easily accessible to observation 
and imputed on the basis of some sort of inference are necessarily tautological, or 
that explanations in control terms necessarily fall into this trap. The argument is 
rather that if something is used to explain something else, it must be based on 
evidence independent of that which is to be explained. Cautious and sophisticated 
control theorists take pains to avoid tautological explanation, but it is a tempting 
and easv error to fall into. 

(5.) Some of the difficulties that we have mentioned are related to the con­
ception of personality as a vessel, itself subdivided into compartments linked up 
by conduits, and containing one or more fluid substances or energies exerting 
pressure on the container walls. (Some critics of this conception have tagged it 
"psychohydraulic.") 'l11e search for motivation then tends to take the form of 
identifying some attribute or quality of the act and interpreting it as an "expres­
sion" or "manifestation" of such a contained substance. Thus an illicit taking is 
seen as a manifestation of "acquisitiveness," a hurtful act as a manifestation of 
"aggression," a destructive act as a manifestation of "destructiveness." This kind of 
explanation of an act looks inward, to the properties of the container--especially 
the strong and the weak points in its walls-and its contents. Attempts at explana­
tion proceeding from such assumptions about invisible and hypothetical sub­
stances arc difficult to refute and difficult to prove. But they also Jivert attention 
from other possible meanings of an act, meanings that become manifest only 
when we consider the acts in the context of the ongoing activities in which it is 
embedded. We know that to eat need not (although it may) be a manifestation 
of hunger. Nor do we assume that a family man who labors for his weekly wage 
is giving expression to an acquisitive disposition, a soldier to a fund of aggression, 
a bulldozer operator to a destructive energy. In every case we want to know first 
what is going on: the socially defined enterprise or "game" in progress; the actor's 
role and stake in this ongoing activity; how the act in question affects the outcomes, 
to himself and others, of the various enterprises in which he is involved. Even 
control theorists typically think in these terms when they are talking about legiti­
mate activities. However, when the act in question is normatively forbidden, they 
tend to switch to the "psychohydraulic" model of motivation. There is no reason 
to assume, however, that the meanings of deviant acts are any less various and less 
closely linked to the immediate situation and the ongoing activities than are those 
of co~forming acts. 

This is not to deny that explanation can ignore the internal dynamics of 
personality, or even that hydraulic analogies and metaphors are always fanciful. 
For example, it is difficult to dispute that a chain of events instigated by a frustrat­
ing experience may terminate in a hostile or destructive act directed against some 
unoffending object. Our main point is that before we speculate about the goings-on 
in the obscure caverns of the underworld of personality, we pay due respect to 
what is sometimes disparagingly referred to as "surface" phenomena: that which we 
can more readily observe, describe, and verify. 

(6) Frustration-aggression theory has some special difficulties of its own. In its 
classical form, it asserts that all frustration produces aggression, and that all aggres­
sion proceeds from frustration. The truth of the first proposition is certainly not 
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self-evident. Misery, deprivation, trials and tribulations are among the most com­
monplace and everyday experiences o~ mankind, yet_ only occasionally do they pre­
cipitate manifest aggression. To sustam the theory, It becomes necessary to narrow 
the meaning of frustration in such. a way _that only those seemingly frustrating 
experiences that eventuate in aggrcss1~n arc mclu~cd; or to expand the meaning of 
aggression so that seemingly unaggreSSive acts are mcluded. As to the second propo­
sition, there are many seemingly aggressive act~ that arc not manifestly linked to 
frustrating experiences. To sustain the theory, It _becomes ne~essary to narrow the 
meaning of aggression so that only those seemmgly aggressive acts that can be 
linked to frustrating experiences are _included,_ or to expa~1d the meaning of frustra­
tion so that seemingly non-frustratmg cxpenences arc mcluded. Needless to say, 
these efforts to sustain the generality of the theory often lead to refined and tor­
tured exercises in definition that are difficult to defend. There is enough evidence 
in favor of the frustration-aggression hypothesis to persuade us that things often 
happen in the way it describes, but there are enough intractible data to convince 
us that it is not tenable as a general theory. 

(7) Most of the theories we have discussed are "kinds-of-people" thc_ories, 
for their explanations of deviance stress, first anrd f_or~most, somcthi_ng SpeCial or 
peculiar about the personality of the offend~r. ( fh1s IS not neccssanly true, how­
ever, of frustration-aggression theo~y, f_or tlus _theory holds that the tendency to 
respond to frustration with aggressiOn IS genencally human, and does not presup· 
pose any special type of personality.) 

Kinds-of-people theories-and these are not limited to control theories­
must all contend with certain difficulties. One is that most people who commit 
deviant acts are not continuously and unremittingly deviant. For example, most 
students who cheat and even most children who steal do so only on occasion and 
behave "normally" most of the time. To explain why this person commits this 
deviant act at this time, it is therefore necessary to go beyond the purview of con­
trol theory and require borrowings from other types of theory. 

Another deficiency of "kinds-of-people" theories is that they overlook the 
frequency with which deviant behavior presupposes personalities that are essentially 
"normal"-that is, that are not distinguished by marked disorders of the impulse 
life or of the ego or superego. Again, w~ ask the r~ader to consider what is com­
prehended by the word "deviance." If mclud_es cnmes and other rule violations 
cOim:n!tted by corporation officials, judges, police officers, bank employees, lawyers, 
physiCI<itls, postmen, politicians, and pubhc servants of all kinds. Some of these 
are hm~nblc, others exalted, positions, but t~ey ~II have in common that, in order 
to attam and to hold them, one must ordmanly have built up a reputation for 
reasonable decency, trustworthiness, loyalty, self-control, and the like. Indeed, as 
Suthe_rland has pointed out in his studies of w~i~e-collar crime, some of the most 
notonous offenders are pillars of their commumhes, exemplars of civic virtue, and 
well-organized and disciplined personalities. In some cases, their positions may be 
regarded as rewards for the virtues that are the polar opposites of the defects 
stressed by the control theories we have examined. We are not arguing that there 
may not be more to their personalities than meets the eye-there always is!---or 
tha~ wha~ is distinctive in their personalities is irrelevant to an understanding of 
theu deviant behavior. We are arguing rather that, in order to commit deviant 
ac~, one I_D_ust often first have the opportunities that go with occupying a certain 
social pos1hon; that, in order to occupy such positions, one must have at least 
~he reputation for the qualities of personality that, according to the control theories, 
1~sulate one from deviance; and that, although these reputations, like the reputa­
tions of all men, are imperfect portraits of their subjects, they are usually hard­
earned and not without foundation. 
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In the theories to which we now turn, there is some aspect 
of the deviant act that cannot be understood as simply a deviant impulse breaking 
through the controls. According to these theories, some impulse or wish, which may 
or may not be deviant according to current social norms, runs counter to the 
conscience or some other internal demands of the personality. \ Vhcther expressed 
or contained, it gives rise to anxiety or guilt. The deviant act is a device contrived 
by the personality to protect itself from this anxiety or guilt. Such devices are 
variously called psychodynamic mechanisms, mechanisms of adjustment, or mech­
anisms of defense. They do their work mostly by concealing from the actor his 
unacceptable wish. Therefore the actor docs not know and resists exposure of the 
"true meaning" or function of the act. If he knew why he did it, he would again 
stand face-to-face with his unacceptable wish. It requires the skilled analytic tech­
niques of the trained psychiatrist or psychologist to bring its "true meaning" to 
light. These mechanisms come largely £rom psychoanalytic theory, but many 
explanations of deviant behavior in these terms make little usc of the other para­
phernalia of psychoanalytic theory. Indeed, they have become so widely assimilated 
into modern thinking that very few of us fail to make use of them in explaining the 
behavior of our friends, our associates, and especially our enemies. 

Some Examples of Defense Mechanisms 
The mechanism of displacement or substitution allows 

some expression to the unacceptable wish, but neutrali-zes the anxiety or guilt that 
would otherwise result by substituting for the target or even the form of the act 
some other target or form that, on an unconscious level, means the same thing to 
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t~e actor .. Displacement may be an adjunct to the frustration-aggression theories 
d_1scussed m the previous chapter, but it includes an added element: a transforma­
tion of some aspect of the act in order to deceive its author. 

D_eviance is often explained in terms of unconsciously intended side-effects. 
Accordmg to such explanations, the actor's behavior is governed by a certain intent, 
but one that he cannot admit to himself. Therefore, he organizes his behavior in 
such a way that it will produce the effect intended, but seemingly as an unintended 
or even undesired by-product of an act with an entirely different intent. So, for 
example, the grief or shame felt by the parent of a delinquent child, and sorrow­
full~ rel?ented by the apparently contrite offender, may actually be the key to his 
motivation. 

A special case of the unconsciously intended side-effect is the unconscious 
need for punishment: the unconscious intention is to invite punishment and 
thereby alleviate guilt resulting from some prior behavior or, more often, from a 
forbidden wish. The act chosen need bear no relationship to the censured wish. 
In fact, the absence of such a relationship makes it possible to experience the 
relief of expiation without facing the real source of one's guilt. 

Reaction-formation is a technique of denying an unacceptable clement of the 
personality through behavior that seems to affirm the opposite. For example, 
intense heterosexual behavior in men is often interpreted as a reaction-formation 
against unconscious or latent homosexual tendencies; or a truculent independence 
and contempt for authority is interpeted as a reaction-formation against secret 
passive-dependent yearnings. 
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Psychodynamic Mechanisms 
and Conforming Behavior 

These mechanisms are not exclusively associaled with 
explanations of deviant or psychopathological behavior. They have also been used 
to account for behavior that is considered quite normal, or at least socially accept­
able. For example, various forms of goodness may be construed as reaction­
formations against nastiness: kindness against unconscious sadistic impulses, gen­
erosity against stinginess, love against hate, sportsmansh_ip a_gainst envy. Ordinarily, 
however, we do not interpret socially acceptable behavwr m these terms. We are 
most prone to such explanations in everyday life when, ~or one reason or _another, 
we w1sh to disparage a person. To attribute his behav1or to the operation of a 
psychodynamic mechanism is to imply that it is not the free and spontaneous 
expression of goodness of heart; that it does not mean what it seems to mean; 
that there is something "compulsive" about it; that it is slightly "sick." 

The mechanisms have also been used to explain reactions to deviant behavior, 
especially the "need to punish." If we assume that there is within each of us a 
cauldron of aggressive and destructive urges, repressed and contained by a diligent 
e~o and a powerful superego, then the criminal is doing what a]~ of _us secretly 
w1_sh. to do. \Ve identify with him; vicariously we share in the gratifications of the 
cnmmal act. But this in turn stirs up guilt and threatens to loose into conscious­
r:ess th_e wicked impulses that have been so laboriously repressed. This is a situa­
tion ta1lored for reaction-formation. We turn on the criminal and demand that he 
be pu?ished, and by demanding punishment we demonstrate that we are enemies 
?f evil; we affirm our commitment to goodness; we deny our own repressed 
1mpulses. Paradoxically, punishment at the same time permits expression to those 
very impulses. Our own aggressiveness, in the guise of justice and deterrence, is 
displaced upon the criminal. The aggressiveness is there before the crime is; the 
crime conveniently provides the occasion and the object for its release, and the 
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language and the machinery of justice in turn provide the disguise which enable 
it to slip by the superego unrecognized. Again, it is clear that this explanation 
does not only explain; it disparages punishment and stains it with the taint of 
psychopathology .1 

Psychodynamic Mechanisms 
in Sociological Explanations 

l'vlany sociologists are critical of explanations that make 
use of psychodynamic mechanisms, on the grounds that such explanations are "too 
psychological." Certainly they arc vulnerable to criticism, but not because they 
arc too psychological. Psychodynamic mechanisms have to do with the motivation 
of behavior. Sociologists-or people who arc asking sociological questions, what­
ever they call themselves-are no less interested in motivation than are psychol­
ogists, but they are interested in it from a special point of view: how the culture 
and the organization of the social system help to determine the ingredients and 
the processes of motivation, and the distribution of different kinds of motiYation 
within and between social systems. 

An Illustration: Cohen 
In my own work, I have addressed the question: \Vhy is 

delinquency disproportionately frequent among lower-class youth, and why does 
so much of it have no manifest point or utility, but seem rather to proceed from a 
spirit of pure meanness, negativism, contrariness, and the like?2 Very briefly sum· 
marized, my argument states that young people's self-feelings depend very largely 
upon how they are judged by others. In this country the stages on which they per­
form and the situations in which they are judged-most notably, the school situa­
tion-are largely dominated by middle-class people, and the standards or measur­
ing rods by which they are judged are those current among middle-class people. 
They are not, however, exclusively middle-class standards. They express the domi­
nant American value system; they pervade the mass media; and they are also 
applied, although in a less throughgoing way, by "respectable" working-class people. 
These standards include such criteria as verbal fluency, academic intelligence, high 
levels of aspiration, drives for achievement, capacity for sustained effort in the 
service of long-run goals, the ability to delay gratification, neatness, cleanliness, 
polished manners, and others. It is also a characteristic of American culture gen­
crally_.:.an aspect of its "democratic" ethos-that young people of different origins 
and backgrounds tend to be judged by the same standards, so that young people 
of different social class, race, and cthnicity find themselves competing with one 
another for status and approval under the same set of rules. However, they are not 
all equally well-equipped for success in this status game. In particular. different 
patterns of socialization are associated with the different social classes, and middle­
class socialization is far more effective in training children for such success than is 
lower-class socialization. For this and other reasons, lower-class children arc more 
likely to experience failure and humiliation. In brief, they are caught up in a game 
in which others are typically the winners and they are the losers and the also-rans. 

One way they can deal with this problem is to repudiate and withdraw from 
the game, to refuse to recognize the rules as having any application to them, and 

1 For an excellent statement of this theory of punishment see Franz Alexander and Hugo 
Staub, The Criminal, the Judge and the Public (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1956), PP· 
214-223. • 

2 Albert K. Cohen, Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang, (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free 
Press, 19 55 ) . 
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to set up new games with their own rules or criteria of status-rules by which they 
can perform satisfactoriiy. It is not, however, quite that simple. The dominant 
value system is also, to a degree, their value system. They have, to a certain extent, 
internalized its rules also. They can tell themselves that they don't really care 
about what people think of them, and about the things these people think arc 
important, but their internalized values, even if repressed, threaten always to break 
through and dilute their satisfaction with the alternative they have chosen. There­
fore, to buttress this choice, to protect it from incursions from "the enemy within 
as well as the enemy without," they resort to reaction-formation. They not only 
reject the dominant value system, but do so with a vengeance. They "stand it on 
its head"; they exalt its opposition; they engage in malicious, spiteful, "ornery" 
behavior of all sorts to demonstrate not only to others, but to themselves as well, 
their contempt for the game they have rejected. 

This theory has been severely mauled by its critics, and can no longer stand 
without modification. However, we are not at the moment concerned with its 
validity. \Vc are interested in it as an example of the explicit utilization of the 
mechanism of reaction-formation in a theory designed to answer a sociologic~] 
question. The aforementioned Delinquent Boys is concerned with the way. 111 

which the organization of the social system produces the ambivalence to wluch 
the reaction-formation is a solution. 

An Illustration: Clzein and Rosenfeld 
These authors, psychologists who have done ex_tensive 

research _on narcotics use in New York City, have been conce~ned_ both With t~le 
personality characteristics of narcotics users and the social distnbutwn of narcotics 
~se by age, class, ~thnicity, and Iocality.3 They conclude from their data that ~ll 
JUVemle drug add1cts are severely disturbed individuals: "In terms of perso_nahty 
structure, one may say that the potential addict suffers from a weak ego, an made­
quately fu_nctioning superego, and inadequate masculine idcntifi~atio~." ~ 

Our mterest at the moment however is focused on the relatwnsh1p between 
age and nare:otics addiction. Chein and R~senfeld note that the age of 16 is one 
of excepti?nally high susceptibility to involvement in drug use. They n_ote also 
that tillS IS the age which in our society is often perceived as a steppmgstone 
toward adulthood. · 

. We k~ow also that the spread of drug use in delinquent gangs tends to ?e 
assoc1ated w1~h the breakup of the gang at a time when some. o~. t!1e healthier 
members b_egm to be concerned with the pleasures and rcspons1b1hh~s. of adult­
ho~d_. Until then, the activities of the gang-rumbles, fights, hell-rmsmg, com­
pehh_ve sports--offer to members and hangers-on a measure of shared statu~,. of 
sec~T_~ty, and u_f a sense of belonging. But as the group grows older, these JOmt 
~ch_v,_hes are giVen up as "kid-stuff," and the maturing youngsters d~velop more 
mdlVldual concerns about work, future, and a "steady" girl. It is at th1s stage that 
those members or hangers-on who are too disturbed emotionally to face the f~ture 
as a~ults fi~d themselves seemingly abandoned by their old cronies and begm to 
feel mcreasmgly anxious. s 

It i~ at t~is stage that the addiction-prone youngster, who may in the past 
have dalhed w1th drugs, but not in a serious way, turns increasingly to them to 

3 Isidor Chein and Eva Rosenfeld, "Juvenile Narcotics Use," Law and Contemporarv 
Problems (Winter 1957), 22:52-68. . 

4 Ibid .. p. 60. For a contrarv view, see Harold Finestone, "Narcotics and Criminality," 
Law and Contemporary Problems (Winter 1957), 22:69-85. 

5 Chein and Rosenfeld, op. cit., p. 62. 
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bolster his confidence, to deaden his anxiety about his inadequacy to the demands 
of adulthood, and for pleasurable relief in situations of strain. The principal mcch· 
an ism here may be called "escape" or "avoidance": it is a device to avoid clear con­
frontation with one's limitations and also to narcotize any residual guilt and anxi­
ety. Note that the problem is not simply a function of a certain kind of personality. 
It arises when a certain kind of personality is confronted with certain kinds of 
demands-demands that arise or arc intensified when the person moves from the 
status of "child" or "kid" to that of "man" or "adult." They are expectations that 
attach to social roles, and arc therefore part of the culture of the surrounding 
social system. 'll1e problem of adjustment with which these young people cope 
by means of psychodynamic mechanisms is therefore structured, in part, by the 
nature of the social system. 

An Illustration: The 1\fcCords 
Few topics in deviant behavior (or emotional illness, 

depending on how one chooses to define it) have spawned more speculation and 
research than have alcoholism and problem drinking. Almost e\·ery perspective on 
human behavior-pastoral psychology, physiology, biochemistry, learning theory, 
psychoanalysis, sociology, anthropology-has been brought to bear on the subject. 
Among psychiatrists and clinical psychologists, and probably among students of the 
subject in general, the most influential views arc in the psychoanalytical tradition, 
going back to Freud's own writings on alcoholism. Although even these views vary 
greatly among themselves,6 the following three themes recur with imprcssi,·e 
regularity. 

( 1) Alcoholism is associated with unusual experiences at the oral stage of 
development, the stage when the infant is completely dependent upon the solici­
tude and nurturance of the mother. During this stage, the infant's principal aYenue 
to and instrument of contact with the w9rld is the mouth. Since its principal 
gratifications and frustrations are oral, eating and drinking, biting and kissing, and 
all other oral activities acquire emotional meanings and overtones associated with 
the quality of its experiences and relationships with others, primarily its mother. 
The experiences during the oral stage that arc held to be most significant for the 
development of alcoholism are cruelty, neglect, deprivation, or alternating indul­
gence and deprivation, although excessive indulgence-the encouragement of over­
dependence-is sometimes implicated, too. In any case, the result is held to be the 
development of a personality with profound, perhaps insatiable, needs for depen­
dency. (The development of homosexual tendencies-also traced, as a rule, to 
experiences in the oral stage-is sometimes considered of equal importance, some­
times secondary to the dependency need.) 

( 2) Later experiences lead to the acquisition of contrary needs: needs for 
independence and achievement, and a need to present an image of confident 
heterosexuality. This leads to the repression of the dependency wishes and/or homo­
sexual tendencies, but not to their extinction; they remain permanent sources 
of dissatisfaction, tension, and anxiety. 

