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A Theory of Delinquency

In attempting to uncover the roots of juve-
nile delinquency, the social scientist has
long since ceased to search for devils in the
mind or stigma of the body. It is now
. largely agreed that delinquent behavior,
='. : like most social behavior, is learned and

. that it is learned in the process of social in-
feraction.

The classic statement of this position is
found in Sutherland’s theory of differential
association, which asserts that criminal or
delinquent behavior involves the learning
of a (a) techniques of committing crimes
and (b) motives, drives, rationalizations,
and attitudes favorable to the violation of
law.' Unfortunately, the specific content of
i what is learned—as opposed to the process

¢ by which it is learned—has received rela-

; tively little attention in either theory or re-
¥ search. Perhaps the single strongest school
+ of thought on the nature of this content has
centered on the idea of a delinquent subcul-
ture. The basic characteristic of the delin-
quent subculture, it is argued, is a system of

From American Sociological Review, Vol 22, No. 6,
1957, pp. 664670,
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values that represents an inversion of the
values held by respectable, law-abiding so-
ciety, The world of the delinquent is the
world of the law-abiding turned upside
down and its norms constitute a counter-
vailing force directed against the conform-
ing social order. Cohen’ sees the procgss of
developin i € as a
maiter of building, maintaining, and.xein-
fo.rcing a code for behavior which exists by
ogpgsition, which stands in point by point
confradiciion to dominant values, particu-
tarty those of the middle class. Cohen’s
portrayal of delinquency is executed with a
good deal of sophistication, and he care-
fully avoids overly simple explanations
such as those based on the principle of *“fol~
low the leader’” or easy generalizations
about “*emotional disturbances.’” Further-
more, he does not accept the delinguent
sub-cuftore as something given but instead
systemmaiically examines the function of de-
tiiguent values as a viable solution to the
{ower-ctass, ale child’s problems in the
area of Social status. Yet in spite of its vir-
tues, this image of juvenile delinquency as
a form of behavior based on competing or
coNTIETvailing valiies and norms appears to A
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suffer from a number of serious defects, It thocrisy in those who conform, ungues-
i5THE nature of these delecis and a possible tiwal.
alternative or modified explanation for a  ATierce attachment to a humble, pious
large postion of juvenile delinquency with  mother or a forgiving, upright priest {the
which this paper is concerned. former, according to many observers, is of-

The difficulties in viewing delinquent  ten encountered in both juvenile delin-
behavior as springing from a set of deviant  quents and adult criminals) might be dis-
values and norms—as arising, that istosay,  missed as rank sentimentality, but at least it
from a situation in which the delinquentde-  is clear that the delinquent does not neces-
fines his delinquency as “*right”’—are both  sarily regard those who abide by the legal
empirical and theoretical. In the first place,  rules as immoral. Ina similar vein, it canbe

if there existed in fact a delinquent subcul-  noted that the juvenile delinquent may ex-
tﬁﬁmmme- hibit great resentment if illegal behavior is
gal behavior as morally corsect, we could  imputed to “‘significant others”” in his im-
reammﬁi@.ﬁmm
n@@ﬁnn or
confinernent. Instead, the major reaction

mediate social environment or to heroes in
the world of sport and entertainment. In
other words, if the delinquent does hold toa
would tend in the direction of indignation  set of values and norms that stand in com-
or a sense of martyrdom.’ It is true that  plete opposition to those of respectable so-
some delinquents do react in the latter fash-  ciety, his norm-holding is of a peculiar sort.
ion, although the sense of martyrdom often  While supposedly thoroughly committed to
seems to be based on the fact that others  the deviant system of the delinquent subcul-
**get away with it’* and indignation appears  ture, he would appear to recognize the
to be directed against the chance events or  moral validity of the don}‘inant normative
lack of skill that led to apprehension. More system in many instances.
important, however, is the fact that there is In the third place there is much evi-
a good deal of evidence suggesting that | dentettmt jirvenile delmqucnts oftendraw a
many delinquents do experience a sense of | sharp-line-between those who can be vic-
guilt or shame, and its outward expressionﬂ’) timized-and those wiio cannot. Ceftain so-
is not to be dismissed as a purely manipula- cial g‘rﬁupsmnﬁt-to-be-wewed as *‘fair
tive gesture to appease those in authority, game’’ in the performance of supposedly
Much of this evidence is, to be sure, of a approved delinquent acts while others war-
clinical nature or in the form of impression- rant a variety of attacks. In general, the po-
istic judgments of those who must deal first  tentiality for victimization would seem to
hand with the youthful offender. Assigning  be a function of the social distance between
a weight to such evidence calls for caution, the juvenile delinquent and others and thus
but it cannot be ignored if we are to avoid  we find implicit maxims in the world of the
the gross stereotype of the juvenile delin- delinquent such as ‘*don’t steal from
quent as a hardened gangster in miniature. friends’” or *‘don’t commit vandalism
In the second place, observers have  against a church of your own faith.”” This
noted that the juvemile delinquent fre-  is all rather obvious, but the implications
quentty accords admmt to  have not received sufficient attention. The
law—ﬁﬁﬂfﬁéﬁ_“ﬂmnﬁhe ‘really honest'”  fact that supposedty valued behavior tends
person is often revered, and if thé delin-  to be directed against disvalued social
quent is sometimes overly keen to detect  groups hints that the ‘‘wrongfulness’ of
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such delinquent behavior is more widely -