( 3) Alcohol is a device for coping with these problems. It relieves guilt and 
anxiety. It loosens inhibitions, permitting expression of repressed wishes, and at 
the same time blurring perception of the real meaning of one's behaYior. Above all, 
the consumption of alcohol is itself a symbolic re·creation of a satisfying depen­
dency relationship: 

e For a useful summary, see Israel Zwcrling and Milton Rosenbaum, "Alcoholic Addiction 
and Personality," in Silvano Arieti (ed.), American Handbook of Psychiatry (New York: Basic 
Books, 1959), pp. 623-644. 
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The alcoholic experiences unconscious a_nd to a . certain extent consci_ous 
longings for physical warmth, pleasurable skm sensaho~s, ma~emal coddling, 
liquid and warm feelings in his stomach w~tich arc not dlfferenha~ed from l~ng· 
ings for security, reassurance, self-respect,. md~pcndence and, _at times, ommpo· 
tence .... Alcohol gives the adult what mtlk g1vcs the normal mfant.7 

We will not discuss the innumerable variations and elaborations of these 
theories. For the most part, the the~ries grow out of clinical impressions, case 
histories, and the psychoanalytically trained imagination. To a certain extent they 
are supported by evidence from statistical studies, with and without control groups. 
The most rigorous and definitive attempt to put these theories to a test has been 
by \Villiam and Joan McCord.8 These authors studied the histories of 510 boys 
who had been the subjects in the late 1930's and the 1940's of the Cambridge­
Somerville Youth Project. This was a study of delinquency, not alcoholism. Dur­
ing the course of the Project, however, counselors worked closely with about half 
the subjects and compiled detailed and copious data on each one; less detailed 
data were recorded on the half that were not assigned counselors. In 1948 and in 
1956 follow-up studies secured additional data on all the subjects, now adults. The 
McCords therefore, had available to them, data on 510 subjects, data gathere9 
when these subjects were children, and not data retrospectively compiled from the 
recollections of adults. They also had data on the adult histories of these same 
subjects, including reliable indicators of alcoholism. These data were thoroughly 
analyzed to obtain correlations between childhood backgrounds and personality, 
and the subjects' later alcoholism. The variables most intcnsclv studied were taken 
from a theory derived from psychoanalytical literature, and s~pplcmented by con­
siderations growing out of the authors' training as sociologists. This theory is 
succinctly summarized in the accompanying table. 

We shall not review the data here. In general, however, correlations between 
childhood experiences and adult alcoholism are consistent with the model. A few 
of the l'vlcCords' observations are worthy of special note. 

(I} T_he data. indicate that it is not dependency needs as such, but depen­
dency_ conflzct that IS stro~gl~ lin~ed to alcoholism. For example, neither m~ternal 
affection ~or maternal re1ect~on IS as strongly correlated with later alcohohsm as 
is alternation between affection and rejection. This, presumably, should lead to 
intense needs accompanied by ambivalence and anxiety. . 

(2) The data do not support the view that repressed or latent homosexuahty 
are linked to alcoholism. 

( 3) }~1e c~ildren. who later became alcoholics were more often than their 
controls . raised m e~vuonments in which the responsibilities of the male . role 
were neither e~emphfie~ nor enforced," and in which they were sometimes 
rew~rded, sometimes P.umshed for the same thing. This, the authors believe, would 
~e hkely to produce a co~fused self-image, one that would tend to break dO\~n 
m th~ face of role reqmrements imposed upon the average adult male 111 
Amenca." 8 

( 4) The alcoholics tended, as children, to be aggressive, manly, hyperactive, 
and scJf._confident. /!1 the light of their other data on these same child~en, the 
aut~wrs Interpret th1s as a facade of masculinity, masking their confusiOn and 
anx1etv. 

( 5) Although the authors have little data bearing directly upon the role of 

~G. _L~Ili, quoted in Zwerling and Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 6~7. 
WJ]ham McCord and Joan McCord Origins of AlcoholiSm (Stanford: Stanford Univer· 

sity Press, 1960 ). · ' 
8Jbid., p. 83. 
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Table 5 

Model of Alcoholism 

Family 
background: 

Resultant 
personality: 

Cultural 
pressure: 

Cltildltood 
resolution: 

Adult 
situation: 

Adult 
resolution: 

General stress and erratic satisfac­

tioo~ of ''~"'"''"'Y ""'' 
General stress and inadequate speci­

fication of the male role 

~ 
Intensified dependency needs; con- Confusion in self-image 

flict over the means of satisfying l 
dependency l Definition of the male role as expressed 

through mass media and other models 

~ 
"Independent facade" (suppression of dependency; resolution of confusion in 

self-image through acceptance of stereotyped role) with continued search 
for satisfaction of dependency needs 

Increased pressure for independence 
and acceptance of male role 

Closing of possible alternative out­
lets for concurrent satisfaction of 
dependency needs and mainte­
nance of masculine self-image 

\ 1 
ALCOHOLISM 

t 
Collapse of the self-image and emergence of re­

pressed dependent traits 

S?urce: Reprinted with permission from \Villiam McCord and Joan McCord, Origins of 
AlcoholiSm (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1960), p. 15 I. 

~he adult situation, they speculate that this may play a decisive role in determin­
mg whc.ther the outcome of childhood experiences will be alcoholism. Among the 
fa~~ors m the ad~lt situation which they stress are: (a) the extent to which the 
m1heu defines drmking as an enjoyable, attractive, legitimate activity; (b) the 
extent to which the milieu demands achievement and frustrates dependency long­
ing?, for. there are adult situations and occupations (for example, the army) . in 
which highly dependent relationships are socially acceptable and compatible with 
the male role; (c) the extent to which the adult encounters experiences in which 
his precarious facade of aggressive and independent masculinity is challenged, 
threatened, or exposed. 

In short, although the McCords see alcoholism as the outcome of a certain 
type of childhood history, they make it clear that childhood history alone does 
not determine the outcome. It creates a type of personality that, in the face of 
certain kinds of adult situations, is likely to turn to alcoholism. 

Although the McCords are more sensitive than most psychiatrists and psy­
chologists to certain kinds of variables (for example, cultural definitions of dnnk­
ing, and the extent to which the situation in adulthood indulges or denies depen-
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dency longings), their study is not quite s~ciologica_l in _the _fullest se1_1s~. It_ is 
addressed primarily to the question of the_ km~s of hfe lus~ones_ that_ dist~nguish 
alcoholics from nonalcoholics. A fully sociological study might Identify different 
positions or sectors within the same society: or even ?iffercnt societ_i~s;_ it would 
assign to each, on the basis of the ;\JcCords theory, di_fferent probabilities o~ p:o­
ducing alcoholism; and it would compare _these theoretically_ expected ~rol?abihties 
with the empirically observed differences m rates of alcoh_ohsm. Th_at IS, It. w~uld 
attempt to answer the question: How do _w~ account for differences m the cllstnbu­
tion of alcoholism within or among societies? 

Such a step, building upon the work of the ~IcC~rds, has in fact been taken 
in a cross-cultural study br Bacon, Barn·, and Child. These authors analyzed data 
on 139 non-European s"ocietics, and obt~ined confirmation of their hypothesis: 

Amounts and patterns of alcohol consumption b~ a~ults have their ante­
cedents partly in the degree and pattern o~ nur~urancc Ill mfancy, the extent. of 
demands for self-reliance and achievement Ill childhood, and the extent to which 
the expression of dependency needs is permitted in adult life. 10 

From the point of view of this book, however, this study too has an important 
limitation. \ Ve arc interested in drinking behavior or in particular patterns of 
drinking behavior (for example, "drunkenness," one of the patterns covered in 
this study), insofar as it is deviant-i.e., in societies or segments of societies in 
which it violates normative rules. This studv does not consider the normative status 
of the behavior. If drunkenness and alcoliolism in our own societv were socially 
perfectly acceptable, they would still be worth studying, but (I) the data a~out 
these behaviors-for example, their rates and distributions-and their explanatiOnS 
would no doubt be somewhat different, and ( 2) they would not constitute prob­
lems for the study of deviant behavior. 

An Appraisal of Psychodynamic 
Problem-Solving Theories 

Personality and Situation 
. . Most explan~tions ~f deviance making use of psycho-

dynamic me~hamsms strongly emphasize the Importance of personality differences 
behveen deviants and nondeviants. ("Personality" is here to be understood in the 
sense of early-es~ablished, deeply-engrained, relatively enduring problems of adjust­
ment and te~hmques of coping with these problems.) Many of these explanations 
lean so heavily on such personality characteristics, to the exclusion of situational 
factors, that they may be described as what we have already termed "kinds-of­
people" _theories. Our criticisms in the preceding chapter are applicable to such 
explanat~ons. ~o~vev~r, we must not apply this description carelessly. For example, 
sm!le wnters dishnglllsh between deviants as those who use psychodynamic mech­
amsms because they are special kinds of people, and as those-not marked off in 
any w~y frofl_l ordinary people-who use them because they find themselves in 
exceptiOnal cucumstances. Thus M. E. Chafetz and H. W. Demone distinguish 
"addicted" alcoholics, who are personalities fixated at the oral stage from "reactive" 
alcoholics. ' 

• ., _10 Margaret Bacon, Herbert Barry III, and Irvin Child, "A Cro~s-Cultural Study of Dr~nk; 
mg, m Charles R. Snyder and David R. Schweitzer ( eds.), Proceedmgs, Research Sociolog1sts 
Conference on Alcohol Problems (sponsored by the Committee on Drinking Behavior of the 
Society for the Study of Social Problems, held at Southern Illinois University, April 30 and May 
I, 1964), pp. 45-47. Above quotation is from p. 46. 
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The latter have relatively healthy, integrated pre-alcoholic personalities. 
They usc alcohol to excess when temporarily overwhelmed by external stress .... 
\Vc believe anyone may use alcohol pathologically to alleviate anxiety, to make 
instinctive impulses acceptable, to strengthen defense measures, and to provide 
narcosis against painful reality. 11 

i\hny psychodynamic explanations conform to a "conjunctive" model. That 
is, they assume that a special kind of personality is a prerequisite to, or at least 
a facilitator of certain kinds of dc\·iant behavior; but they also assume that 
situational factors play an indispensable part. For example, ·the current sitution 
may determine ( 1) whether the problem of adjustment to which the behavior is a 
solution materializes or reaches the necessary degree of severity; ( 2) whether al­
ternative solutions to the same problems arc available; and ( 3) whether the 
behavior will invite sanctions powerful enough to deter. \Ve have seen this kind 
of conjunctive reasoning in the work of Chein and Rosenfeld and the l\lcCords. 

Problems of Imputation 
Explanations in terms of psychodynamic mechanisms in­

volve the imputation to the actor of the drives, wishes, tendencies, and such, that 
are the ingredients of his problem; of anxiety or guilt; and of some mechanism, 
such as substitution or reaction-formation, that gives the act a meaning different 
from that which it seems to have. \Ve have already discussed, in connection with 
control theories, the difficulties and hazards of the imputation of such "subjective" 
states. If one is disposed to think in terms of psychodynamic mechanisms, he 
can always think of some problem of adjustment and mechanism that will make 
sense of any act. However, the possible things that an act might mean on some 
"deeper" level of the personality are virtually limitless; somebody else can always 
think of another meaning. It is not unusual for different people to defend as 
obvious "to the trained mind" quite different psychodynamic interpretations of the 
same behavior. Frequently these different interpretations are equally circular, for 
the only firm evidence for the underlying subjective state and processes is the 
behavior which they were designed to explain. Even independent evidence is 
difficult to evaluate, for if one digs deeply and diligently enough into somebody's 
dreams, fantasies, free associations, and memories, he is bound to dredge up 
material that can be interpreted as evidence of what he is trying to prove. Or, if 
we start with plausible evidence of some underlying wish or tendency, it is almost 
always possible to find some mechanism through which it can be reconciled with 
a given overt action. For example, if the overt action is manifestly consistent with 
the underlying wish or tendency, it can be construed as an "expression" of it. If it is 
not manifestly consistent with it, it can be construed as a "substitute" or "sym­
bolic" expression. If it is the opposite of it, it can be construed as a "reaction­
formation." 

This is not the place for a discourse on the rules of psychological interpreta­
tion. However, we must emphasize again that these problems of imputation differ 
in degree of difficulty, and not in kind. from the problems of imputation in 
everyday life. They are methodological difficulties of a very grave order and require 
us to maintain an extremely critical attitude. But they are not difficulties of which 
the more sophisticated practitioners of psychodynamic reasoning are unaware. 
Much writing in a psychodynamic vein consists of irresponsible and unverifia?le 
flights of fantasy. But much of it is cautious and sober, setting forth alternative 
possible interpretations, and carefully and critically marshaling evidence for and 

11 Morris E. Chafctz and Harold W. Demone, Jr., Alcoholism and Society (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1962), pp. 20-21. 
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against each one before arriving at a conclusion. Even then, however, the issue 
may not be settled. The evidence may simply be inconclusive, or the author, with 
his sights aimed at the "deeper" levels of the personality, may have overlooked 
some much more simple and "superficial" explanation, but one nearer to the 
truth. 

The Concept of "Unconscious" 
Many writers, especially among sociologists, are critical of 

the very concept "unconscious," and avoid it studiously. ll1ey believe it is a 
mystical region, existing only in the minds of misguided psychologists, and in­
habited omy by convenient inventions that are born, as needed, out of nothing 
by spontaneous generation. This is, we think, a fair enough description of the 
way the concept is often used; but the truth in this criticism does not settle the 
question of its scientific status. If we think of "unconscious" as referring to those 
acts and feelings that we do not name, identify, represent to ourselves symbolically, 
look in the face (so to speak), and talk to ourselves about, then it seems neither 
strange nor mysterious nor elusive. \:Vhen we scratch, we presumably itch, but 
sometimes we do not know we are scratching, much less itching, until somebody 
calls it to our attention. \Ve were not conscious of it. Sometimes, under persistent 
and unremitting needling, we remain calm, and persuade ourselves that we couldn't 
care less-till we explode with a bang that astonishes us. \Ve were "madder than 
we thought," than we were conscious of being. If we admit this much into our 
tent, we must consider the rest of the camel. We will have admitted that not 
only acts but "affect" (-that is, feelings) may be unconscious_. \:Ve will not argue 
the point here, but we suggest that it is not a far cry to "Impulses" and "ten­
dencies." 

We would also suggest that sometimes-not always, and probably not 
' usually-we exert effort to keep things unconscious. If this is so, we will have come 

very close to the concept of "repression." In brief, we would argue that th~ prob­
lem is not whether unconscious events occur, but the grounds on wluch we 
assume the occurrence of such events. In this respect, the argument is similar to 
our argument about "subjective states" in general. \:Ve suspect that study would 
reveal that those authors who most carefully eschew the word "unconscions" will 
show an exceptionally high frequency of use of the word "unwitting"-which, if 
pressed, they would define as we have defined it: "unconscious.". 

We are saying that there is nothing remarkabl~ about hav1~g, let us say, a 
tendency, and not being conscious of it. It may be qmte another th_mg, however, to 
say that there is a tendency "in the unconscious." This e~p~esswn may be de­
fended as a figure of speech, not to be taken seriously, but 1t IS a dangerou~ ?ne. 
It suggests a place, a region of the mind-sort of a cave, perhaJ?~-wher~ smi~ter 
f?rces contend in darkness. Such metaphors have a way of begmlmg ~he Jmag_ma­
bon, so that presently one finds himself constructing a geography of th1s mystenous 
place: its boundaries, its topography, its laws, its population, its principal products. 
This wealth of implication simply does not follow from the idea that there are 
things about ourselves that we take note of and indicate to ourselves, and others 
that we do not. 
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Finally, we should avoid the tacit assumption, common to much psycho­
dynamic thinking, that since unconscious states and processes are important, that 
which is not unconscious is not important. To be conscious of something is not 
merely to give it a name and to converse with ourselves about it. It is to define it, to 
indicate to ourselves what is going on; and this in turn largely determines the 
attitude we shall take toward it, and what we shall do about it. 
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The Choice of Solution 
One of the most frequent criticisms of these theories is 

that, even if we accept the imputation of the underlying problem of adjustment 
as valid, we still have to account for the choice of a deviant solution, and a 
particular sort of deviant solution. Different people deal with very similar prob­
lems in different ways; not the least important of these ways is to suffer, grit one's 
teeth, and carry on. To demonstrate the existence of a problem is not to account 
for these differences; something more is needed, but all too often psychodynamic 
explanations stop short of this something more, complacently assuming that the 
task is finished. This is a serious criticism, but it too must be applied selectively. 
Many psychodynamic theorists are extremely sophisticated about these matters, 
and deeply concerned about the problem of "choice of symptom." As we have 
seen, they sometimes insist that the behavioral outcome is not determined by the 
problem alone, but by differences in the situation of action. Some of them have 
also done important work on personality characteristics that help determine the 
characteristic ways in which different people deal with their problems, and the 
origin of those characteristics. 

Even sophistication, however, is not always an adequate safeguard. If you 
know the actor has committed certain acts, and if you are convinced that he has 
a certain problem, with a little imagination you can always find something in his 
personality or situation that will seem to you to account for the choice of this 
act as a solution to his problem. Especially if you have a theory to defend, you 
are likely to overlook evidence that is not consistent with your interpretation. 
\Vhat is necessary is objective, standardized rules and procedures for the examina­
tion and interpretation of evidence, so that different investigators, independently 
following these rules and procedures, will arrive at the same conclusions. 

However, all that we have said is applicable to all scientific work. Psycho­
dynamic problem-solving theories are probably, on the whole, especially vulnerable 
to the hazards we have discussed, but the same kinds of questions about incomplete 
explanations, biased perceptions growing out of one's stake in defending a theory, 
and imperfectly standardized operations that make independent corroboration or 
disproof impossible, can be raised about a great many other theories in the field of 
deviant behavior. 
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In the two preceding chapters _we ~1ave emphasized theories 

about the dependence of deviant behavior upon motJ\'atwn and pcrsonah~y. \\'c 
have presented sociological materials in order to illustrate th_e ysychologiCal as­
sumptio_ns ~nderlying sociological explanations. In t?c rcmammg chapters our 
emphasis will be on the wavs in which deviant behavior depends upon the pr~p­
erties and functioning of social systems. \Ve will review a number o_f theones 
and concepts, each of which illum;natcs some aspect of the field of denance, but 
none of which integrates their several insights into a single, coherent system. 

Anomie Theory: Durkheim 
The meaning of "anomie," like that of so many other 

sociological concepts, has undergone many changes at the hands of different 
authors. \Ve will make no attempt here to review the confused history of the 
term, but will concentrate instead on the main line of development of anomie 
theory.1 This begins with Durkheim's effort to account for "pathological" forms 
and consequences of the division of labor-notably for the frequent tendency of an 
increasing division of labor to be accompanied by imperfect coordination of the 
parts, the decline of social solidarity, and conflict among the social classes.2 These 

1 For a more detailed treatment of the various meanings of "anomie," sec Marshall B. 
Clinard ( ed.), Anomie and Dc\•iant Behavior ( l'\'ew York: The free Press of Glencoe, 196-t). 
especially the chapter by Clinard, "The Theoretical Implications of Anomie and Deviant Behav· 
ior," pp. 1-56. 

2 Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society (l'\'ew York: The free Press of Glen­
coe, 1964), Book 3, Chap. 1, pp. 353-373. 



conditions occurred, according to Durkhcim, when those who performed the 
various specialized functions in the division of labor were not in sufficiently 
intimate and continuous interaction with one another to permit the gradual 
development of a system of common rules and understandings. In the absence of 
such rules, unpredictability and uncertainty were magnified, the actions of people 
in one sector of the division of labor could not be attuned to the actions and 
expectations of people in other sectors, people worked at cross-purposes, and the 
results were confusion, inefficient performance of essential social functions, and 
tendencies to social disintegration. In brief, the body of common rules which is 
the principal mechanism for the regulation of the relationships among the elements 
of the social system, had broken down. This condition Durkheim called "anomie." 
"Normlessness" and "deregulation" come closest to capturing the spirit of Durk­
heim's usage. 

In his treatise on suicide Durkheim distinguished three principal types of 
suicide, one of which was suicide anomique.:~ He observed that suicides increased 
not only in times of depression but also in times of rapidly increasing prosperity. 
The former seems easy to understand: peoples' customary standards of living, what 
they have come to expect as the rightful rewards of their labor and necessary to 
their_ status, can no longer be met. For many of them this means shame, frustration, 
desperation, and futility; life no longer seems worth living. But why should pros-
perity produce similar results? ~ 

According to Durkheim, human wants, unlike those of animals, are in 
principle infinitely expandable. There is no "natural" limit to what men might 
crave, and therefore to what might provide them a sense of satisfaction and fu­
fillment. The limit to men's desires, insofar as there are such limits, are set not by 
biology but by social rules that define, for each class of men, what it is legitimately 
entitled to. These rules, incorporated into the individual conscience, regulate and 
discipline men's aspirations, and thereby create the possibility of a sense of satis­
faction and fulfillment. But the effect of "an abrupt growth of power and wealth" 
is precisely to upset, for many people, these customary definitions of what is a 
fitting distribution of rewards among the members of society. 

The limits arc unknown between the possible and the impossible, what is 
just and what is unjust, legitimate claims and hopes and those which are immod­
erate. Consequently, there is no restraint upon aspirations .... Some particular 
class especially favored by the crisis is no longer resigned to its former lot, and, on 
the other hand, th.e example of_ its g~eater g?od f~>rtune arouses. all s?rts of jealousy 
below and ahm:e It_. ... t:J"othmg g1ves satisfaction and all !h1s ag~tation is unin­
terruptedly mamtamed without appeasement. Above all, smcc this race for an 
unattainable goal can give no other pleasures but that of the race itself. if it is 
one, once it is interrupted the participants arc left empty-handed .... All classes 
contend amon_g thcmseh:es because no establish~d classification any longer exists. 
Effort grows, JUSt when 1t becomes less produchve. How could the desire to live 
not be weakened under such conditions? 4 

Anomie Theory: Merton 
Durkheim applied the concept "anomie" to the division 

of labor and suicide. l;!£.l!£. t:~Q.t try to develop its !~pl_i_ca!.i~!lS fQr a gener~l 
thcorv of dcvia :iGr. Forty-one years after the publication of the first edition 
of ur 1ei-m's Suicide, Robert Merton published his Social Structure and Anomie, 

3 Emile Durkhcim, Suicide, Chap. 5, pp. 241-276. 
t Ibid., p. 253. 
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a short paper of ten seminal pages, which laid the foundations for such a general 
theory.~ 

M~rton began by making explicit a threefold distinction that was implicit in 
Durkheim's analysis of suicide. First there are the culture goals-the wants or 
aspirations that men are taught by' their culture. They are one aspect of the 
"culture_ ~tructure." Second, there are the norms prescribing the means that men 
may legitimately employ in the pursuit of these goals. They are a second aspect of 
the _c~lture structure. 'Third, there is the actual distribution of facilities and oppor­
tumties for achieving the culture goals in a manner compatible with the norms. 
These _are _the institutionalized means. They are an aspect of the "social structure," 
the O~Je~ti~e ~onditions of action. It is apparent that the actual sense of frustration, 
despair, InJ~tice-in general, of strain-does not depend on any one of these, but 
on the _relationship among t)lem. A "disfunction" between goals and institutional-

l ~ean_s··can arise either because of an escalation of the goals or bccaus~ ·of. 
a contraction of the definition of legitimate ways of achieving them. But neither 
of thes~ aspects of the culture structure needs to change for a disjunction to 
occur: If t?e actual distribution of facilities and opportunities change, as in times 
of depr~sswn~ then conduct conforming to the norms--conduct that was once 
compatible Wit~ goal-attainment-no longer leads to the expected rewards. 

We have Identified three variables whose interaction determines the distribu­
tion of "socially structured strain." The culture structure may prescribe simi~ar 
goa~s. for all members of the system, or different goals for people in different social 
pOSitions. It may prescribe certain rules for achieving these goals that are unifon;n 
for al_l members of society, or it may forbid to members of one position wh:J~ It 
permits for another. No so'ciety is a "'perfect example of any of- these extremes, 
btrtsot?-e-approxlinate them more closely than others. For example, our own society, 
accordmg to Merton, comes close to prescribing for men of all classes and con­
ditions aspirations to "succeed," largely although not wholly in terms of monetary 
or ~ateri~l- success, and the rules of the game do not differ greatly for different 
social positions. Other societies, notably feudal and peasant societies, subject the 
different orders of men to different normative restrictions on the use of means, 
but they also prescribe different goals for them. In all societies, the actual distribu­
tion of facilities and opportunities varies greatly among social positions, but in. a 
different manner in each society. Of course, each of_ these determinants of str~m 
may also vary over time. Merton saw our own society, with its uniformly htgh 
success goals, as one exceptionally productive, on the one hand, of effort and 
accomplishment, and on the other hand, of frustration and strain, especially in the 
lower classes with less access to institutionally permitted means. 

\ 
This disjunction between goals and means, and the consequent strain, leads to 

a weakening of men's commitment to the culturally prescribed goals or institution· 
alized means-that is, to a state of anomie. Merton spe11s out the 1ogica11y pos­
sible ways in which they can adapt to this disjunction: they may either accep~ or 
reject the cultural goals; they may either accept or reject the institutionaltzed 
means. What they do on one side is not necessarily determined by what they do on 
the other. We have, therefore, two variab!es, each of which may take two values. 
The logically possible outcomes are given in the fo11owing table, in which ( +) 
signifies "acceptance," (-) signifies "rejection," and ( +) signifies "rejection of 
prevailing values and substitution of new values." 

5 Robert K. Merton, "Social Structure and Anomie," American Sociological Review (Octo· 
_ .•ber 1938), 3:672-682; revised and extended in Robert K. Merton, S'1ci1/ Theory and S9cial 

/ Structure, revised and enlarged edition (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1957), Chaps. 4 and 5, 
pp. 131-194. 
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Table 6 

A Typology of Modes of Individual Adaptation 

Modes of Adaptation Culture Goals Institutionalized Means 

Conformity + + 
Innovation + 
Ritualism + 

~ Retrcatism 
Rebellion ± ± 

Source: Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 140. This table, as Dubin 
points out, does not quite exhaust all of the logical possibilities. See Robert Dubin, "Deviant 
Behavior and Social Structure," American Sociological Review (April 1959), 24: 147-164. 

The first of these outcomes is "Conformity." The remaining outcomes are all 
varieties of deviant behavior. Innovators (e.g., professional thieves, white-collar 
criminals, cheaters in examinations) adhere to the goals but reject the normatively 
prescribed means. Ritualists (e.g., bureaucrats who slavishly follow the rules with­
out regard for the ends for which they were designed) make a virtue of over­
conformity to the institutionalized norms at the price of underconformity to the 
culturally prescribed goals. Retreatists (e.g., tramps, chronic drunkards, and drug 
addicts) withdraw from "the rat race" by abandoning both goals and means. 
Rebels (e.g., members of revolutionary movements) withdraw allegiance to a 
culture and social system they deem unjust and seek to reconstitute the society 
anew, with a new set of goals and prescriptions for attaining them. 

Notice that this approach to deviance focuses not on the characteristics of 
individuals but on the positions that individuals occupy in the social system. It is 
concerned with variations with respect to strain within and between systems, and 
it locates the sources of strain in the cultural and social structure. It is, then, a 
radically sociological approach. Furthermore, it makes it possible to talk about both 
conformity and the several varieties of deviance in terms of a simple and parsi­
monious conceptual scheme-i.e., dichotomous (either-or) choices on each of two 
variables. 

However, it is still a very incomplete theory. Merton does, to be sure, deal 
at some length with the determinants of strain and on the possible responses to 
strain, and he also has some observations on the determinants of the choice of this 
mode of adaptation or that. However, he presents no systematic classification of 
these determinants, much less general rules relating classes of determinants to 
classes of outcomcs.6 This is a significant limitation. We made essentially the 
same point in our appraisal of psychodynamic problem-solving theories. There we 
spoke of unconscious problems of adjustment, here of disjunctions between goals 
and institutionalized means. In either case, one possible (and perhaps the most 
common) response is conformity, perhaps at the cost of considerable psychic strain. 
As for deviant responses, there are usually several different "choices" available. 

6 Smelser has developed a theory of social movements, which also begins with the concept 
of strain, and then specifies a series of conditions, each one of which further narrows the range 
of possible outcomes, until the only possible outcome is collective behavior. This procedure might 
be fruitfully applied to Merton's modes of adaptation. See Neil J. Smelser, Theory of Collective 
Behavior (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), especially Chap. 3. 
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Illustration: 
Deviation in the Jewish Community 
of a Small Polish Town 

Rosenthal studied deviation and social change in the 
Jewish community of Stoczek, a small Polish town, between the two \Vorld \Vars.7 

The forms of deviance included decline in religious orthodoxy, violation of the 
Sabbath, decrease of arranged marriages, declining attendance at Zionist organiza· 
tions, and the abandonment of traditional dress. This behavior was most common 
among young people of the lower class. In summarizing her explanation, Rosenthal 
quotes the following lines from l'vlerton: 

It is only when a system of cultural Yalues extols, Yirtually above all else, 
certain common success-goals for the population at large while the social structure 
rigorously restricts or completely closes access to approved modes of reaching these 
goals for a considerable part of the same population, that deviant behavior ensues 
on a large scale.8 

In Stoczek, according to Rosenthal, the success goals and the main determi­
nants of status for the population at large were learning. charity, and good deeds. 
Although these were, indeed, pursued by all classes of people, conspicuous attain· 
ments in these respects depended upon such class-linked facilities as wealth, 
leisure, and family connections. In short, the lower classes were greatly restricted 
in their opportunities to achieve the common success goals. Hence, according to 
Rosenthal, the concentration of deviance in the lower class. 

Rosenthal does not provide a direct answer to the question of why deviance 
took the variety of forms that it did. An answer is suggested, however, in her 
statement that "there was something in the culture which made the people in 
the middle and upper class have more emotional a ttachmcnt to it 1 that culture l" 0 

By implication, those who were rich in learning, charity, and good deeds placed 
great value on the entire way of life of which these were the central Yirtues. The 
Jews of the lower class, denied the opportunity to excel in the onlv wavs in which 
this culture defined success, came to be less "emotional!\· attached." to· the culture 
as a whole. Perhaps, to usc the metaphor of the game, ·those who despair of ever 
winning, eventually not only stop trying to win, but become indifferent to or 
forsake the game altogether. 

" Illustration: 
~ ~.... A Case from the Army 

78 

When the Japanese surrendered in \Vorld \Var II, I (the 
author of this book) was an officer in a chemical mortar battalion in the Philip· 
pines. On the morning following the news of the surrender, the battalion com­
mander summoned me to his tent and spoke to this effect: 

This battalio11 has had excellent morale to this point. One reason is that 
the me~ have a~ways had some task th~t was obviously important and that they 
to~k _senously. Either they have been actively engaged in combat or, more recently, 
tra1mng for the next phase of the war, namely the invasion of Japan. Now they 

7 Celia Stopnicka Rosenthal, "Deviation and Social Change in the Jewish Community of 
a Small Polish Town," American Journal of Sociology (September 1954), 60:177-181. 

SJbid., p. 181, quoted from Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (italics Merton's). 
9 Rosenthal, op. cit., p. 180. 
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know this invasion is not going to come off, and that they will eventually be 
returning home. But we know this is going to take a long time. There are millions 
of men to be returned to the States, thousands of tons of equipment to be dis­
posed of or shipped back in an orderly manner, and many other transitional func­
tions to be performed. This will take a long time, and in the meantime this outfit 
may find itself sitting on its haunches for months with no assigned mission. The 
men will chafe and grow restive; they will not be interested in continuing to prac­
tice mortar firing and digging foxholes; discipline will break down and we shall 
ha\'e men going A \VOL. \Ve must anticipate and forestall this development. We 
will immediately turn this battalion into a school, and I am putting you in charge. 
Mornings will be gi\'en O\'er entirely to classes, afternoons to organized recrea­
tional activities and physical training. You will offer courses in any subjects in 
which the men are interested, whether they be English composition, carpentry, 
photography, or trigonometry. You will select your faculty from the battalion per­
sonnel and you will obtain the necessary equipment. Do you have any questions? 
Good day! 

The battalion commander was prophetic. There was a severe crisis in morale 
in the Philippines, and a general breakdown in discipline, with public marches 
and demonstrations bordering on mutiny, and a great increase in A \VOL's. To my 
knowledge this battalion commander was the only unit commander who took the 
steps that he did. His goal was clearly in the interest of the Army and in fulfill­
ment of his obligations as a unit commander. 

The achievement of the goal, however, was not that simple. The mission for 
which chemical mortar battalions were created was to provide mortar support in 
combat operations. An elaborate system of \Var Department directives, mem­
oranda, and tables of organization and equipment (T/0 and E) specified in great 
detail what each type of unit was entitled to in the way of supplies and equipment, 
and in what quantities and ·at what intervals, and prescribed elaborate clerical and 
bookkeeping procedures for ordering, issuing, and keeping track of supplies. It goes 
without saying that things cannot be otherwise, when everything is in short 
supply and some method must be found for allocating scarce goods among a multi­
tude of \Vould-be users. It was not contemplated by the architects of the military 
organization that a chemical mortar battalion might, under certain conditions, best 
serve the interests of the Army by functioning like a junior college, and practically 
none of the equipment needed for this hastily improvised school was authorized by 
any regulations. 

However, the school quickly _materialized, ~nd so did the necessary equip­
ment. I spent one day a week travelmg about the Island of Luzon, "requisitioning" 
equipment. ("Requisitioning," as practiced in the armed services, can mean (I) 
properly requesting, ( 2) confiscating, or ( 3) just plain stealing-sometimes referred 
to as "liberating.") This day was dedicated to the violation of regulations, not only 
bv me but by scores of supply sergeants and officers in dozens of Army, Navy, and 
Air Force installations. Requests were not granted perfunctorily: I had to explain 
m\' bizarre requests for cameras and other photographic equipment; for books, 
atitomobilc engines, stationery, and so on. But when I did this, I met with 
understanding and cooperation. Of course this procurement activity was largely 
furtive, involving a great deal of illegal falsification of records, and it was not 
without some risk to those imolved. But the school was successful. (Some months 
later the \\'ar Department caught up with events and issued regulations authoriz· 
ing the issuance of supplies that I had only been able to obtain illegally.) 

Let us now consider this episode in the light of anomie theory. The goal 
in this instance was an organizational one (not simply the success aspirations of so 
many discrete individuals), although the executors of the goal were indi,·iduals 
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acting in their official capacities as agents cf the organization. Nobody disputed 
the legitimacy of the goal; although it was not spelled out in the regulatio_ns, it 
could easily be justified in terms of the larger goals of the Army. However, Jf the 
normative rules were followed, the goal was clearly impossible of attainment. 1l1e 
"adaptation" was, in terms of Merton's paradigm, a case of innovation on the 
organizational level. 

It might be argued that nobody regarded what was being done as "really 
wrong," in view of the exceptional circumstances, and that this is not, therefore, 
a genuine case of deviance. This raises an important and legitimate question. The 
same question can be raised about many other examples of "patterned evasion 
of normative rules." such as the wholesale granting of divorces in circumstances 
not authorized by the law; and the failure of law enforcement officials to enf?rce 
certain of the laws regulating sexual conduct.1° Certainly these cases _are devia~t 
only in an equivocal sense, and yet it is not true that the nonnative rules _m 
question are "dead letters," to be simply and blandly ignored. In the prese_nt 111· 

stance, for example, they were furtively evaded, not openly flouted. If attention of 
"responsible officials" had been publicly called to what was going on, they would 
have felt constrained to "do something about it," and in fact it was, as we have 
said, not without risk. ·u We have encountered here one of the classical dilemmas of all bureaucratic 
organizations: What to do when the normative rules of the organization, designed 
to facilitate the realization of its goals, instead get in their way. It is ~ot satisfactory 
to have a general understanding that anyone may with impunity v1olate the n~les 
whenever in his judgment it would, on balance, further the ends of the or~amza­
tion, for it is precisely one of the intended functions of the rules to restnct ~he 
exer~ise of personal judgment. In the Army, in fact, people were ahv~ys bemg 

7pnmanded, or more drastically punished, for substituting their own JUdgment 

~nd common sense for the prescribed "G. I. way." On the other hand, not to turn 
he blind eye occasionally to violations of the rules can be damaging or even 
uicidal to the organization. The patterned evasion that we sometimes get is not, 

then, a simple and automatic reflex to rigid and frustrating rules. It is complex, 
subtle, fitful, sometimes tortuous, and usually incomplete. 

Illustration: 
A Governmental Bureaucracy 

. Blau analyzed the operations of a department in th~ 
P~?hc_ employment agency of an Eastern state. 11 The agencv's "major respons1-
~1hty IS to ser~e w~rkers s7eking e~ployn:'ent and employers 'seeking workers." 12 

fhe. tas~s of mterv1ewers _mcluded mtcrvJCwing clients, helping them to fill out 
apphcatton forms~ counseling with them, and referring them to jobs-taking into 
a~count the reqmrements. of the job and the interests and qualifications of the 
chent. From t~~ st~ndpomt ~f .t~e .?rganization, these specific tasks were instru­
n:'ental to. the maJor respons1b1hty. However, as in any organization, and espe-

\1 c1all~ =~-~~ l_arg<:, -~~~Elex, ancL bu~.l>!l!~al!cracies, there was the problem of 
keepm~ track ?f ~n.e pertormance of interviewers, for purposes of control and of 
evalu~t10n of 1~d1V1du~l and group performance; a complex organization cannot 
funct10n effectively without feedback (to supervisors) of such statistically con-
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10 For an excellent discussion see Robin M. Williams, American Society: A Sociological 
Interpretation, 2nd ed. (New York: Knopf, 1960), pp. 372-391. 

11 Peter M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 19 55 ) . 

12 Ibid., p. 19. 
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solidated information. To this end, various systems of statistical records were used 
at various times. However, every system of record-keeping is selective; it highlights 
certain aspects of performance and overlooks others, and a "good rating" is lik<?lY 
to mask behavior inconsistent with the goals of the organization and the behaviOr 
expected of the employees. Blau provides numerous examples, some of them flat 
violati:ms of the rules of the organization, and comments: 

An instrument intended to further the achievement of organizational objec­
tives, statistical records constrained interviewers to think of maximizing the in­
dices as their major goal, sometimes at the expense of these very objectives. They 
avoided operations which would take up time without helping them to improve 
their record, such as interviewing clients for whom application forms had to be 
made out, and wasted their own and the public's time on activities intended only 
to raise the figures on their record. Their concentration upon this goal, since it 
was important for their ratings, made them unresponsive to requests from clients 
that would interfere with its attainment.13 

Blau does not formulate his analysis specifically in terms of l\Ierton's model. 
In point of fact, it invites attention to complications that a straightforward appli­
cation of Merton!s model does not take account of; but this makes it all the 
more instructive for our purposes. Let us break this analysis down into its com­
ponents-some of them explicit, some of them only implied. 

( 1) The rules of the system-its "culture structure"-specify, for each posi­
tion, without regard to the personalities \vho happen to occupy it, goals and a 
set of procedures for attaining them. 

( 2) But the interests of the position occupant, although they may include 
the goals and norms of the culture structure, will surely extend beyond them. These 
other interests may derive from his long-range aspirations. his involvement in 
systems outside the immediate organization, his interaction with other employees in 
the work situation, and hopes, fears, and expectations resulting from his previous 
socialization. They will include such things as security of tenure, good relationships 
with fellow workers, high wages, and prospects of promotion. 

( 3) Action that conforms to the normative rules and is adequate to the 
realization of the culture goals may or may not satisfy these other interests. 
Therefore, we have another source of strain or disjunction that we should distin­
guish from that which Merton seems to have in mind. But the actor's beha\'ior is 
governed by his total interest-set, and an adaptation that resolves his personal 
problem may violate the rules of the organization. 

( 4) The consequences of any course of action depend partly on the rewards 
and punishments his supervisors mete out for it. This in turn depends on 
which aspects of his performance are visible to them, and this depends upon the 
mechanisms for feeding back to them information about his performance. \Ve 
mav call this the incentive structure of the organization. 