recognized by delinguents than the litera-
ture has indicated. When the pool of vic-
tims is limited by considerations of kinship,
friendship, ethnic group, social class, age,
sex, etc., we have reason to suspect that the
virtue of delinquency is far from ungues-
tioned,

In the fourth place, it is doubtful if many
Juv?,ﬂainq\ms—mfmtaﬂy—lmmune
frofi the demands for conforinity made by
the dominant s6cial order, Tliere i3 a strong
likelitwod that the faiiity-ofthe delinquent
w:llm pectable s at de-
linqUericy is wrong, even though the family
may beengaged in a varie illegal activ-
ities. THat 15, the parental posture condu-
cive 1o Gelitquency is not apt 1 be a posi-
tive prodding. Whatever may be the
influence of parental example, what might
be called the **Fagin™ paitérn of socializa-

tion into delinquency is probab! rare, Fur-
thermamﬁ:% the idea
that certain neighborhoods are completely
delmquenjﬁfwng&hexhﬂia_nmﬂel for
delmquent behavior without reservattons,
is simply not supported by the data.’

The fact that a child is punished by par-
ents, school officials, and agencies of the
legal system for his delinquency may, as a
number of observers have cynically noted,
suggest to the child that he should be more
careful not to get caught. There is an equal
or greater probability, however, That the
demands for conformity cannot be counter-
af.‘i‘l. In fact, as we shall see shortly, anun-
derstanding of how internal and external
demands of conformity are neutralized may
be crucial for understanding delinquent be-
havior. But it is to say that a complete de-
nial of the validity of demands for conform-
ity and the substitution of a new normatjve

system is improbable, in light o ild’s
or adolescent’ ncy on adults and

encirclement by adults inherent in his status

in the social structure. No matter how
deeply enmeshed in patterns of delinquency
he may be and no matter how much this in-
volvement may cutweigh his associations
with the law-abiding, he cannot escape the
condemnation of his deviance. Somehow
the ‘demands _for_conformity mustibe inet
and answered: they cannot be ignored as
part of an alien system of values and norps,

Inshort, the theoretical viewpoint tha
sees juvenile delinquency as a form of be-
havior based on the values and norms of a
deviant subculiure in precisely the same
way as law-abiding behavior is based on the
valies and norms of the larger society is

open to serious doubt, The fact that the
world ofthe-deli nt is embedded Tn the

larger world of those who conform Zannot
be overlod can the delinquent be

into a altemauve way of life. lnstead the
juvenile delinquent would appear to be at
partiatly commited 1o the dominant
soctal order in that he frequently exhibits
guli of shame when he violates its pro-
ptions, Aac §appro rtain con-
fdﬁiﬁﬁg figures, and distinguishes between
appiopriate and inappropriate targets for
hisdeviance. Tt is 1o an explanation for the
apparently paradoxical fact of his delin-
quency that we now turn.

‘As Morris Cohen once said, one of the
most fascinating problems about human be-
havior is why men violate the laws in which
they believe. This is the problem that con-
fronts us when we attempt to explain why
delinquency occurs despite a greater or
lesser commitment to the usages of con-
formity. A basic clue is - is offered by the fact

that social rulés or norins calliig Tor valued
betravior seldony if ever take e form of

catégoricil imperatives. Rather, viliies or
nofms appear asgualifizi guides for action,
limited in their applicability in terms of

time, place, persons and social circum-
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stances. The moral injunction against kill-
ing, for example, does not apply to the en-
emy during combat in time of war, al-
though a captured enemy comes once again
under the prohibition. Similarly, the taking
and distributing of scarce goods in a time of
acule social need is felt by many to be right,
although under other circumstances private
property is held inviolable. The normative
system of a society, then, is marked by
what Williams has termed flexibility; it
does not consist of a body of rules held to be
binding under ali conditions.’