· ( 5) In the present instance, Blau does not suggest that the institutionalized 
means are not adequate to the attainment of the culture goals, but that, because of 
the incentive structure, the culture structure is not fully integrated with the 
interests of the position occupants. The resultant behavior does not quite fit any 
of Merton's modes of adaptation. It most nearly resembles his "ritualism," but it 
is not simply a blind devotion to means without regard to their ends. It is a 
selective emphasis upon those institutionalized means that best serve the actor's 
important interests, which interests may include but are not exhausted by the 
culture goals. 

13 Ibid., p. 43. See also Joseph Bensman and Bernard Rosenberg, Mass, Class, and Bureau· 
cracy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963), Chap. 10, especially pp. 307-309. 
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Other examples come readily to mind. In the public schools, for example, 
the culture structure may emphasize academic instruction, character development, 
individualized attention to the needs of each child, and so on. But the aspect 
of the teacher's performance that may be most visible to the principal may be 
his effectiveness in maintaining order and discipline in the classroom. This may 
be useful or even necessary for the achievement of the aforementioned goals, but 
in teachers' meetings the principal may explicitly and very likely sincerely empha­
size that it is merely a means and not to be exalted into an end in itself. However, 
the incentive structure may be such that the teacher's interests are best served by 
gross neglect of what all agree are the "real goals" of his position, and by overcon­
formity to a "mere means." 

Illustration: 
The Soviet Finn 14 

In the planned economy of the Soviet Union, production 
targets for each firm are not determined by the market, as we un?erstand the term, 
but by central planning agencies. These targets specify in con~1derable detail the 
kinds of goods to be produced, and their quantities (quality IS ~1ore difficult to 
specify, but it is understood that the goods wiii be of good quality). The alloca­
tion of resources and ra\'v' materials is likewise determined, as it is in military 
organ~zations, not by the free play of the market b_u~ _by decisions o_f a. central 
plannmg agency. As in military organizations, reqms1hons must be JUStified by 
some kind of documentary authorization, and detailed procedures arc prescribed. 
Underfulfillment of the plan may be severely punished; overfulfillment may be 
rewarded by substantial bonuses to both managers and workers. In fact, bonuses 
play much the same function in the Soviet system that profits do in owner-operated 
enterprises in the American system. 

However, it is difficult and sometimes impossible to fulfill precisely quantified 
production targets, and at the same time turn out goods of acceptable quality, 
and still conform to specified operational procedur:s, especiallr those relating to 
the procurement of capital resources and raw matenals. Accordmg to one student 
of the subject: 

... the bonus svstem is an effective device for eliciting a high level of man­
agerial effort, but in the context of excessively high production targets, i~ induces 
management to make certain types of decisions that are contrary to the mtent. of 
the st~te. The production of unplanned products, the concealme~t of production 
capac1ty, the falsification of reports and the deterioration of quality are the unin­
tended consequences of the svstem of managerial incentives.15 

. · · · th~ incentives that motivate managers to stri":e for the fulfillment of 
theJT p~oduchon targets arc the same incentives that motivate them to evade the 
regulations of the planning system. Because of the tightness of the supply system 
· · · ~anagers are compelled to defend their enterprise's position by overordering 
supplies, by hoarding maferials and equipment, and by employing expediters 
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. u The_ sources upon which this section is based deal with the Soviet system prior to 1960. 
Smce then, Important changes ha\'e occurred in the economies of the Soviet Union and other 
East~rn European communist countries, and what we have to say here may no longer be so 
apphcable. Sec Joseph S. Berliner, "The Informal Organization of the Soviet Firm," The Quar· 
terly Journal of E~onomics (August 1952), 66:342-365; Joseph S. Berliner, "The Situation of 
Plant Managers," m Alex Jnkeles and Kent Geiger (cds.), Soviet Society: A Book of Readings 
(Boston: Houghton Miffiin, 1961), pp. 361-381; and David Granick, The Red Executive 
{Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1961). 

15 Berliner, "The Situation of Plant Managers," p. 369. 
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whose function it is to keep the enterprise supplied with materials at all costs, 
legal or otherwise.16 

111c purpose of this example is not to point up the imperfections of the 
Soviet system in contrast to the virtues of the American system. Berliner, the 
author we have just quoted, goes on to: 

... caution the reader once more against inferring from this that the Soviet 
managers do not do a good job. They do. There is no doubt that their system 
works well. If I have chosen to concentrate on the "pathology" of Soviet manage­
ment, the purpose was not to create the impression of ineffectiveness, but to 
illuminate the gap that every economy shows between the actual and the ideal.17 

r-.Jany of the irregular or illegal practices in the Soviet system have very 
precise counterparts in the American system, reflecting certain similarities in the 
social organization, the incentive structures. and the environments of the industrial 
organization in both countries. In addition, each country seems to generate its own 
characteristic forms of deviance, reflecting diffcrenc_:es in the st!:_uctt!r~ __ o_L.t.hc 
respective eco!lomic,s: 111e Soviet s~·ste·m is especially producti\·e of deviance in the 
a'rca of procurement. The American system, by contrast, is admirably contrived to 
encourage deviance on an enormous scale in the area of merchandising. 

In this chapter we have not limited omselvcs to studies selfconsciously formu­
lated in terms of the anomie tradition. \Ve are not so much interested in termi· 
nologies as in the underlying explanatory model. In our final chapter we will 
return to more recent developments in anomie theory. 

1e Ibid., p. 371. 
!7 Ibid., p. 374. 
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Anomie theory asks: "What do people want? "Y~at are 
the rules regulating their choice of means? \Vhat means are, in fact, leg1tJmately 
available to them? How does deviance reduce the strain resulting from wanting 
something t~at is not legitimately obtainable?" We turn now to a numbe: of other 
approac~es m the sociological tradition, all of which ask: "How do, dev~ance and 
con~ornuty depend on what other people think, say, ~eel, an? d~? Bnefly sum­
ma~lzed, th~se ~pproaches deal with the ways in wh1ch a~t10n ~~ general, and 
dev1~n_t action m particular, is determined by the ways m wh1ch people are 
cogmhvely, morally, relationally, and materially dependent upon other people. 

Varieties of Dependence 
Influencing Deviance and Control 

Cognitive and Moral Dependence 
This refers to the idea that people's knowledge, beliefs, 

and values-their notions about what is, what is possible, and what is right­
depend upon other people's knowledge, beliefs, and values. It means that if we want 
to under~tand wh~t goes on in a person's mind, our starting point should be what 
goes on m the mmds of the people around him. This is the essence of what we 
mean by culture; the infant in the household and the novitiate in a social group, 
if _they are to ~~rvive as social beings, must do business with others, and, to do 
th1s they must take the role of the other," see things through other peoples eyes, 

( adopt their perspectives and make them their own. Culture is not, however, a 
homogeneous stock of ideas shared uniformly throughout society. Within a society 
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there are many variants of the common culture, and even cultures in some meas­
ure opposed to the larger culture. These are subcultures, and the ideas of any 
particular individual are derived from the subcultures to which he is most exposed 

· and with which he most strongly identifies. 
' In a slightly different way, this cognitive and moral dependence is also the 

theme of "reference:gmup_the.or.y-" 1 Reference-group theory emphasizes the un­
certainty -;tnd instability of men's beliefs when they cannot check these against the 
beliefs of others; they hold most firmly those beliefs that they share with others. 
But not just any others. For each of us, what certain groups or perhaps individuals 
believe carries a special authority. There are our reference groups or persons. Each 
of us has a somewhat different set of reference objects who play an especially 
decisive role in shaping our thinking. 

If we think of deviant behavior as behavior guided by beliefs and values at 
variance with those of the dominant groups in society, then the explanation of 
?eviance is a special case of the explanation of the transmission of culture or the 
mfluencc of reference groups. Individuals commit deviant acts because they have 
lear'?e_d the supporting beliefs and values, from subcultures in which they have 
par~•c•pated, in the same way people learn conventional beliefs and values from 
their subcultures, and they are sustained in this behavior by the agreement and 

approv~l of th. e•.·r.refe··.rence gr.oup.s .. SocialQ_!g. anization.de~e!"__m·i.nes the d. ist.r.ib.uti:Jon 
of ?ev•!!--I}LhebayjQr ~!ld conformity by stru_ctunng the .!_!ctwork_s-9f_31o_cjal j!!_te!-
achon 111 which r~krence grqups are acqt1ireg and c~1ltural learning occurs. 

Relational Dependence 
. By this we mean the need to establish certain kinds of 

social relationships with others. Such are the needs to be liked, loved, admired, 
respected, wanted, nurtured, protected, dominated, deferred to. We need not as­
sum~ t~1at all men have the same relational needs, certainly not in the same degree. 
But It IS an inescapable consequence of growing up in a social setting that all men 
bec~~e. sensitized to some kinds of attitudes on the part of others. Once this 
sen~Ihvity has been established, the granting or withholding of certain kinds of 
socml relationships becomes the most powerful reward or punishment that man 
can administer; to act in such a way as to elicit the kinds of relationships one 
values becomes one of the most powerful motives of human conduct. 

By and large, relational rewards are earned by behaving in a way that is 
v_alued by other people, by satisfying their needs or conforming to their expecta· 
t10ns. To some degree, men manipulate these rewards more or less consciously to 
control the behavior of others. For the most part, however, the distribution of 
relational rewards is not calculated and deliberate. There is nothing more obvious 
to us, when we are confident in our own beliefs, than that those who dispute them, 
by word or deed, are either ignorant, stupid, or vicious; we respond to them quite 
spontaneously with anger, ridicule, contempt, or outright rejection. 

From one point of view, the quest for satisfying social relationships can be 
viewed as a process of exchanging conformity for relational rewards. This process 
is the same whether the group that administers the rewards is conventional or 
deviant, although the content of the exchange is different. Indeed, one of the most 
common explanations of juvenile delinquency, in both the professional literature 
and the world of everyday life, is a straightforward application of this model: A 
boy, seeking to satisfy the same basic needs for acceptance, companionship, and 
respect as other boys, is unable to obtain these from conventional groups because 
he cannot meet the terms on which they are granted; he turns to other groups 

1 See Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 
1949), Chaps. 8 and 9. 
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whose terms-participating in their delinquent way of life-he can more easily 
meet. 

To emphasize the distinction between the two kinds ~f dependence we have 
discussed: the first refers to our depcnclcncc on agreement With others. for cogniti\'e 
and moral certainty; the second refers to dependence upon conformity to others' 
expectations for emotional or relational security. 

Material Dependence 
By this we refer to the fact that most human actions are 

like mo\'es in games: standing by themselves, out of context, they arc but fragments 
of action-broken, meaningless, futile. They make sens~ ~mly as part of a larger 
activity which is constructed by fitting together an? JOmmg, so to speak, the 
contributions of a number of people. Nobody can Jut a home run or strike out 
all alone in an empty field, but only in a game context; nor can he "take" an 
examination simply by sitting clown and proceeding t? fill an examination booklet: 
there must be somebody to "gi\'c" it. And if mcanmg depends on other people 
making their mo\·es, playing their parts, still more docs effect. \Vhatcvcr it is we 
seek to accomplish, the acts that we oursch·es perform contribute only part of the 
effort necessary to bring it about. \\'henever we set about d?ing something, it is 
on the assumption that somebody else, because he feels obligated or it is to his 
interest, will do whatever else is i1cccssary. Pursuing a goal is largely a matter of 
doing what one must in order to insure that other people will produce the acts 
that we require of them. 

This means that most human beha\'ior, deviant behavior included, requires 
organization; that it is performed in company or that it is a link in a chain of 
action which others must complete; that it therefore depends on common under­
standings and trust; and that wickedness, no less than virtue, must find con­
federates and fit itself into an organized system of action in order to bear fruit. 
Here too the model of exchange is applicable. To get others to do what we require 
of them, we must do something that is useful to them. 

If the participants in an organized system of action need one another's help 
in order to realize their own ends, then each has some measure of power over the 
others, although some are more powerful than others. This power is evident not 
only in action but also in inaction. Bv refraining from doing what one can do 
by withholding reciprocitv, one can rob. the other's action of its effect. The exereis~ 
of PO\:er, whether by acting or not acting, is an .instmment for compelling CO· 
operation, whether in the interest of control or deviance. Blackmail is a crude and 
obvious example. 

The Influences of Dependence: 
Some Examples and Applications 

In some of the examples we shall present, one or another 
of t~e .foregoing types of dependence may be especially prominent. \Vhere this is 
so, It IS bec~use the treatment itself is fragmentary. The intensive analysis of 
almost any kmd of deviance is likclv to reveal that it is on the one hand sustained 
on the other hand threatened, by all these types of dependence. ' 

Homosexuality and Drug Addiction 
. Our emphasis here is not on the origins of the respective 

typ~s of d~vian~e, on. "how people get that way." It is rather on the wavs in which 
ones rclati?nships ~vith others makes possible the deviant way of life. ·In both we 
have what IS essentially a "community of deviants," a number of people who have 
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in common a propensity to some activity that is stigmatized and penalized by the 
larger society. In both arc found the following: (I) a measure of withdrawal from 
active and intimate association with the world of "respectable" and "conventional" 
people, and heightened involvement in a world of fellow pariahs; ( 2) reduced 
dependence upon the nondeviant world for reference-group support, relational 
security, and material satisfactions; ( 3) a culture that provides a norrnative basis 
for the behavior stigmatized by the nondeviant world; (-f) a system of social rela­
tions that provides some of the relational security denied to these deviants by the 
nondeviant world; ( 5) cooperation and exchange in the pursuit of de,·iant bclla,·ior 
and material satisfactions; and (6) techniques for neutralizing threats to the deviant 
way of life from the outside world. They also differ according to the specific 
requirements of the type of deviance and the attitudes of the conventional en­
vironment, but both must provide some solutions, however imperfect, to the 
same set of problems. 

Homosexuality, like bridge, tennis, and intercourse duly licensed bv the 
church and city hall, requires some sort of interaction with like-minded people. 
Homosexuals must learn to find and recognize other homosexuals, to sound out 
one another, and to come to understandings. They develop a language of word 
and gesture unintelligible to the "straight" world. They ha,·c places to meet and 
places to congregate, where they may relax and be their homosexual sch·es, sheltered 
from the curious or censorious eyes of the "straight" people. They develop under­
standings regulating homosexual relationships, for homosexuality·, like the more 
legitimate forms of sexual activity, is rife with the potentialities of disruptive 
competition and conflict. But not all homosexuals arc equally immersed in this 
homosexual community; much depends on the degree to which they still have cmo· 
tiona] and material stakes in their relationships with the com·entional world. The 
greater these stakes, the more peripheral, sporadic, and fmti,·e their participation 
in the homosexual community and its culture, because open and ol)\"ious im·oh·e· 
mcnt in the homosexual community may mean total degradation and denial of 
social and occupational opportunity in the heterosexual community. Some partici­
pate more fully, openly, and continuously in the homosexual community: these 
ha\e liquidated their emotional and material investments, so to speak, in the 
heterosexual community; they are less dependent upon it, and have re-i1wcstcd in 
the homosexual community.~ 

Even if homosexuality were regarded as a perfectly legitimate form of sexual 
behavior, homosexuals would no doubt form somewhat distinctive social groupings 
on the basis of their common interests. as do such diverse types as jazz buffs, bird­
watchers, and physicians. However, inasmuch as being known as a homosexual 
docs not result in denial of the right to participate on an equal footing in the 
conventional world, there is no need for a homosexual community radically segre­
gated from the convcnti~nal world and providing for a wide range of satisfactions 
,vithhcld bv the conventional world. 

Most. of what we have said about the homosexual community applies to 
the world of narcotics addicts and need not be repeated, but there arc differences. 
One can not satisfy the· need for narcotics without the cooperation of others 
all\' more than he can satisfy the need for tennis or the need to publish a book. 
Ft{rthermorc, once he is "hooked," the narcotics addict's need for drugs is more 
imperious and more regular than. al~os~ any other. human nee.d .. However, in a 
countrv like England, where addiction IS not a CT11nc, where It IS defined as a 
medical rather than a police problem, and where a maintenance dosage can be 

2 Sec Maurice Leznoff and \Villiam A. \Vestley, "The Homosexual Communitv," Social 
Problems (April 1956), 3:257-263; and Edwin M. Schur, Crimes \Vithout Victims (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prcntice·IIall, 1965), pp. 67-119. 
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urchased at nominal cost on the prescription of a physician, the situation of the 
pddict resembles more closely that of the diabetic than it docs that of the addict 
~n this country. Addiction as such docs not result in exclusion from the world of 
!'decent people," nor does the acquisition of the drug require an elaborate network 
of extra-legal and illegal activities. In the United States, by contrast, the addict's 
craving for drugs cannot, except in rare instances, be legally sa~isfied; illegal. w~ys 
of obtaining the drug are dangerous and enormously expensive; and ?dd1cbon 
itself consigns one, in most social circles, to the status of an outcast. The com­
munity that arises, quite predictably, in response to this narcotics situation, includes 
not only addicts but also wholesalers and retailers of illegal drugs, as well as some 
law-enforcement officers who also have a valuable commodity (nonenforcement) 
that is in great demand and that can command a large price. This is not a tight-knit 
and solidary community. It is under too constant harassment and the consequences 
of being arrested are too drastic to permit large and stable groupings. However, the 
addict's need for the drug is so urgent that he cannot manage without addict 
friends and without learning his way about, if only as a customer, in the under­
world of the narcotics trade. Because preoccupation with ways and means of 
obtaining the drug is so disruptive of ordinary lawful ways of making a living, and 
because the drug is so expensive, the addict is usually compelled to steal or to 
cultivate some other "hustle" in order to obtain the wherewithal to purchase it, 
and this pushes him into a still deeper dependence upon the loose-knit communitv 
of mutually suspicious yet mutually indispensable addicts. But this community is 
more than just a set of arrangements to facilitate obtaining drugs; it is also: to a 
degree, a moral community that jointly supports a culture that ~;ives mcamng, a 
certain amount of status, and some legitimacy to the way of life that revolves 
around the drug.3 

"Krugovaya Poruka" 
This Russian expression (sometimes rendered "krugovaia 

poruka") may be .loosely translated as "group support." In the Soviet factory it 
refers to mutual a1d among members of a group whose members feel some sense 
of s~lidarity, II_lutual ~espon.sibil!ty, and mutual dependence, especially if this aid is 
outs1de of or m outnght VIOlation of the formal rules of the organization. It has 
an affinity with the word "blat," which signifies influence, connections, an "in" 
wit~ som~body. In .the last chapter we discussed some of the pressures toward 
deviance m the Soviet factory, and some forms this deviance took. But deviance 
does not immediately emerge because it is somehow useful or convenient to some­
bo~y. \Ve have emp?asized that successful deviance usually requires the active 
aSSistance. or the acqm~scence of others, both in its performance and in the evasion 
of detection and pumshment. But others must be motivated to render this as­
~ist.ance. This is likely to ~ceu~: when a number of people depend upon one anot~cr 
m 1m~ortant w~~s. to begm w1th, such as the proper completion of their respective 
tasks m the diviSion o~ labor; when, at any given time, several of them have 
burdens that caul? ?e lightened or problems that could be solved by violating the 
r~les; and. when 1t IS probable that, sooner or later, almost anybody might find 
h1mself ~1th such ~urd~ns or problems. Krugovaya poruka implies, of course, ~n 
exp7ctation of rc~IprocJty, not in the sense of strict accounting and prec1se 
eqmvalence of qUid pro quo, but in the sense of "let us all live together in peace 

3 See Sc~ur, o~. cit., pp. 120-168, and Narcotic Addiction in Britain and America: Tile 
Impact of Public Pol1cy (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1962); Lindesmith, Tile Addict 
and th~ Law; and Drug. Addiction: Crime or Disease? Interim and Final Reports of· the Joint 
Commtttee of the Amencan Bar Association and the American Medical Association on Narcotic 
Drugs (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1961). 
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and help one another as the occasion arises." It implies also the threat of 
withdrawal of reciprocity: "If you want to get along, you had better play along. 
You need us as badly as we need you." A senior engineer reported: 

Sometimes the molds were badly made, and this resulted in a certain part 
being too heavy. Therefore, the final product will weigh 14 tons instead of I 0 
tons. I have to explain this error, but I cannot say that it was due to bad work. I 
must say that tests show that this added strength is necessary. The director will 
call in the chief design engineer to confirm this statement. He will have to con­
firm this or everybody will get into trouble, and he is too small a man to object. If 
he should refuse to do it, the chief engineer and the director will remember this 
and he will never get a premium [bonus] again. If he ever gets into any minor 
trouble, they will make it very hard for him. The chief design engineer often gets 
into trouble, because his work is difficult and experimental, and he makes many 
mistakes. Therefore, he must be on good relations with the director, else they 
will "bury him" one day for one of his inevitable mistakes .... This mutual rela­
tionship is called krugovaia poruka. It is very hard to free yourself of it. You can 
get out of it only if the minister transfers you to another factory.4 

It is obvious that this is not a Russian invention. A large part of the Ameri­
can literature on industrial sociology, especially that part dealing with informal 
organization, is concerned with krugovaya poruka. Informal organization refers to 
the rules that emerge spontaneously among groups of workers who are thrown 
together by the circumstances of the job. These rules partly supplement, partly 
thwart, the official rules. These workers depend upon one another in all the ways we 
have described, and more, and by exploiting the power that this dependence 
entails, they secure conformity to the rules of the informal organization and may 
nullify management's efforts at controJ.5 

Krugovaya poruka often comes to embrace those very individuals whose office 
is to prevent and expose it. This is because those individuals, by virtue of their 
job, are thrown into interaction with those they are supposed to police, and in 
various degrees often become dependent upon them. This may be the simple 
relational dependence that normally develops among any people who regularly 
do business with one another, or it may be a deep and many-sided dependence. 
In the Soviet Union, for example, the resident member of the commissariat, the 
government department responsible for the performance of the firm, is an agent of 
control, but he is likely to become personally friendly with the plant officials and 
dependent upon their cooperation and good will. The circle of krugovaya poruka 
tends to widen and swallow him up.6 Zawodny comments on the tendencv of 
krugol'aya poruka to come to embrace a diverse set of officials, each of whorn is 
supposed to function as a check and monitor on the others: "The secretary of the 
all-plant Party committee, the director of the plant, the chairman of the all-plant 
trade union committee, and the chief accountant seem the most effective combina­
tion for the practice of blat and krugovaya poruka, because in their hands are the 
instruments for the control of power." 7 

The position of foreman in American factories has frequently been analyzed 

t Joseph S. ~erliner, "The Informal Organization of the Soviet Finn," The Quarterly 
Journal of Economics (August 19 52), 66:3 59. 

5 For an excellent analysis see George C. Homans, The Human Group (New York: Har­
court, Brace, 19 50), Chaps. 1-6. Homans' "internal system" is roughly, although not precisely, 
the equivalent of "informal organization." See also Bensman and Rosenberg, op. cit., pp. 303-
305. 

a Ibid., pp. 359-360. 
7 Janusz K. Zawodny, Settlement of Workers' Grievances in Soviet Factories, Ph.D. thesis, 

Stanford University, 1955, p. 68. 
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in these same terms. He has power over his crew, and they must defer to him, 
but they have many ways of making trouble for him, and so he must cooperate 
with them and overlook some of their violations of rules. 

But krugovaya poruka is not peculiar to the factory. Even the prison guard 
tends to be drawn into a system of mutually advantageous exchange with those he 
is guarding.8 The starting point for the analysis of this system is a phenomenon 
common to many organizational positions: a span of responsibility wider than the 
span of legitimate control. That is, the prison guard (like the policeman, the 
Army officer, the foreman, the district sales manager) is expected by "top manage­
ment" to produce results that he sometimes cannot deliver with the means 
legitimately available to him. He is e~pccted _to maintain order and discipline 
among the inmates, and secure co~phance w1th numerous and detailed rules. 
But the social distance between the mmates on the one hand, and the guards and 
the administration the guards represent, is so great; the conflict of interests be­
tween the inmates, concernc~ with m~ximizing th~ir aut?nomy and privileges, 
and the guards, concerned w1th enforcmg a repressive reg•men, is so sharp; the 
inmates are so many and the guards are so few-that it is impossible for the guards 
to satisfy their superiors' demands for effective custody and control simplv bv 
ordering and forbidding and by administering the authorized rewards and pui1isli­
mcnts. Faced with this problem, the guards ~end t? enter into a set of implicit 
understandings with the inmates. ~hey make hfe easier f_or the inmates by neglect­
ing the enforcement of_ some rule~ m exchange for comi_Jlmncc with other~. Further­
more, they make special concessiOns to some_ o_f the mmates who arc mflnential 
within the inmate body, and even cnh~~cc tlus mfluencc by giving them access to 
information, food, and other commodities that may be exchanged with other in­
mates. These privileged inmates use their influence to help prevent the more visible 
and flagrant violations of the prison rules, the S?rts of violations that arc most 
likely to get the guards into trouble. From one pomt of view this is the corruption 
of the guards; from another it is hugovaya poruka. 

Further Implications for Control 

This enlargement of the circle of l~rugovava poruka is not 
the only \vay in which controls originating outs_ide the system, or m1 a superordinate 
level of the system, may be w~akened or ~ulhfied: Even where agents of external 
control are untainted by this kmd of collus_JOn, then efforts at control are not likely 
to be highly successful if they cannot obtall1 the cooperation "of the group thev are 
supposed to control. This is true whether we are speaking of police dca~s of 
students,_ co~m~nding _officers. of military_ units, or fed~ral regulatory agencies. To 
be effective 111 d1scovcr_mg dev1~nce, and 111 a_pprehend111g and punishing deviants, 
they ~II ne~d compla111ants, 111formants~ Witnesses,_ and som~times physical or 
matenal assistance. If they confront, not Isolated devmnts, but 111dividuals who are 
members of more or less solidary groups or collectivities, and these groups are 
determined to withhold cooperation and to protect their deviant members enforce­
ment becomes difficult or impossible. It is worth summarizing the rea~ons why 
groups may be motivated to act in this way. 

(1) In our earlier section on collectivity deviance (pp. 21-23) we observed 
that a number of people may share a common identity, so that what one of them 
does not only besmirches or enhances his good name, but that of those who are 

8 Probably the best analysis of this extremely complex system of exchange and mutual 
accommodation is "Social Control in the Prison," in Richard A. Cloward, et ell., Theoretical 
Studies in Social Organi%ation of the Prison (New York: Social Science Research Council, 
March 1960), pp. 20-iS. 
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associated or identified with him. 'nwse who arc likely to be damaged by helping to 
establish the guilt of another arc not likely to cooperate enthusiastically in bringing 
him to justice. Still less arc they likely to take initiative in bringing the deviant be­
havior of their members to the attention of a wider public, even though the mem­
bers of the "in-group" disapprove of that behavior. It is not considered good form 
for menbers of groups to "wash their dirty linen in public"; it is better to handle it 
within the group. 

( 2) \Ve have mentioned the mechanism of reciprocity: if the guiltless mem­
bers of the group feel that they may, at some tim·e and for whatever reason 
(including their own potential deviant actions), need the help of their deviant 
colleagues, they will be reluctant to alienate them by assisting in their discovery 
and prosecution. 

( 3) It may not be only a fine and noble thing to bring to justice a total 
stranger; it is also relatively painless. But to do the same to somebody to whom we 
are tied by bonds of solidarity and friendship is to incur the hostility of somebody 
whose good opinion we have come to value. 

It docs not follow, however, that one mav alwars count on the members 
of his in-group for support in violating the nonl1S of the more inclusive s\·stcm. 
On the contrary, the most potent incentives to conform may come from t-he in 
group itself. The most obvious case is the situation in which behavior that conforms 
to the rules also serves the felt interests of the in-group. For example, the chemical 
mortar battalion described in the last chapter was engaged, during the last months 
of the war, in training for the anticipated invasion of Japan. On the basis of the 
experience of this battalion, this was expected to be a difficult and dangerous 
operation-costly in human lives, and requiring of all members of the unit a 
high degree of discipline and mastery of their respective tasks. The informal pres­
sures from the work groups itself reinforced, without equivocation, the demands 
of the officers wherever these were seen as reasonably related to success and 
survival in the forthcoming operation. 

In general terms, the in-group may assist in controlling and punishing devi­
::mce, rather than in protecting the deviant, when control and punishment rather 
than protection serve the collective interest of the group as a whole. Three condi­
tions arc especially relevant: the visibility of the deviant behavior, the public 
identification of the offender with the group, and the severity of the sanctions 
that the group, as distinguished from the individual offender, is likely to experience. 

\\'here the deviant behavior is not likely to be visible outside the in-group, the 
norms of the in-group are likely to emphasize the obligations of the members to 
keep it invisible, rather than to repress it. On the other hand, where the behavior 
is highly visible outside the in-group, and efforts to conceal it or deny it are not 
likelv to be successful, the in-group is more likely to try to repress the behavior 
itself. Thus, on campuses where university or fraternity regulations forbid drinking, 
the informal norms in many fraternities do not forbid drinking, but may, on the 
contrary, encourage it, so long as it is not visible to the "wrong" people. In like 
manner, conduct "unbecoming an officer and a gentleman" may be the order of the 
dav in the officers' barracks or officers' club. In both cases, however, the same 
behavior that is tolerated or encouraged in the confined setting of the in-group may 
be severely sanctioned if carried on in public places. 

How severely it will be sanctioned, however, depends not only on the visibility 
of the act but on the visibility of the actor as a representative of the group. If, for 
example, although the setting is pub_lic, the mis~ehaving student. is not readi_ly 
identifiable as a member of the fratermty, or the m1sbehavmg office! IS not recogmz­
able as an officer because he is out of uniform, the misconduct is not readily gen-
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eralizable to the group, and the group is less threatened by it. \Vhere identification 
with the group is easy, the informal norms of the group tend to be harsh on the 
offender. 

Finally, the consequences to the group of the individual's misconduct depend 
on the damage that the audience, or the authorities to whom the behavior is 
reported, can do to the group as a whole. We will shift now to a different example. 
'The "individual" here is a firm engaged in some line of business; the "group" is the 
community of such firms, usually organized in a trade association. A very common 
sequence of events is as follows. Certain practices in violation of the law or of 
widespread sentiments of propriety (like excessive funeral charges or suppression of 
data about pharmaceutical drugs) are commonplace within the group, and are 
either suffered by or supported by the group as a whole. 'T11ese practices may be 
well· known to certain publics (for example, the consumers), and may even be 
protested, but these publics are relatively impotent to inflict any real damage on 
either the offending individual or the group. At some point, however, the mis­
conduct or illegal behavior comes to the official attention of a Congressional com­
mittee or one of the federal regulatory commissions. The misbehavior is widely 
publicized, proposals are made that the group be subject to detailed regulation (in 
some respect in which it has hitherto been autonomous) by some public body, 
and that this body be empowered to inflict severe sanctions. Representatives of the 
trade association then hasten to minimize the extent of the misconduct, to protest 
that "the industry" should not be judged by the behavior of "a few unrepresentative 
offenders," and to declare both the capacity and the will of the industry to police 
itself. The trade association promptly establishes a code, or adds new provisions· 
to the existing code, condemning the behavior in question, and sets up its own 
agency to enforce it. If it acts swiftly enough, and with enough show of serious 
intent, it r:nay head off .obnoxious .legislation or administrative regulations: This 
self-regulation may be highly effective for an extended period of time, or It may 
produce only a temporary abatement of the prohibited behavior. Frequently it is 
the latter, in which case, after some sort of interval (at least "until the heat is off"), 
the whole cycle may repeat itself. 
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The three types of theories we are about to consider are 
not so different from one another as the fact of separate treatment might suggest. 
They do, however, have distinct emphases: the cultural learp_fug_proce~s _through 
which deviance is acquired; the ways in which roles, taken from the culture and 
incorporated into the self, determine devianceand conformity; and the inter-

!A acti0l.P-rocess within \vhich culture__ is_l~rned, roles acquired, the self built up, 
rtana patterns of deviant action soaped ana transformed. 

Cultural Transmission Theories 
Underlying anomie theory is what we have called a con­

junctive model of motivation. On the actor side is a set of goals and regulative 
norms acquired from his culture; on the situation side are conditions and means. 
Deyiance arises from_~~_ i_nteraction betwe~11 ~h~ __ t\YE· Cultural transmission 
theories place less stress on situational variables; to th1s extent they tend to a "kinds 
of people" model of motivation. (However, as we shall see, they treat situational 
variables as critical in the developmental or learning process.) Although this com­
parison, like most generalizations, distorts, it does serve to identify an important 
difference in emphasis. 

Cultural transmission theories are also to be sharply distinguished from "kinds 
of people" theories of ~sychiatr}~ ~igi_n. T};_e ~~tter t~g_JQ __ vje\\' _ti}_(!_d~§E.t_act 

•' as the p~d~ct __ ofJhe __ ~total pers_onalit):': o_r ___ ch_g_r_~ct~x__s_t_ruc.!_l!re .. " That is, the 
relevant mtr?personality variables may include such diverse ingredients as ego· 
strength, obJect-attachments, sex-role identifications, dependency needs, drives 
fixated at various developmental stages, and systems of unconscious meanings and 
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equivalences. Cultural transmission theories, while they do not deny variability in 
these respects, treat this variability as largely irrelevant to deviant behavior. _They 
tend, rather, to view the motivation of a particular kind of deviant behaviOr as 
the product of knowledge and attitudes manifestly and immediately relevant to 
that kind of behavior. These include knowledge of the necessary. tcchnigues,_ moral 
attitudes toward the behavior in question, and definitions of particular Situations as 
justifying or requiring that particular sort of behavior. In short, the variables 
that must be taken into account in order to understand deviance form a subsystem 
of the personality, more or less independent of other components of the personality. 
In this respect, these theories are not unlike commonsense theories of food prefer­
ences, which assume that fondness for chitterlings, hamburger, or _scallops do~s not 
have much to do with needs for achievement, disappointment 111 love, attitudes 
toward larceny or, for that matter, the consumption of milk. 

1 \Vhile cultural transmission theories de-emphasize the linkage between 
knowledge and attitudes regarding particular forms of deviance and other clen1C'~1ts 
of the personality, they strongly emphasize their linkage to the corrcspondi!lg 
knowledge and attitudes in the cultural mileu of the actor. In fact, these theones 
can be summarized in this wav: Deviant behavior is determined bv a subsvstcm of 
knowledge, beliefs, and attitu-des that make possible, permit, or j)rescrihc specific 
forms of deviant behavior in specific situations. This knowledge, these beliefs, and 
these attitudes must first exist in the cultural surroundings of the actor. and they 
are "taken over" and incorporated into the personality in much the same way as 
any other elements of the surrounding culture-:J 
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These theories, then, although they view clcviants as different sorts of pcop!c 
from nondeviants, locate the differences in a limited segment of the personality; 111 

other respects, deviants arc like "anybody else." Furthermore, the process wl;Iereby 
they "get that way" is no different from the process whereby others come to be 
conforming members of society. \Ve arc all children of our cultures. In this way 
the cultural transmission theories minimize the mvstcrv an<rCTisfinctivcncss of 
deviant behavior and maximize the common___hum_a.oit)'_.of__the deviant an~ the 
conformer. However, how people come to take over their culture, or to sefect 
from the various subcultural patterns, deviant and conventional, to which they arc 
exposed, is not obvious. Therefore, the main theoretical issues from the point of 
view of t_hcse theories concern the process of cultural learning. In terms of the 
typology 111 Chapter 4, the research task is represented by Figure 1, b, p. 42. 

Shaw and McKay 

The most s\·stcmatic and inAuential statements of cultural 
transmission theories were formulated by students of crime and dclinqncncy who 
were trained in the sociological tradition of \V. 1. Thomas, Florian Znaniccki, 
George Herbert Mead, Robert E. Park, and Ernest \V. Burgess (all associated 
with the University of Chicago )-a tradition often referred to as the "Chicago 
school" of A:nerican _sociology. In a series of important monographs, 1 based moslly 
on research 111 the c1ty of Chicago, Clifford Shaw and Henry 1\lcKay attempted 
to account. for the distribution of delinquency in American cities. They noted 
that the high rate areas in Chicago in 1900-1906 were also the high rate areas 

1 Clifford. R. Shaw, The Jack-Roller (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 19301; 
The Natu.ral H~tory of a Delinquent Career (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1931 ); 
Brothers m. Cnme (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1938); Clifford R. Shaw and 
others, Delmquency Areas (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1929); Clifford R. S_haw 
and Henry D. McKay, Social Factors in Juvenile Delinquency, Volume II of N_ational S:o~m1ttcc 
on Law Observance and Law Enforcement, Report on the Causes of Cnme (\\iashmgton: 
United States Government Printing Office, 1931); and Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1942). 
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in 1917-1923, although the ethnic group composition of these areas had in the 
meantime been largely transformed; as ethnic groups moved in and out of these 
~reas the delinquency rates of those ethnic groups correspondingly rose and fell. 
f~-a~_o __ observed tha_~ ~11-~! --~~linquent offenses occurred in __ sm~ll groups, 
usuallx of t\vo-or-thrce; and they obtained detailed life-history materials illuminat­
ing the process of involvement in delinquent groups. They concluded that in the 
high-rate areas, crime and delinquency had become "more or less traditional 
aspects of the social life," and that "these traditions of delinquency are trans­
mitted through personal and group contacts." 2 The chief agencies for the trans­
mission of delinquency are the play groups and gangs. Although delinquency 
satisfies desires for excitment, companionship, security, and the like, this does not 
distinguish delinquency from nondelinquent activity. "\Vhile the standards and 
values" in the high-rate and low-rate areas "may be widely divergent, or even 
reversed, the human motives and desires underlying the boy's participation in the 
activities of his groups are perhaps identical in the two neighborhood situa­
tions." :• The thing that does distinguish is the "standards and values,"-i.e., 
the delinquent and the non-delinquent cultural patterns through which these 
desires are satisfied. These authors also attempt to account for the persistence 
of delinquent traditions in the high-rate areas in terms of the breakdown of 
social controls, but the core of their theory is the process of cultural transmission 
itself. 

Edwin H. Sutherland 
and the Theory of Differential Association 
Edwin H. Sutherland's work, which, like that of Sha\~ 

and l'vlcKay, carries the stamp of the "Chicago school," ''represents the mos 
systematic and ambitious attempt to formulate a general theory of criminal - Q. 
behavior in cultural transmission terms.• 'His theorv of differential association was 
first presented in his influential textbook, Principles of Criminology, and has 
been extended by his student and collaborator, Donald R. Cressey.4 

The theory states that criminal behavior is learned; it is not inherited, con­
trived, nor invented by the actor. It is learned in a process of communication 
with other persons, principally in small, intimate groups. This learning includes 
the techniques of committing the crime and "the specific direction of motives, 
drives, rationalizations, and attitudes." The specific direction of motives and 
drives is learned from definitions of the legal codes as favorable or unfavorable 
That is, those with whom we associate define the legal rules favorably or unfavor­
ably, and we take over those definitions. A person becomes criminal or delinquent 
because of an excess of definitions fa,·orable to violation of law over definitions 
unfavorable to violation of law. This is the principle of differential association. 

Evervbodv has some contact with both kinds of definitions; what is decisive 
is the rati~ of ~ne to the other. Note that Sutherland does not speak of associa­
tion with criminals and noncriminals, but rather with definitions favorable 

2 Shaw and McKay, Social Factors in Juvenile Delinquency, p. 387. 
3 Ibid., p. 391. . . 
4 Sec Edwin H. Sutherland and Donald R. Cressey, Principles of Cmmnology, 6th ed. 