This flexibility is, in fact, an integral
part of the criminal law in that measures for
“*defenses to crimes”” are provided in pleas
such as nonage, necessity, insanity, drunk-
enness, compulsion, self-defense, and so
on. The individual can avoid moral culpa-
bility for his criminal action-—and thus
avoid the negative sanctions of society—if
he can prove that criminal intent was lack-
ing. It is our argument that much delin-
quency is based on what is essentially an un-
recognized extension of defenses to crimes,
in the form of justifications for deviance
that are seen as valid by the delinguent buy
not by the legal system or society at large.

These justifications are commonly de-
scribed as rationalizations. They are
viewed as following deviant behavior and
as protecting the individual from self-
blame and the blame of others after the act.
But there is also reason to believe that they
precede deviant behavior and make deviant
behavior possible. It is this possibility that
Sutherland mentioned only in passing and
that other writers have failed 1o exploit
from the veiwpoint of sociological theory,
Disapproval flowing from internalized
norms and conforming others in the social
environment is neutralized, torned back, or
deflected in advance. Social controls that
serve to check or inhibit deviant motiva-
tional patterns are rendered inoperative,

and the individual is freed to engage in de-
linquency without serious damage to his
self image. In this sense, the delinquent
both has his cake and eats it too, for he re-
mains committed to the dominant norma-
tive system and yet so qualifies its impera-
tives that viclations are “*acceptable’’ if not
“right.”’ Thus the delinquent represents
not a radical opposition to law-abiding soci-
ety but something more like an apologetic
failure, often more sinned against than sin-
ning in his own eyes.. We call these justifi-
cations of deviant behavior techniques of
neutralization; and we believe these tech-
niques make up a crucial component of
Sutherland’s **definitions favorable to the
violation of law.”” It is by learning these
techniques that the juvenile becomes delin-
quent, rather than by learning moral imper-
atives, values or attitudes standing in direct
contradiction to those of the dominant soci-
ety. In analyzing these techniques, we have
found it convenient to divide them into five
major types.

The Denial of Responsibility

In so far as the delinquent can define him-

selfa¥lacking responsibility Tor his deviant

. ——— .
actions, Tiie disapproval of self or others is

sharply reduced in effectiveness as a re-
straining influence, As Justice Holmes has
said, even a dog disungulshes between be-
ing stumbled over and being kicked, and
modem society is no less careful to draw a
line between injuries that are unintentional,
i.e., where responsibility is lacking, and
those that are intentional, As a technique of
neutralization, however, the denial of re-
sponsibility extends much further than the
claim that deviant acts are an **accident’’ or
some similar negation of personal account-
ability "I may also be asserted that delin-
quent acts are are dug fo Torees outside of the

individual and beyond mEEBntrol such as
-——-—.___
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unloving parents, bad companions, or a
slum neighborhood. Tn e delin-
quent approaches a “billiard ball™” concep-
tion of himself in which e sees himself as
helplessly propelled into new situations.
From a psychodynamic viewpoint, this ori-
entation toward one's own actions may rep-
resent a profound alienation from self, but
itis important to stress the fact that interpre-
tations of responsibility are cultural con-
structs and not merely idiosyncratic beliefs.
The similarity between this mode of justify-
ing illegal behavior assumed by the delin-
quent and the implications of a ““sociologi-
cal”” frame of reference or a *‘humane”’
Jurisprudence is readily apparent.® It is not
the validity of this orientation that concerns
us here, but its function of deflecting blame
attached to violations of social norms and
its relative independence of a partienlar
personality structure.” By learning to view
himself as more acted upon than acting, the
delinquent prepares the way for deviance
from the dominant normutwe system with-
out the necessity of a frontal assault on the
norms themselves.

The Denial of Injury

A second major technique of neutralization
cenlers on HE-injury-pr-hanm_involved in
the delinquént aer Theé Criminal law has
long made a distinction betwégn crimes
which are ma_l’ime_aﬂg_mla prohibita—
that is between acts that are wrong in them-
selves and acts that are illegal but not
immoral—and the del inguentiaﬂ make the
same kind of distinction in _evaluating the
wmngfulnq;s_of_hm_hejlavxor For the de-
linquent, howe!t_:[,_v_vmngfulness may turn
on the question of whether or not anyone
ha{iliﬂy_t!’wnflumhyh&dnmncg,jnd
this matter is open to a variety of interpreta-

tions. Vandalisim, for example, may be de-
fined by 'the/@ly as

**mischief’’—after all, it may be claimed,
the persons whose property has been de-
stroyed can well afford 'Lt_._S_ir_nﬂg[l_y_,‘_auto
theft may be viewed as “*borrowing,"” and
gang fighting may be 5een as a private quar-
rel, an agreed upon duel between two will-
ing parties, and thus of no concern to the
community at large. We are not suggesting
that this technique of neutralization, la-
belled the denial of injury, involves an ex-
plicit dialectic. Rather, we are arguing that
the delinquent frequently, and in & hazy
fashion, feels that his behavior does not re-
ally cause any great harm despite the fact
that it runs counter to law, Just as the link
between the individual and his acts may be
broken by the denial of responsibility, so
may the link between acts and their conse-
quences be broken by the denial of injury,

SincWith the de-
linquent, e.g., in matters such as truancy,
**pranks, ™ and so on, it merely reaffirms

the fdea that the delinguéiit's neutralization
oTsocml controls by means of of quahfymg

tice rather than a gesture of complete oppo-
sition.

The Denial of the Vicéim

Even if the delinquent accepts the responsi-
bility for his deviant actions and is willing
to admit that his deviant actions involve an
injury or hurt, the moral indignation of self
and others may-be neufralized by an insis- '
tence tharthe mJuiy is rlgtmgg_nlhght of
the Tifcumstances. The i m_Lry, it nLLbe

clairiiéd; s not feally an injury; rather, it is
a ﬁ of rightful_retaliation_or punish-

mcnt By a subtie alchemy the delinguent
moves “himsélf into- fﬁe—pdsltlon of an
avenger and the victim js. transformed into a
wrong-doer, Assauls op homosexuals or
suspected homosexuals, attacks on mem-

bers of_minority groups who are said to
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have gotten “‘out of place,’” vandalism as  tives and behavier of those who disapprove
revenge on an unfaujeachempschool offi-  of his violations. His condcmners he may
cial, thefts from a “‘crooked’” store  claim, are hypocrites, deviants in disguise,
owner—all may be hurts inflicted ona  or impelted by personal spite. This orienta-
trafisgressor, in the eyes.of fhe delinquent.  tion toward the conforming world may be
As OrwelTHias pointed out, the typeof crim-  of pasticilar ifiipoitaiice when it_hardens
inal admired by the general public has  into a bitter cynicism dirccted against those
probably changed over the course of years  assigned thé fisk of cnforcmg Or eXpressing
and Raffles no longer serves asahero;"but the norms of the dominant society. Police,
Robin Hood, and his latter day derivatives it may besaid; arecorrupt; $iipid, and bru-
sach as the tough detective seeking justice  tal. Teachers always SHow i Tavoritism and
outside the law, still capture the popular  parents always “‘take it out"’ on their chil-
imagination, and the delinquent may view  dfen. By a shght extension, | . the rewards of
his acts as part of a similar role. conformny—such as material success—

To deny the existence of the v1cum, become a matter of pull or luck, thus de-
then, bmg himintoapersonde-  creasing still further thé Stature ‘of those
serving injury is an extreme formof a phe-  who stand on' the"side of the faw-abiding.
nomenon we have mentioned before,  The validity of this jaundiced viewpoint is
naiiely; Thie delinguent's fécognitionof ap-  not so important as its function in turning
propriat¢ afid ifiappropriate targets for his  back or deflecting the negative sanctions at-
deli‘i]uent”aﬂ"ln addition, however, the  tached to violations of the norms. The de-
existence of the victim may be denied for  linguent, in effect, has changed the subject
the delinquent, in a somewhat different  of the conversation in the dialogue between
sense, by the circumstances of the delin- his own deviant impulses and the reactions
quent act itself. Insofar as the victim is  of others; and by attacking others, the
physically absent, GAKnoWh, oravagueab-  wrongfulness of his own behavior is more
straction {a% is often the case in delinquent  easily repressed or lost to view.