(Chicago: Lippincott, 1960) Chap. 4.; Albert C?hen, A!fred. Lindcsmith, and Karl Schuessler 
(cds.), Tile Sutherland Papers (Bioommgton: Ind1ana Umvers•ty Press, I956), Part I. pp. 5-:-43; 
and Donald R. Cressey, Delinquency, Crime and Differential Association (The Hague: i\Iartmns 
Nijhoff, 1964). Sec also the commentaries by Daniel Glaser: "Differentia~ As~owt1on and 
Criminological Prediction," Social Problems (Summer I 960), i :·2-6; "The SocJO!ogJCal :~pproach 
to Crime and Correction," Law and Contemporary Problems (Autumn 1958), 23:68~-,02; and 
"The Differential-Association Theory of Crime," in Arnold M. Rose (ed.), Human Behavior and 
Social Processes: An Interactionist Approach (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1962), pp. 42 5-442. 
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and unfavorable to crime. One may associate with few criminals, but these 
associations may contam many exposures to pro-criminal patterns. By the same 
token, however, even in his association with criminals, manv kinds of criminal 
behavior may be unfavorably defined: the professional pickpocket may be as 
unsympathetic to rape, drug addiction, and wanton killing as is any conventional, 
high-minded citizen. On the other hand, procriminal at!itudes towards _(for._ 

t example) income-tax evasion may_Q_eJS!arn~d- from people_-\vho are, on the whole, 
\' conforming and respectable. Differential associations are not all of equal wei~ht; 

some have more impact than others. This weight varies with frequency, duratron, 
priority, and intensity. If we could measure these modalities of association exactly, 
we would have a formula that would yield precise predictions in any particular 
case. 

Sutherland's statement is as important for what it denies as it is for what it 
affirms. In particular, Sutherland denies that criminal behavior can be explained 
by "general needs and values." 'TI1is is not because they do not help to determine 
criminal behavior, but because both criminal and non-criminal behavior are 
expressions of the same general needs and values. Thieves steal for money, honest 
laborers work for it. To explain differences, we must find differences. 

On this level, the theory of differential a,ssociation deals with the _p2j'­
chological guestign of how individlials -learn crimi;,-a(-behaVioi.- Turnl1~g-to the . 

-sOcloiogicar question of accounting for variations in rates, the--theory implies that 
the larger culture is not homogeneous but contains contradictory definitions of 
the same behavior, one of which is backed by the people who 'make the laws. 
Rates and prevalence of each kind of criminal behavior depend on the way in 
which social organization fosters or inhibits association with criminal and anti­
criminal patterns. For example, the mobility, diversity, and anonymity of urban 
society create more opportunities for procriminal associations than do the more 
controlled interaction patterns of rural society. 

Sutherland's contribution is almost as important for its methodological as 
its substantive si nifi~aJ1~e. Probably the reader's first reacbon tD-s-illnciTand's 

1eory is that it is greatly _oversimplified._ Surely there are a great many factors 
that are somehow involved 111 the production of criminal behavior that this theory 
ignores. But Sutherland did not take the position that his thcorv took directly 
into account everything that has "something to do" with criniinal behavior. 
J-Ie _:vas concernc<!_jyiib _qevc]o~.!!._general thgor)~-that is, a set of propositions 
that identify the essential vanables that are always involved in the learning of 
crime; propositions that apply without exception to the entire class of criminal 
behavior. There may be innumerable other circumstances that are somehow 
relevant to this particular instance of criminal behavior or that, but they become 
relevant through the effects that they have on the variables of the theory. 

Take an analogy from medicine. An essential element of a theorv to account 
for a certain disease includes the presence of a certain kind of gen~. No germ, 
no disease. Now the condition of the sewer system, or the practice of drinking 
out of the same glass, or local climatic conditions may have something to do with 
the occurrence of the disease, but only because they favor the propagation or 
transmission of the germ. \Ve do not expect one theory to comprehend all these 
things. However, we do expect the theory to make sense out of the various 
correlations that may be observed between the conditions like these and the 
occurrence of the disease, and the germ theory does this. 

• In strictly analogous fashion, Sutherland argues that many factors may 
V affect crime through their effect on associations. The theory of differential associa­

tion, however, is concerned with explaining crime, not explaining associations. 
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As a matter of fact, Sutherland was never fully satisfied with this theory, 5 though 
he did defend it because he felt it accounted for more of the known facts within 
the framework of a single, parsimonious, consistent set of propositions than any 
other theory. His characteristic response to criticism was to sec if the theory could 
be modified to take the criticism into account, rather than to tack on to the 
theory, like so many awkward appendages, a long list of "multiple factors." \Ve 
have stressed this methodological aspect of Sutherland's work because it emphasizes 
the distinction between the kind of systematic knowledge that is the goal of 
science, and a hodgepodge of loosely related ideas, curious facts, and statistical 
correlations. 

Lack of space precludes a review of the criticisms of the theory and of 
research designed to test it.6 Some of these criticisms will be noted, however, in 
the following section on role theory and the self. 

The Self, Role Theory, 
and Deviant Behavior 

Also characteristic of the Chicago school is a central con­
cern with role tl1cory and theory of the self. !\lore than any other single person, 
George Herbert 1\Icad; laid the foundations of these closely related lines of 
theory, although it has remained for others to develop their implications for deviant 
behavior. These theories can no longer be regarded as the property of any school; 
even today, however, new developments ·and extensions of the theory, especially 
as they apply to deviant behavior, arc being produced chiefly by sociologists who 
were trained at the Umvcrsity of Chicago or by their students-an impressive 
testimony to the potency of differential association in the world of scholarship. 
\Ve shall first present a brief review of some aspects of role theory and the self 
most relevant to our concerns, and then discuss their implications for deviant 
behavior. 

If people are to transact business with one another-indeed if thev are 
to deal with any aspect of the world around them-they must first identify, define, 
and classify; they must indicate to themselves what sort of object it is they arc 
dealing with. Having identified it-an "antique," a "Picasso," a "mongrel," a 
"poker gamc"-some set of attitudes and expectations is called out, and it is 
these which largely determine what we shall do about or with the object. The 
categories to which we assign these objects are not present in the mind at birth, 
nor do they grow upon us like whiskers on the face. These categories designate 
the kinds of objects that things can be in our culture; other cultures provide 
different classifications. These objects include people. The socially recognized 
categories of people-the kinds of people that people can be in a given society­
are social roles (or, when formalized, are statuses or status-positions). \Vhen we 
learn the role system of our society, we learn a terminology for thinking and talking 
about them, criteria that define them (i.e., what one must be to be that sort of 
person), signs whereby they may be recognized, images of what these people 

5 See Sutherland's own critique of the theory in Cohen, Lindesmith, and Schuessler ( eds.), 
op. cit., pp. 30-41. . . . . 

a See the references in the footnote to the first paragraph m th1s section, espec1ally the 
cited works of Cressey and Glaser. See also James F. Short, Jr., "Differential Association with 
Delinquent Friends and Delinquent Behavior," Pacific Sociological Review (Spring 1958), 
1:20-25; and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., and A. Lewis Rhodes, "An Empirical Test of Differential 
Association Theory," The fournal of Research in Crime and Delinquency (January 1964), 
1:5-18. 

1 George H:!rbert Mead, Mind, Self and Societ)' (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 1934). 
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are like, expectations about how they should behave, and standards for evaluating 
them. 

The self is also a social object. It is the actor as seen, labeled, clJssified, 
and judged by the actor himself. How he feels about himself, how he conducts 
himself, what he tries to do with or about himself, whether he tries to change 
himself, depend in the first instance on what sort of object he thinks he is or 
wants to be. Again, the kinds of selves that arc possible depend on the culture. 
President and bartender, citizen and alien, old man and teenager, hip and square,. 
are part of the culturally provided repertoire of roles in American socie_t~·· These 
roles are partly ascribed to us whether we like it or not; others are opt1onal and 
open to achievement. The self is built up in the process of interacting ~vith othc;rs. 
In doing business with them, we discover what we are-i.e., the categom:s to wluch 
we ha,·e been assigned-and to some extent we detGrmine what we shall be. 
\Vc may lay claims to being a certain sort of person, but this claim must make 
sense in terms of the culture of those we are dealing with, and \Ve must make 
these claims stick. To lay a claim is to say, in effect: "I am such-and-such a sort 
of person; I invite you to deal with me on this basis; you may expect certain things 
of me." To make the claim stick, we must validate it by meeting the cultural 
criteria of the role. \Ve know we ha\'e done this when others, by their responses, 
indicate acceptance of us as valid specimens of the role. In so doing, we also 
confirm our conception of ourselves. \Ve cannot really tell whether we are 
"leaders," "glamor girls," "pool sharks," or "brains" without \'cnturing into the 
icy waters of social interaction, trying our hand at the role, and seeing how others 
respond. 

Everybody is continually engaged in a lifelong process of building, maintain­
ing, or refashioning a self. Working within the role repertoire provided by his 
culture, he plays at being this sort of person or that, observes his success or 
failure as he reads it in the responses of others, discovers whether it is hard or 
easy for him to carry it off, and whether it is really worth it. \Vhether it is worth 
it depends on the prestige and the other rewards, relational and material, that 
go with being that kind of person in the world in which he mo\'es. 

All self-building activities-experimenting with new selves, maintaining or 
repairing an established self, or shuffling off an old, perhaps outmoded, self­
consist largely in behaving in wa\'S that help to confirm our claims about our 
selves, and avoiding behavior that tends to undermine those claims. But the kinds 
of behavior that may confirm or weaken those claims are not a separate and distinct 
category of actions. Almost anything we do, even if it is not intended primarily 
as a "presentation of the self" s and even if the actor himself is the onlv witness, 
can be interpr.etc~ as evidcn~e regarding the self. Therefore, wl~ateve~ o'ther en~s 
~ve may have m VI.ew, almost anything we do and the manner m wh1ch we do 1t 
IS chosen partly w1th a view to its consequences for the self. 
. Not all th~ roles with which we are identified are acti\'cly sought and cul-

tivated. Some, hke the roles of alcoholic and ex-convict, we may actively resist 
an~ dc~y. Some, like the role of mental patient, we may accept with ·passive 
res1g~ahon. Some, like the role of prostitute, we may adopt for practical reasons, 
lookmg forward to the time when we may exchange it for some other, less dis­
reputable but e9u~lly remunerati\'e occupation. Typically, howe\'er, when we can­
not escape pubhc Identification with such roles and arc invested with such "deviant 
characters," we still engage in various maneuvers to avoid subjective identification 

• 8 ~he expressio~ is Erving Coffman's, from his book, The Presentation of Self in Everyday 
L1(e (Edmburgh:_ Umversity of Edinburgh Social Science Research Centre Monograph, No. 2, 
I 9 56 l. Coffman IS the most original and productive continuator of George Herbert Mead's work 
on role theory and the self. 
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with the role as expressive of our "real selves"; to emphasize the secondary, tem­
porary, and subordinate nature of the role, as compared to other, more acceptable 
components of the self; and to limit the visibility of the role to circles in which 
publicity is inescapable or the consequences less damaging.9 

Some Implications for Deviant Behavior 
Motivation. Behavior may contribute to the credibility of 

our role claims in various ways. On the one hand, it may demonstrate that one 
has the credentials of the role or that one is a first-class specimen of the role; 
this depends, of course, on the criteria of the role and the standards by which 
adequacy in the role is currently judged. Thus, to validate one's claims to being 
a philanthropist, one must sooner or later "put up or shut up." On the other 
hand, various activities that do not directly signify the possession of a role may 
help to make possible other activities that do. Thus, making money is not being 
a philanthropist, but it docs provide the means for being one. Indeed, we take 
on some roles not because they arc directly important to the self but because 
they facilitate the performance of other roles. Grosser 10 has distinguished be­
havior that contributes to role validation in two ways: as "role-expressive" and 
"role-supportive." l-Ie has observed that, although both boys and girls steal, boys' 
stealing tends to be more versatile; they steal all sorts of things from all sorts of 
place, and frequently steal things of no earthly usc to them. Girls tend to steal 
things they can usc-clothing, cosmetics, jewelry, and the like, mostly from 
stores. Grosser suggested that stealing as such, like "badness" in general, is expres­
sive of, or at least compatible with, the male role in our society. One does not 
have to steal (or tear up property, or "raise hell") to prove he is a boy, but it is 
one way of demonstrating that he is "all boy," especially if it involves a certain 
amount of courage, daring, and defiance of authority. Girls, on the other hand, 
do not strengthen their claims to femininity by stealing as such. Being pretty, 
charming, dainty, and well-groomed, however, is expressive of the feminine role. 
Therefore, when girls steal, they tend to steal only those accoutrements and 
supplies that help them to be pretty, charming, and so forth. Their stealing is 
role-supportive. If, however, a boy should steal in order to be able to squire girls 
around or have money to be able to maintain a reputation for generosity, then 
his stealing would be role supportive. 

A great deal of deviance that seems "irrational" and "senseless" makes some 
sense when we see it as an effort to proclaim or test a certain kind of self. A great 
deal of illicit (as well as socially acceptable) sexual activity is motivated less by 
glandular secretions than by role anxiety. The use of marihuana and heroin, 
especially the early experimental stages; driving at dangerous speeds and "playing 
chicken" on the highway; illegal consumption of alcoholic beverages; participation 
in illegal forms of social protest and civil disobedience; taking part in "rumbles"­
all these arc likely to be role-expressive behavior. In order to recognize this motiva­
tion, however, one must know the roles that are at stake, and what kinds of 
behavior carry what kinds of "role-messages" in the actor's social world. 

In an earlier chapter we cited Reiss' observations that in the lower-class 
street corner world, engaging in fellatio did not necessarily signify, as it does 
in the middle class, that one is "homosexual" (see p. 32). Provided certain con­
ditions were met, one could engage in fellatio from time to time to make a little 
extra money without endangering his claim to masculinity. One needs, and 
conceivably could compile, a "role dictionary," setting forth the role messages 

9 See Erving Coffman, Stigma (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1963). 
10 George Grosser, Juvenile Delinquency and Contemporary American Sex Roles, Ph.D. 

dissertation, Harvard University, 1952. 
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that are conveyed by a given kind of behavior, deviant or otherwise, in a given 
social world. We would probably find that some messages that can be expressed 
by lawful and respectable behavior in one social level or ethnic group can, in 
certain circumstances, be better expressed in other social groups by illegal, "sinful," 
or "perverted" behavior. 

One sub-type of role-supportive behavior we may call "role-protective." 
Cressey's analysis of embezzlement provides an example.u Embezzlers-that is, 
people who violate positions of financial trust for gain-are typically citizens 
of r;ood repute. They have to be, or they would not be !n these positions. In the 

.1:'\ senes of cases studied by Cressey, one of the elements that was invariably present 
V ~vas an "unsharea.ble problem," These were problems which, if known to others, 

would damage or destroy their claims to respectability. Such arc sexual indiscretions 
for which they are being blackmailed, and financial debts growing out of gambling. 
Other problems that create financial hardship can be solved in legitimate ways; 
for example, one borrows from friends, relatives, or the bank to pay for an urgent 
operation for his wife or child. To do this he must make his problem more or 
less public, but this in no way threatens his claims to the "solid citizen" role. 
Faced, however, with an unshareablc problem, one must find a secret way in which 
to obtain quite a lot of money. If the opportunity is available, he is likely to 
turn to role-supportive embezzlement. Even then, he cannot proceed with the 
act until he has hit upon some way of describing the act to himself in a way 
that is compatible with his self-conception. For example, he may persuade himself 
th~ t he is "only borrowing" the money and not "stealing" it. One who steals is a 
tluef, and he is unwilling to define himself as a thief. More generally, whenever one 
is known privily to another to have a blot on his escutcheon, _he is susceptible to 
pressures from the other to engage with him in deviant enterpnses, under threat of 
making public the blot and destroying the credibility of the self that he_ presents. 
Therefore, small aberrations may sometimes represent large comm1tments.12 

Having taken a first step towards deviance, one may not be free to retrace his 
steps and return to his starting point. Criminal abortion to d7stroy t_he evidence 
of illicit sexual activity is another example of such role-protective deviance. 

Deviance, conformity, and personal roles. The selves that we present are 
fashioned from the role repertoire of our culture, but these selves are not standard­
ized packages. Each self is a somewhat unique organization of roles and frag~1ents 
of roles, emphasizing some claims and plaving down others. These vanants, 
adaptations, and integrations of roles we call ·"personal roles." \Ve may see them 
evolve in the process of interaction within small groups whose members at first 
occupy relatively undifferentiated roles. It might be a young people's gang, a 
grou~ of colleagues in an academic department, the residents of a university 
housmg unit or fraternity. In the course of working and living together, each 
person tries to find out for himself a special niche, to define himself to himself 
and others as somebody who is especially good or dependable in some respect 
that matters to the other members of the group. He seeks to establish his reputation 
in the group as "somebody who will give you the shirt off his back," "soi?ebody 
who always comes up with good ideas," "somebody who always keeps h1s head 
when others are losing theirs," "somebody who will always tell you what he 
~onestly thinks," "somebody who will never say anything to hurt anybody," 

100 

somebody who can take a lot of ribbing," and so on. 
These are roles hammered out in the give-and-take of group interaction, 

11 Donald R. Cressey, Other People's Money: A Study of the Social Psychology of Em· 
bezzlement (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1953). 

12 Howard S. Becker, "Notes on the Concept of Commitment," American Journal of 
Sociology (July 1960), 66:32-40. 
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and partly tailored to the strengths and resources of each member. Like other 
roles, we move into them gingerly, cautiously, feeling our way along because, 
in advancing these claims or in permitting ourselves to be so defined, we are 
communicating to others that we are willing to let our reputations stand or fall 
on certain kinds of performances. In effect, we s~t ourselve~ ~p a~ spe~ialists of 
one sort or another-specialists in some art or skill, or specialists m this or that 
virtue. Having once committed ourselves to such a specialty, however, we feel 
bound, as others do not, to certain standards of excellence salient to that specialty. 
Some of these roles may be more highly valued by the group than others, but 
each is appreciated arid each is rewarded. On the other hand, if we can get others 
to accept our claims, we can anger, offend, and disappoint them, by failing to 
live up to those claims, in ways that others cannot. One may pilfer supplies 
from the office or do less than his share of work and excite no special comment; 
he has advanced no claims to virtue in these respects and has staked his reputation 
on other sorts of performances. Others cannot do these things without inviting 
censure and without jeopardizing a self that has taken time and effort to csta blish. 
To reap the rewards of the roles we have succeeded in claiming, we are willing 
to impose upon ourselves considerable sacrifice and self-discipline. These roles are, 
therefore, among the most potent mechanisms of social control, although they 
may be completely unnoticed by what we have called the "manifest control 
structure" (see p. 39). 

It may be appropriate here to refer again to Durkheim's statement that we 
find "charm in the accomplishment of a moral act," that "it has always been 
neccss~ry that it appear in some respect as good" (see p. 3). Perhaps the charm 
of which he spoke is the feeling of exaltation and exhilaration at confirming 
some valued part of our identity, at discovering that we really are what we claim 
or h~pe to be. Perhaps, in this respect, it is not very different from the feeling the 
tenms player derives from a brilliant performance, or the fisherman from a 
spectacular catch. -1 

. Relati?~ to other theories. The important variables of the theory of differ­
e~t~al association are the frequency, duration, priority, and intensity of associations 
Wit. favorable and unfavorable definitions of criminal acts. \Vhat we learn are 
at~Itudes, rationalizations, etc., regarding this criminal act and that. Role theor~ 
s~_t!ffi _!_l!lphasis froiiL.acts 1oJ?l.es. !t assumes, li~e differential association 
:!Cory, t at we do not learn anythmg Witho~t first ?emg exposed to it. lt also 
assume~. however, that whether we take notice of It, remember and make it 
our own depends on whether it matters to us. And whatever con'tributes to the 
selves we are. building, the roles we are trying to play or to which we aspire, 
matters. _In differential association theory, the modality of "intensity" has never 
been .sa~1sfactorily defined; the problem of differential susceptibility to the same 
associat·JO·n·s has never been disposed o~. \Vc a~ sug~<:_~t_ing ~h.2Li~tensjty .<!ll9 

~ susc~~bbihty_~~y_,<l.~p-.end .Q!Wh~_...r:ole one1_1tafi0il oftne actor. \Ve are susceptible 
to tnose aSSOCiations and learmng opportumbcs tnaf we Sehse are relevant to success 
in the roles we would like to assume; their impacts ~ more mtense~ Once \ve· 
arc "hooked" on a role, we are ready to adopt, on very slight association, whole 
bundles of behavior that are expressive or supportive of that role. Once we are 
converted to another role, we may shake off whole bundles of behavior because 
they are no longer consistent with the claims of the new self. From the standpoint 
of role theory, the central issue in the problem of learning deviant behavior be­
comes the process of acquiring and becoming committed to ro1es.13 

1s For the most systematic statement of a theory of criminal behavior in terms of ~ol~ 
involvement and role committment, see Richard R. Kom and Lloyd W. McCorkle, Cmm­
no!ogy and Penology (New York: Holt, 1959), pp. 32.7-353. 

culture, role, and interaction process 

101 



According to anomie theory, deviant behavi_or is a way of coping with a 
problem of ends and means· of reducing the tcns10n between cultural goals and 
an insufficiency of institutidnalizcd means. Role-self theory (they arc so clos~ly 
related as to justiry-a-Siligle ·n)•phenate~ term) suggest another way of lookmg 
at deviance that is difficult to capture m the language of ends and means. It 
assumes an actor who is trying to tell somebody so~1cthing or to prove something. 
More fitting than the language of ends and means IS the language of message and 
the symbols that convey it, or of claims and evidence. As I have suggested else· 
where,H the art of seduction mav be cultivated not because it is an alternative 
means to the goal of sexual satisfaction, but because the successful practice of 
the art validates a claim to being a certain sort of person. The role-expressive 
stealing described by Grosser is not only a means to the goal of the acquisition 
of objt:cts. The novice smokino his first marihuana cigarette before a critical 
audience of peers is not neccssarilv seeking a new and more effective means to an 
~lusive "kick.". The teenager tea.ring down the highway at 90 miles an hour 
IS not neccssanly going amwhcre. 

Hardly anyone would. argue that the anomie mod~! i~ not a. fruitful approach 
to a great deal of deviant behavior. But even wherc_It IS m~131festly applicable, 
role theory max__h_<J;:£ solllething useful to cOTlttibute. For example, culture goals 
and normabvc rules arc intimately connected to roles and the self. Businessmen 
arc s_upposed to try to make money, professors to write books, and ballplayers 
to wm games, and they arc sufJposed to pursue these goals according to certain 
rules. In other words, the goals we seck and the means we employ themselves 

~\ express and validate the roles '_"_c claim. \Vh:_r_e there is a disjunction between 
:I &_()a!s and means, businc~smCIJ _ m;J.Y. .dcfraudtl1e1r customers, professors plagiarize, 

oallplaycrs cheat. They covert]\· deviate from part of the role demands in order to 
fulfill another part. However: there is an~thcr way sometimes open to them: 
they may reduce the disjunction by abandonzng the role for another role. They can 
quit the game, so to speak, and find some other game at which they can win 
without ,·iolating the rules. This is not always possible, but it is possible often 
enough that it must rank among the most frequent devices for avoiding or 
escaping the kinds of strain that l\lcrton is talking about. However, it is a device 
that docs not seem to fit anywhere in ?-.lerton's typology of adaptations. It need 
not be deviant at all, but neither is it the kind of conformity (acceptance of goals 

--r-. and acceptance of means) that j\[erton seems to have in mind. 
1 'c'i \ \' ':...!~ ~?.~suggesting that _rolc-sc_lf theory displaces cultural. transmiss!on 

\, and anomi~_tl1£Q.ry. ·Each seems to illun11natc certain aspects of dc\'lant behavior. 
. '"ftr!:l:aSKfor theory is to seek to integrate the contributions of each into a single, 

' 1
1 

more powerful theory, without sacrificing the logical unity and discipline that arc 
.::_"1f:?lj,/,so chara_ctcri_stic of _the work of Sutherland a_nd Merton. yve have hi~te? at some 
/\ of the directions th1s work might take, and will take up th1s theme agam m the last 

. ~ter. 
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Interaction Process 
and Deviant Behavior 

"Interaction process," as the expression was used in Chap· 
ter 4, ~o~s not refer to a type of theory in the sense in which anomie, ~ultural­
transmisswn, and role-self theorv do. It refers to a way of looking at actiOn that 
is compatible with any of th~se theories, although in fact it has been most 

14 Albert K. Cohen, "The Sociology of the Deviant Act: Anomie Theory and Beyond," 
American Sociological Review (February 1965), 30:13. 
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explicit and most highly developed in role-self theory, and least so in anomie 
theory. It signifies the following: 

(I) Human action does not typically happen all at once. It grows, it develops, 
it has a history. Although one stage may be a necessary antecedent to another, 
movement from one stage to another is not wholly determined by the antecedents. 
No one has put it better than Becker: 

... we need a model which takes into account the fact that patterns of 
behavior develop in orderly sequence .... We need, for example, one kind of 
explanation of how a person comes to be in a situation where marihuana is easily 
available to him, and another kind of explanation of why, given the fact of its 
availability, he is willing to experiment with it in the first place. And we need still 
another explanation of why, having experimented with it, he continues to usc it. 
In a sense, each explanation constitutes a necessary cause of the behavior. 1l1at 
is, no one could become a confirmed marihuana user without going through each 
step. He must have the drug available, experiment with it, and continue to use it. 
The explanation of each step is thus part of the explanation of the resulting 
behavior. 

Yet the variables which account for each step may not, taken separately, 
distinguish between users and nonusers. The variable which disposes a person to 
take a particular s.tep may not operate because he has not yet reached the stage 
in the process where it is pos5ible to take that step.15 

( 2) The circumstances that determine movement along a particular path 
include both properties of the person and properties of the situation. There 
is probably no course of action that could not continue along more than one 
path, depending on the situation. On the other hand, there is probably no 
situation that could not elicit more than one response, depending on how the 
actor has been "prepared" by his experience in earlier stages of the developing 
course of action. 

( 3) Some of the circumstances that help to determine the development 
of the course of action are quite independent of events at earlier stages; some 
are outgrowths, often unanticipated, of events in earlier stages. For example, 
a person might set out to burglarize a house. Quite unexpectedly, the householder 
may come home and attack the burglar with a deadly weapon. The burglar, to 
save his own life, kills his attacker. \Vhat started out as a burglary might end up 
as a murder, due to a circumstance that was not necessarily implicit in the earlier 
stage of the act. However, although the arrival of the householder was a separately 
determined event, unforeseen and perhaps unforeseeable, the situation as a whole 
is partly a product of the actor's own doing. Householders do not typically assault 
invited guests with deadly weapons. This is why the law will not entertain in 
this instance the usual plea of justifiable homicide on grounds of self defense. 

Short and Strodtbeck, reporting on their research on delinquent gangs in 
Chicago, give similar examples and interpret them in similar terms. Delinquent 
cultures, they observe, frequently lead to delinquent actions not because they 
directly incite people to go out and do these things, malice well aforethought, 
but because they encourage them to put themselves into situations in which 
there is a heightened risk that somebody else might do something that will in turn 
precipitate a delinquent act. The participant in this culture might well be aware 
that the situation could develop in a certain way, and might earnestly wish that 
it would not. However, the attractions of the situation-e.g., the status gains­
might be so immediate and certain, and the risk of the undesired development 

15 Howard S. Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance (New York: The 
Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), p. 23. 
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might seem (and from an actuarial standpoint might be) so small, that the risk is 
a small deterrent.l6 

( 4) The situational component in th~ interaction process consists largely 
of feedback from other actors. How the action develops depends upon who wit 
nesses and who is affected by the action, the perspectives through which they view 
it, and how they respond to it. Much of the literature that is concerned with the 
acquisition of and commitment to deviant roles is couched in essentially these 
terms: somebody, for any one of many reasons, does something that is in no 
sense "characteristic" or "distinctive" of him as contrasted to a multitude of other 
people. This behavior, however, lends itself to inte_rpretation as a sign of a "deviant 
character." Whether it will be interpreted in tim way, and the individual iden­
tified and labeled as that kind of a person, depends on who sees it and whether 
he is motivated to take action. \Vhether the label will stick, and the actor in­
vested with the role, will depend partly on the reputation he has previously 
established and partly on the authority of those who apply the definition. To the 
extent that this definition becomes part of this public identity, the behavior of 
his publics might change in such a way that he no longer has the options available 
to him that he had before. He may be denied the opportunity to perform in wavs 
that would effectively deny the role that has b~c~ io:putcd to him, or per­
formance that would QliCe have been above susp1c1on IS now open to sinister 
interpretation. As options become more limite~, or legitin:ate options more costly, 
the actor may drift li in the direction of behaviOr compatible with the stigmatized 
role. This behavior is likely to be interpreted as confirmation of the previous 
"diagnosis," and to result in a still sharper curtailme~t of ~ptions, which leads 
to still further commitment to the deviant role. Dunng tim process the actor 
may come to discover the satisfactions and profi~ th~t can be extract~d from 
this role, or at least how to Jive comfortably w1th 1t, and may acqmre new 
reference objects who will support him in his deviance. He may come, indeed 
to accept the new role as part of his self-that is, to sec himself, as others no\; 
do, as "somebody who acts in such and such a way," and possibly as somebodv 
who "can't help" acting in this way. · 

This kind of analysis was applied to the in~erpretation of juvenile delin­
quency almost 30 years ago in a brilliant but greatly neglected classic of crimin­
ology of Frank Tannenbaum.1B As we intimated in Chapter 3 (pp. 29-30), 
there has been a greatly increased research interest in recent years in the responses 
of the actor's milieu to his behavior, real or imaginary, and their consequences 
for the development of the actor's public identity and later career. 

Just as deviance may be expressive or supportive of a role, so may responses 
to deviance. Action in any role, whether inside or outside the manifest structure 
of control, carries messages about the role incumbent and his adequacy to the 
role. Individuals may respond to deviance harshly, repressively, punitively, indig­
nantly, tolerantly, understandingly, patiently, clinically, forgivingly, gently but 
firmly, and by turning the other cheek. \Ve ordinarily chalk this up to individual 
differences, a product of their own past socialization, and let it go at that. But it 
may _be more than that. It may derive much of its motivation from a need to com­
mumcate or to prove to others what kind of person one is. 

I spent one summer as a member of the senior clinical staff of a treatment 

. 18 James F. _Sho~, Jr., and Fred L. Strodtbeck, Group Process and Gang Delinquency 
(Ch1~ago: The Umvemty of Chicago Press, 1965) Chaps. 2, 8, 11, and 12. Chapters ll and 12 
contam the clearest statc~ent available of the points made in these two paragraphs. 

17 See the elaboration of the concept "drift" in David Matza Delinquency and Drift (New 
York: Wiley, 1964). ' 

18 Frank Tannenbaum, Crime and the Community (Boston: Ginn, 1938). 
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camp for emotionally disturbed children. The junior staff consisted of college 
students training for work with children as teachers, social workers, psychologists, 
and sociologists. For these students the situation was initially largely "unstruc­
tured"; they did not know how they were supposed to respond to the provocative 
behavior of the youngsters in their own roles as "clinicians." These expectations 
were defined for them by the senior staff. They included the ways in which a 
clinician is supposed to define the behavior of his charges, how he is supposed 
to feel about it, and what he is supposed to do about it. They were expected 
to see the children as victims of uncontrollable impulses somehow related to their 
harsh and depriving backgrounds, and in need of enormous doses of kindliness and 
indulgence in order to break down their images of the adult world as hateful 
and hostile. The clinician must never respond in anger or with intent to punish, 
although he might sometimes have to restrain or even isolate children in order 
to prevent them from hurting themselves or one another. Above all, the staff 
were expected to be warm and loving and always to be governed by a "clinical 
attitude"-that is, to respond in terms of what was therapeutically appropriate 
rather than in terms of their own notions of morality or emotional needs. This 
demanded of the junior staff what would ordinarily be regarded as superhuman 
patience in the face of intolerable provocation. 

To an extraordinary degree, they fulfilled these expectations, including, I 
am convinced, the expectation that they feel sympathy and tenderness and love 
toward their charges, despite their animal-like behavior. The speed with which 
these college students learned to behave in this way cannot be easily explained 
in terms of gradual learning through a slow process of "internalization." Th~y did, 
however, have a tremendous investment in their clinical roles. This investment was 
partly a product of their isolation, for a period of eight weeks, from the outside 
world, so that there were no seriously competing roles. Because of this isolation 
and the inexperience of the junior staff, the authority of the senior staff as refer­
ence group was unchallenged. These and other features of the social organization 
created a powerful need to demonstrate, to themselves and others, that they were 
authentic clinicians as defined by the senior staff. They had made certain ·claims 
about themselves, they had learned what constituted evidence of those claims, 
and they produced that evidence by behaving in a "clinical" manner. 

In all probability, however, their conformity to the expectations of the 
clinical role was more than merely role-expressive behavior. Their assumption 
of the clinical role and their effort to live up to it were also instrumental to other 
roles. They were, after all, students, looking forward to graduation, to jobs, and 
to graduate school. They were being evaluated by the senior staff, and the impres­
sions they made would become part of their "record," which could be used for 
or against them at later stages in their careers. Therefore, even though there might 
be no primary involvement or identification with the clinical role, "clinically 
appropriate" behavior was supportive of still other roles. · 

But we do not need to go so far afield, to seek such dramatic illustrations, 
or to limit ourselves to professional roles. \Ve also have conceptions of how 
parents, Unitarians, liberals, patriotic Americans, intellectuals, God-fearing people, 
sophisticates, socially conscious people, and company commanders, among others, 
ought to feel and act about certain kinds of deviant behavior, or the deviant 
behavior of certain kinds of people (for example, children, underdogs, white-collar 
criminals, policemen, communists, drug addicts, basic trainees, and others). We 
also have our "personal roles": somebody who is "understanding," demands much 
of himself and demands the same of others," "never carries a grudge," "never 
flies off the handle," "knows a lot about psychology." How we will label others 
and respond to their deviant actions is partly determined by our investments in 
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these roles and the behavior that validates them. Probably we will also scrutinize 
and check our feelings to make sure that they are appropriate to the selves we 
claim or seek. 

( 5) This conception of interaction process applies to most social and 
cultural forms: the development and transformations of specific acts, whether 
they be individual or group enterprises; the ongoing, lifelong activity of building 
a self and acquiring a public identity; the establishment of networks of moral, 
emotional, and material interdependence and the creation of cooperative groups; 
and the emergence of cultural systems-i.e., knowledge, beliefs, techniques, vocabu­
laries, role classifications, and norms held in common and transmitted through 
communication. This statement is not meant to be a law of nature. There are no 
doubt events that build up swiftly and come rapidly to a head; that resemble 
an abrupt and discontinuous leap from one state or direction to another. But we 
are speaking of the way things usually happen: we muddle, we drift, we sniff the 
wind, we feel our way along, we hesitate, we forge ahead, we backtrack. Sometimes 
we plunge, because we must decide and the choices are few; but we arrive at such 
junctures, more often than not, by slow, small steps. 
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con\'et·ginn trends 
and 
futut·e prospects 

ten 
A study of my own, previously cited in connection with 

"mechanisms of defense," is a step toward the convergence of the diverse theoretical 
traditions we have considered.l I was struck by the failure of the cultural trans­
mission theory to cope with the questions: "Why is there a delinquent culture 
to be transmitted?" "\Vhy does it have the content that it does and why is it 
distributed as it is?" I set out the beginnings of a general theory of how subcultures 
come into existence, and applied it to the delinquent subculture. The structure of 
the larger system, its culture and social organization, create for people at each 
position in the system characteristic problems of adjustment and equip them, 
well or poorly, with the means for coping with them. \Vhere the means for 
coping within the framework of the institutionalized norms are insufficient, or the 
occupants of these positions poorly equipped to take advantage of them, they 
will tend to reject those aspects of the culture that contribute to the creation 
of the problems or the barriers to their solution, and to substitute aspirations and 
norms they can live with more comfortably. \Vhen the problem is one (as it so 
often is) of achieving status and self-respect by the conventional criteria for measur­
ing a person's worth, the response tends to take the form of substituting new 
criteria that they can meet. These criteria may permit or require behavior that 
violates the norms of conventional society; they may justify or demand deviant 
behavior. 

To this point I had added little to what is explicit in rvlerton's paper, "Social 
Structure and Anomie." I went on, however, to stress that an acceptable solution 
must be one that commands the support of ofic'"s reference object~ To act on 
premisenhat "iiobodfelse" shares is to isolate oneself, to invite punishment, and to 
consign oneself to doubt and uncertainty. Furthermore, to the degree that the 

, ~' 1 Albert K. Cohen, Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free 
~css, 1955). See above, pp. 65-66. 
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problem is one of status, it is a problem of achieving recognition or acceptance 
by other people, and on their terms. A successful solution, therefore, requires a 
collective response. A number of people, each of whom functions as a reference 
object for the others, must jointly arrive at a new set of criteria and apply these 
criteria to one another. For this to happen, people with similar problems, people 
"in the same boat" because they occupy similar positions in the social structure, 
must be able to locate one another and communicate with one another. They can 
then sound one another out, make tentative and exploratory moves in new 
directions, experience the feedback, and-if the feedback is encouraging-go on 
to elaborate what becomes a new and in some respects deviant subculture. 
In persuading one another through this "conversation of gestures," one creates 
social support for his own inclinations, and thereby helps to persuade himself_. 
Here we see the emphasis on the collective_ dimel)~jol)_ oJ __ qeviant behavior; 
characteristic of the cultural-tranfmlssion -s-Chool fused with the anomie tradition's 
emphasis on the distribution of socially structur~d strain, and the means for coping 
with it. 

The delinquent subculture, I suggested, is a special case of a collective solution 
to a shared p_roblem. In our discussion of psychodynamic mechanisms (see pp. 
65-66) we revi_ewed my argument, which we will not repeat here, about the func­
tions th~t de~mquency performs for participants in this subculture. \Ve omitted 
from th1s review, however, one of the central theses of my book: that it is pre­
cisely its s~bculture quality that makes it possible for delinquency to perform 
these func~wns. Were it not for the fact that its meaning is shared and ratified by 

\/ ~ commumty of li~e-minded individuals, it would lack the stamp of legitimac~ and 
It could not function as a criterion of status within the group, and as a ba~1s for 
self:respect. We have already remarked that my interpretation of the meanmg of 
d_eh~quency ~as been severely criticized.2 However, the critics have not taken 
s~m1lar exc7ption to ~he more general theory of subcultures, of which the expiana· 
bon of delinquency IS a special application. 

Illegitimate Opportunities: 
~~e~~nn_inants of Response to Strain 

Cloward and Ohlin 
. In a rather different way, the work of Clow~rd and_ C?hlin 

bnngs together the cultural transmission, role theory, and anomiC trad1bons.3 

They note, as _others have, that although Merton has a good deal to s~y on. the 
sources of stram and o~ the variety of possible responses, he has rel~~1vcly. httle 
to say ab~u~,t~e determmants of this or that response. The concept of 1lleg~t~mate 
opportun~ty Is. an attempt to remedy this deficiency. Not ~nly ar7 leg1t~m~te 
oppor~umbes-z.~., access to normatively acceptable means~dferenbally distnb­
uted m the soc1al structure; so are .Ppportunities to achieve cultural goals by 

2 See especially John I. Kitsuse and David C. Dietrick, "Delinquent Boys: A Critique," 
Americ~n Sociological Review (April 1959), z.4:20S-215; Gresham Sykes and David Matza, 
"Techmques of Neutralization: A Theory of Delinquency," American Sociological Review (De· 
cember 19.57), 22:664~70; James F. Short, Jr. and Fred L. Strodtbeck, Group Process _and 
Gang Delmquency (Ch1cago: The University of Chicago Press, 1965); and Walter M1ller, 
"Lower Class Culture as a Generating Milieu of Gang Delinquency," The Journal of Social 
Issues (1958), 14:5-19. 

3 Richard A. Cloward, "Illegitimate Means, Anomie, and Deviant Behavior," American 
Sociological Review (April 1959), 24: 164-176; and Richard A. Cloward, et al., "Social Control 
in the Prison," Theoretical Studies in Social Organization of the Prison (New York: Social 
Science Research Council, March 1960); Richard A. Cloward and Lloyd B. Ohlin, Delinquency 
and Opportunity: A Theory of Delinquent Gangs (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1960). 
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illegitimate means. Like myself, they assume that deviant responses typically 
take a subcultural form, but whether a deviant subculture will arise and what 
form it will take depends on the position of those who are subject to strain 
relative to the structure of illegitimate opportunities. This structure consists largely 
of the opportunity to learn, to practice, and to perform deviant roles. Marl 
specifically, it implies a milieu which contains models of successfu~ deviance tu~--"· 
opportunities to associate with and enjoy the tutelage of such models, and a settin -:::;..-­
which provides the agents and facilities necessary to make the deviance practicable 
and rewarding. The kinds of illegitimate opportunities and their distribution will 
determine the content of the deviant subculture. Here Merton's anomie theory 
is explicitly linked up to the traditional emphases of the Chicago school. 

Delinquent subcultures, according to Cloward and Ohlin, typically take 
one of three forms: the criminal, the conflict, and the retreatist. The first effi-~ 
phasizes orderly, disciplined, rational activity oriented to economic gain; the 
second viol~nce. and gang fighting; the third drug use and other. "kicks." The first I 
tends to anse m areas where successful, big-time criminals res1de, are accepted, 
and participate in conventional groups, and have reached a mutually acceptable 
and. profitable accommodation with political machines and law-enf?rcement 
o~c1als. _Beca~s~ they have a stake in an orderly and stable commu~1ty-t~ey 
ra1se theu families there and may be pillars of the church!-they use theu prestige 
and P?W~r to contai~ and discourage violence. Because they are leaders of su~cess­
ful cnmmal enterpnses, they are on the alert for skillful, cool-headed reliable 
recr~its. In such neighborhoods delinquency, responding to the _illegitin~ate oppor­
tumty structure, takes on a flavor of apprenticeship for professiOnal cnme. 

In neighborhoods _ _:vh:._r: ~~i~e j~ ~~}l:J:.~me, petty, uns~es~-f~l~ an~ __ u[l~ 
glamorous, where there ISim al11ance between conventional ana cninmal el~men1S, 
wne~~e· adult community in general is disunited and impotent, nobody is in 
a position to exercise effective control over the young people, and nobody can _hold 
up to them promises of glittering rewards for either crimi~al or conventi?nal 
careers. I_n such neighborhoods, young people tend to ~~ga~.1ze themselves m a 
commumty of gangs contending with one another for rep through the show 
of.v~olenc~a!ld. t9ughness. In some communities, howev~r, and among so.~e ~f 
the young people in any community, neither of these delmque_nt op~ortumbes IS 
available. The barriers might be external, such as harshly reprhessive pollc1e measuhres 
h k h . · t nal sue !lS mora or ot er t at rna ·e street fig tmg too dangerous; or m er •. . . 

inhibitions against the use of violence. Individuals demedf thacc~ss to crtihmtmadl and 
fl. t . . d . hd · t world 0 eu own.. a c-ern-

cohn .IC ObpportumtJes. ten ~~-Wit . fr\IWh J.n dO )at --~orJd (b~ they crimina] 0~- COn·: 
p as1zes oth the senous concerns o t e a u _ \ , h . th " 1 " 
venticina1) and the· USe of violence. This "world emp. aSIZeS ra der. a CdO? t' 
"h" " · f l"f d h If f of rare mtense, an 1mme 1a e 

Ip,. cymcal style o I e a_n t e cu Iva JO~ ·d. Althou h this theon· 
expenences such as the "k1cks" that narcotics prov~ e. t 1 . . 1 
of delinque~t subcultures has thus far received only limited1 sy_;por h rom emp;n~ 
research,4 opE?rt,nn_ij:y-_str,l}cture tbeory,\ as the more g~n~r~ t eory ~s come 0 e 
called, hasrev1ta ized and greatly enlarged the potentialities of anomie theory. 

A Digression on the Concept 
of Illegitimate Opportunity 
The notion that there are two kinds of opportunity, legiti­

mate and illegitimate, is not so simple as it seems. The distinction, although ~eal, 
is "analytical" rather than "concrete." That is to say, there are not some thmgs 

4 See Short and Strodtbeck, op. cit., and Alfred R. Lindesmit~ and John_ H. Gagn~n, 
"Anomie and Drug Addiction," in Marshall B. Clinard (ed.), Anomw and Devzant Behavzor 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), pp. 158-188. 
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tha~ _are legitimate opp?rtunities a_nd other things that are illegitimate oppor­
tumbes, but the same thmgs are typically, and perhaps always, both. A very simple 
example illustrates a point of very great generality. Identical firearms can be used to 
kill deer in season, or deer, policemen, and estranged spouses out of season. It is tne of the most fundamental and pervasive dilemmas of social life that all legiti­
mate power, whether over things or people, can be used to implement or to violate 
ocial norms. 

One of the most familiar forms of the dilemma is that of organizational 
discretion. As we have remarked elsewhere, no set of rules can prescribe in exhaus-
tive detail the duties of any office. There must be some range of legitimate dis­
cretion, some room for the exercise of judgment, if the obejctives of the rules are 
to be realized, for rarely are two situations in all relevant respects identical. The 
range of legitimate discretion that is necessary is highly variable; a doctor obviously 
requires more discretion than a postal clerk. But this is not important for our 
present purposes. 

\Vhat docs discretion mean? It means that within some limits a person is 
free to decide what he shall do, on the assumption that he will do the right thing. 
He will not be subject to minute surveillance or his motives scrutinized. l11is means 
also that every grant of discretion is a calculated or uncalculated risk. The discre­
tion may always, again within some limits, be abuse~. Bla':l, in a study we have 
already referred to, notes that receptionists and in~erv1ewers m a state emp~oyment 
office were given a certain amount of discretion w1th r~spect to t~1e re-appomtment 
dates they set up with clients, in order that they ~1ght t~ke 1~to account such 
factors as "his occupation, his eagerness to work, ~us quahfi~atlo~s, present and 
prospective labor-market conditions, etc." n But th_1s same discretion created the 
possibility of decisions based on criteria not authonzed by the rules. For example, 
Blau also comments in a footnote: 

110 

The applicant's chance of being interview~d, and thus of pos~ibly &ctting a 
job, depended to some extent on the go_od_ w1l_l of the recephomst. Discretion 
opens the door to the possibility of discnmmat10n. Indeed, as the discussion in 
ch. v will show, some ethnic discrimination occurred at the reception desk.& 

The variety of illegitimate ends to which discretion can be turned is as 
diverse as the variety of human interests. It can be us_ed. to advance oneself in the 
organization or to secure one's position; as a weap~n n~ mtcrpcrsonal conflicts and 
rivalries; to do favors in exchange for favors, wh1ch IS scp~ratcd by a thin line 
from bribery; to promote the interests of other, perhaps nval organizations; to 
enforce illegitimate demands upon those affected by the exercise of discretion. 

But the duties of every office, even where there is no explicit grant of discre­
tion, confer opportunities for deviance. At the very least, they provide access, which 
others are denied, to restricted places, persons, objects, and information. The 
cookie jar may be taboo, but the kevs to the pantry are the keys to the cookie jar. 
The prison guard must do business ·with the prisoner; the business transacted may 
not be contemplated by the rules. Mailmen must handle mail, and therefore other 
people's valuables. The deliverv man or the meter reader, while going about their 
lawful appointed rounds, mav collect the kinds of information that burglars value. 
The engi~eer in the research department of an industrial organization cannot 
help learnmg secrets of value to rival organizations, and therefore commodities that 
lend themselves to illicit exchange. The police power provides, in the interest of 

5 Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1955), 
p. 28. 

& Ibid., p. 230, f.n. 11. 
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social control, access to all four restricted categories. So do agencies set up to exer­
cise surveillance over the police power. In short, every structure of )l'Uthority or 
responsibility is a structure of illegitimate opportunity. v 

Finally, all property, whether organizational or "private," is a socially recog­
nized right, invariably hedged by socially recognized restrictions, to control over 
things; but with the right goes the power to exercise this control for unacceptable 
purposes. The dilemma is nicely illustrated by the effort of the socialist govern­
ment of the Soviet Union to deal with a social problem by making a limited con· 
cession to the institution of private property: 

To try to ease the housing shortage, the Government decided to extend 
loans to private citizens who then could build their own homes. Soviet papers say 
that the result was that many people began to make a business out of it by renting 
rooms in their homes, or even renting the whole house while they stayed in the 
apartment that had been allocated to them by the state. Loans to private home 
builders have been stopped.7 

The nature of the dilemma is further clarified by considering some of the 
structural devices to reduce the illegitimate exercise of discretion. Each of them 
works to a certain extent, but each of them has its price. ( 1) Discretion itself 
may be reduced, and replaced by detailed rules prescribing what shall be done in 
specific situations. ( 2) Supervision and surveillance may be increased. ( 3) Sanc­
tions for the abuse of discretion may be made more severe. ( 4) Occupants of 
positions may be required to divest themselves of interests that may conflict with 
the interests that the discretion is designed to serve. For example, government 
officials may be required to sever their connections with their business firms or to 
dispose of their stock. 

As we have already indicated, however, the reduct;on of discretion may 
entail a loss of organizational flexibility. To increase supervision and surveillance 
may be destructive of morale, especially where autonomy and trust arc interpreted, 
as they usually are, as signs of status. To increase punishment can induce timorous­
ness in the exercise of discretion, foster ritualism, and encourage the practice of 
"passing the buck." To require divestiture of potentially conflicting interests may 
discourage qualified persons from accepting positions. 

\\'here reduction of discretion and coercive means of control (supervision, 
surveillance, and punishment) are ineffective or too costly, organizations tend to 
meet the problem by manning their positions with persons whose interests and 
values are compatible with the legitimate expectations of the organizational roles. 
The organizational devices for accomplishing this are rigorous selection according 
to this criterion during the recruitment process, and intensive socialization after 
recruitment.8 There are more and less effective ways of dealing with the dilemma, 
according to the circumstances, but it is never wholly resolved. Deviance can 
usually be reduced at a cost that is not intolerable, but any means that would 
expunge it completely would probably be destructive of any organization. 

Interaction Process 
and Anomie Theory 

Interaction process implies that an actor's initial move 
alters his environment and therebv the conditions that affect his next move. How­
ever, such a general statement docs not tell us much about the actual unfolding 

7 U.S. Nell"s and \Vorld Report, June 12, 1961, p. 49. 
s For a more extended discussion of this point, sec another volume in this series, :\mitai 

Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), pp. 68-74. 

converging trends and future prospect.~ 

111 



of the interaction process. It is necessary to translate this process into the language 
o.f son;te conceptual scheme that will enable us to grasp more precisely the rcla· 
tionsh1p bc~ween the various st~ges !n this f!roccss. In this section we \\•ill suggest 
some directions for further exp10rahon, takmg the language of anomie thcorv as 
our starting point.o · 

In anomie theory the situation is conceptualized in terms of a structure of 
opportunity, and the actor's response in terms of acceptance and rejection of goals 
and means. \Vhat the actor does, however, is an aspect of the situation of action 
for other actors. It may be fruitful to ask, "How does his act affect their oppor­
tunity structures?" This depends, of course, on their roles and the activities in 
which they are engaged; it will therefore have different consequences for different 
people. For example, an illegal conspiracy in restraint of trade will affect in quite 
different ways the opportunity structures of competitors \Vho arc not part of the 
conspiracy, of those of the consuming public, and of those of agencies charged 
with enforcement of fair competition. Furthermore, bearing in mind our observa­
tions in the last section, the same event may affect both the legitimate and 
illegitimate opportunities of the same people. For example •. officials of regulatory 
agencies may find their enforcement assignments. more d1ffic~lt, but they ma\• 
also see in this conspiracy an opportunity to explmt the conspuators in exchange 
for nonenforcement. In like manner, the cheater where the mstructor grades on 
a cur\'e poses one problem for the instructor and another for the students who 
are too honest or too fearful to cheat. A special c~se of great ir;'terest, suggested 
by role theory, is that in which the deviant provides c:>thers Wit~ op~ortunities 
to present themselves in roles with which they. would hke to be 1d~ntJfied, such 
as martyrs, clinicians, crusaders, or even professwnal students of .devmnce: 

\Vhat other people will then do can also be formulated m anom1e terms. 
On the one hand, the culture structure specifi~s for each role what th~ incumbent 
is supposed to do about deviance and how he IS .supposed to. go about.lt-his goals 
and the institutionalized means. If somebo~y IS attack~d 111 a pubhc place, the 
cultural prescriptions are different for the pohceman, a kms~an of the victim, and 
unrelated bystanders. If someone observes a st~dent. cheatmg, the prescriptions 
are different if the observer is the instructor ~nd 1f he IS a fellow. student, although 
in both cases the prescriptions may be ambJgu~us and uncertam. Assuming that 
they are reasonably clear, the responses to d~vJance ca~ ~he~ be formulated in 
terms of Merton's typology. One may s~e ones duty an ° It (Confo.rmity). It 
the institutionalized means seem insuffic1ent or u~dul~ ~roublesome, as IS so often 
the case in law enforcement, he may resort to 1~}egi.tJmate means, if these are 
available (Innovation). He may "go by the book, . without regard to the end in 
view (Ritualism), and so on. The legitimacy of ~IS resfonse m~y in turn affe<'t 
the responses of third parties or the subsequent .actlo~s 0 the deviant. Where, for 
examp\e, a po\iceman or a parent employs, or IS beheved to employ, unnecessary 
brutality, third parties may side with the offender, and the offender, rather than 
"take his medicine," may resist. 

The response to deviance may be conceptualized not only in such normative 
terms but also in terms of what it, in turn, does to the opportunity structure of 
the offender. It may open up new legitimate opportunities or it may close them 
off. (We c?nsidered the latter possibility in our analysis, in Chapter 3, of the 
transform~tiO? .of the offender into a deviant chnracter.) It ~ay also open up or 
clo.se off J~legJtnnate opportunities. In brief, looking at the mteraction from the 
pomt of v1ew of either party to the process, the implications for him of what the 
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9 !.his secti.on is largely adapted from somewhat more extended, remar~s in Al~ert . K. 
Coh.en, The Soc10logy of the Deviant Act: Anomie Theory and Beyond, Amerzcan Socwlog1cal 
Rev1e1V (February 1965), 30:9-14. 
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other party do~s can be represented by means of a fourfold table. (For example, 
a parent might buy his teen-age son a jalopy of his own in order to discourage 
"borrowing" of the family car. This would be an example of "Opens up legitimate 
opportunities," represented by the box in the upper left-hand corner.) This change 
in the opportunity structure helps to determine his next move. 

Opens up 

Closes off 

Legitimate 
Opportunities 

Illegitimate 
Opportunities 

Consider, for example, the following excerpt from Sutherland and Cressey's 
treatment of the development of techniques of crime and of protection against 
crime: 

\Vhen the police develop an invention for the detection or identification of 
criminals, tl}c criminals utilize a device to protect themselves. \Vhen the police 
began to use the fingerprint technique, criminals began to wear gloves and to wipe 
surfaces that had been touched by them. The police utilize the radio to notify 
squad cars of the location of a crime that is being committed and to direct those 
cars in the pursuit of criminals. The well-equipped burglars carry their own short­
wave radio sets with them, tune them in while they arc at work, and are informed 
of an alarm as quickly as are the police. The police are trying to perfect selective 
devices for radio calls which will restrict the calls to police cars, but it may be 
expected that if this difficulty develops the criminals will devise methods of over­
coming it.10 

This passage, and the longer treatment from which it is taken, was arrived at 
without benefit of anomie theory, but it can readily be translated into terms of 
an interaction process between two opportunity structures. The advantage of 
approaching data with such a conceptual scheme explicitly in mind is that it 
forcibly directs attention to certain kinds of interconnections and developmental 
processes. It thereby increases the likelihood of their discovery and reduces depen­
dence upon accidental insight and informed but unsystematic intuition. 

Deviance Theories 
and Social Control 

. In the section immediately preceding, we started from a 
theory of deviance, applied its terms to both sides of the interaction process, and 
tried to characterize, within the terms of that theory, both the processes engender­
ing deviance and those tending to reduce it. In other words, we have extended 
its scope so that we now have the beginnings of a unified theory of deviance and 
the social control of deviance. Formulated in this way, the. theory suggests pos­
sible ways of deliberately and self-consciously intervening for purposes of social 
control, and of analyzing and appraising existing or proposed programs of social 
control. The same approach can be readily extended to other theories of deviance. 
In Chapter 9, for example, we have already suggested that both parties to the 
interaction process can be characterized in terms of the kinds of selves they are 
seeking to establish, and in terms of the role-expressive and role-supportive nature 

to Edwin H. Sutherland and Donald R. Cressey, Principles of Criminology, 6th ed. 
(Chicago: Lippincott,l960), p. 225. 
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of th~ir.responses to the acts of the other party. Were we to start from differential 
association theory as a special case of cultural transmission theory, we would 
~ttcmpt to formulate the responses of the milieu in terms of (a) transformations 
m the cultural content of the milieu itself, including the impact upon the milieu 
o.f its ~ssociations with the actor, and (b) changes in those properties of the rela­
tionship between the actor and his milieu affecting the frequency, priority, dura­
tion, and intensity of association with pro-deviant and anti-deviant associations. 
In terms of deliberately contrived efforts at control, programs emphasizing the first 
would be illustrated by attempts to transform, through "guided group interac­
tion," 11 a delinquent into an anti-delinquent subculture. The latter would be 
illustrated by efforts of probation officers, directly through the exercise of their 
authority over the child, or indirectly through counseling parents concerning the 
exercise of their influence and authority, to supervise and redirect the associations 
of the child. 

It is beyond the scope of a book no larger than this to examine in detail, 
from this point of view, concrete programs for the social control of deviance. \Vc 
have concentrated, rather, on setting forth the general theories that would pro­
vide the basis for such an examination. However, a couple of general comments 
are in order. First, it does not neccssarilv follow directly, from a unified theory of 
deviance and control, how one goes about deliberately structuring the interaction 
process so as to manipulate, in the desired way, the variables affecting the produc­
tion and reduction of deviance. So, for example, it. ~s not obvious ?~w one goes 
about transforming a subculture, or opening up leg1hmate opportumties, or creat­
ing a milieu that will respond to the deviant in such,a. way that the deviant's 
response, in turn, will be an "increase in ego strength, If these are t?c changes 
that the theories seem to call for. Second, if we can assume that a certam program 
is demonstrably effective in reducing deviance, t~e results can often. be inte~prctcd 
in terms of more than one theory. For example, 1f detached work w1t~1 boys gangs 
clearly reduces delinquency, the results can be-and have .b.ccn-attnb~tc.d to the 
success of the leader ( 1) in opening .up n~w opportumtJes for gratJfymg non­
delinquent activities; ( 2) in transmitt1~g ?Is ow~ values to the boys through 
differential association; ( 3) as a therapist, ill helpm.g the ~oys to work through 
their respective problems of adjustment and rendenng del~nquency, as a mech­
anism of defense, unnecessarY; and ( 4), as a cultural engmcer, so to speak, in 
manipulating the interaction process within .th: g~oup s~ as to effect a _change in 
the group culture. Our point is not that Jt IS Impo~sible to dctcrmmc which 
process or processes arc at work; it is to re-cmphas.Jze. that, although .general 
theories of deviance and control ha\'e important ImphcatJons for the des1gn and 
evaluation of control programs, they do not of themselves (see PP· 37-38) pro­
vide final and detailed solutions. 

11 LaMar T. Empey and Jerome Rabow, "1l1c Provo Experiment in Delinqucncv RehabiJi. 
tation," American Sociolo!!.ica/ Review (October 1961), 26:679-li95 .. Sec al~~ Donald R. Cressey, 
Delinquency, Crime and Differentia! Association (The Hague: Martmus Nqhoff, 1964), Chaps. 
8 and 9. 
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selected 
a· t• f e r e n r f:' s 

The following three textbooks are gen­
eral introductions to the field of "social 
proble1~1s" or "social d!sorganizat_ion," 
which JS broader than deviant behaviOr as 
we understand it here. However, each 
contains useful general observations on 
the sociology of deviant beh3\·ior as ~\·ell 
as excellent chapters on particular kmds 
of deviance: Edwin :Lvl. Lcmert, Social 
Pathology (New York: tvfcGraw-Hill, 
19 51 ) ; !\ !arshall B. Clinard, Sociology of 
Deviant Behavior, rev. ed. (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and \Vinston, I 963); and 
Robert K. Merton and Robert A. Nisbet 
( eds.), Contemporary Social Problems, 
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