acts commitied agalnst_ property), the

awareness" of theé v1ct1m H exlstence lS

The Appeal to Higher Loyalties

pations of the reactions of others must Fifth, and last, internal and external social
somehow be activated, if they are to serve  controls may be neutralized by sacrificing
as guides for behavior; and it is possible  the demiands of iti€ larger sociely for the de-

that a diminished awareness of the victim  mands of the smaller social groups to which
plays an important part in determining  the’ délinguient belongs such as the sibling
whether or not this process is set in motion. pair, the gang, or the friendship clique. It is
important to note that the delinquent does
not necessarily repudiate the imperatives of
the downinant normative system, despite his
A fourth technique of neutralization wovld | failure to follow them. Rather, the delin-
appear to involve a condemmnation of the \ quent may see himself as caught up in a di-
condemners or, as McCorkle and Korn | lemma that must be resolved, unfortu-
have phrased it, a rejection of the rejec-  \nately, at the cost of violating the law. One
tors." The delinguent shifts the focus of at-  \aspect of this situation has beefistiidied by

tention from his own defiant acts to the mo- Ttouffer and Taby in their research on the

The Condemmnation of the Condemmers

— —
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conflict between particularistic and univer-
salistic demands, between the claims of
friendship and general social obligations,
and their results suggest that “*it is possible
to classify people according to a predisposi-
tion to select one or the other horn of a di-
lemsma in role conflict.” For our purposes,
however, the most important point is that
deviation from certain norms may occur
not because the norms are rejected but be-
cause other norms, held to be more press-
ing or involving a higher loyalty, are ac-
corded precedence. Indeed, it is the fact
that both sets of norms are believed in that
gives meaning to our concepts of dilemnma
and role conflict.

The conflict between the claims of ™

friendship and the claims of law, or a simi-
lar dilemma, has of course long been recog-
nized by the social scientist (and the novel-
ist) as a common human problem. If the
juvenile delinquent frequently resolves his
dilenuma by insisting that he must ‘‘always
help a buddy” or ‘“‘never squeal on a
friend,"’ even when it throws him into seri-
ous difficulties with the dominant social or-
der, his choice remains familiar to the sup-
posedly law-abiding. The delinquent is
unuisual, perhaps, in the extent to which he
is able to sce the fact that he acts in behalf of
the smaller social groups to which he be-
longs as a justification for violations of so-
ciety’s norms, but it is a matter of degree
rather than of kind.

“I didn’t mean it.”” *“I didn’ t really
hurt anybody."” **They had it coming to
them.”” ““‘Everybody’s picking on me.”
*“Ididn’t do it for myself.”’ These slogans
or their variants, we hypothesize, prepare
the juvenile for delinquent acts. These
“‘definitions of the situation’ represent
tangential or glancing blows at the domi-
nant normative system rather than the cre-
ation of an opposing ideology; and they |
are extensions of patierns of thought prev-

alent in society rather than something cre-
ated de novo,

Techniques of neutralizationfMay not be
powerful enough to fully shield the individ-
ual from the force of his own internalized
values and the reactions of conforming oth-
ers, for as we have pointed out, juvenile de-
linquents often appear to suffer from feel-
ings of guilt and shame when catled into
account for their | devrgnt behavmr And
somme dalinquents may be so isolated from
the world of conformity that techniques of
neutralization need not be called into play.
Nonetheless, we would argue that tech-
nigues of neutralization are critical in less-
enirig the effecttveneSs of social controls
and that they Tie behind a large share of de-
liriGuént beha\QgLﬂmmeaI research in

present time, but the work of Redl,"”

Cressy," and others has supplied a body of
significant data that has done much to clar-
ify the theoretical issues and enlarge the
fund of supporting evidence, Two lines of
investigation seem to be critical at this
stage. First, there is need for more knowi-
edge concerning the differential distribu-
tion of techniques of neutralization, as op-
erative patterns of thought, by age, sex,
social class, ethnic group, etc. On a priori
grounds it might be assumed that these jus-
tifications for deviance will be more readily
seized by segments of society for whom a
discrepancy between common social ideals
and social practice is most apparent. It is
also possible, however, that the habit of
‘‘bending’’ the dominant normative
system—if not ‘‘breaking’’ it—cuts across
our cruder_social_categories_and 15 1o be
traced primarily to paiterns of social inter-
action within the familial circle. Second,
there is need for a greater ynderstanding of
the internal structure of techniques of neu-
tralization, as a system of beliefs and atti-
tudes, and its relationship to various types
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of delinguent behavior. Certain techniques
of neutralization would appear to be better
adapted to particular deviant acts than to
others, as we have suggested, for example,
in the case of offenses against property and
the denial of the victim. But the issue re-
mains far from clear and stands in need of

more information. —
In any case, techniques of neutralization
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1. E.H. Sutherland, Principles of Criminol-
ogy, revised by D, R. Cressey, Chicago: Lip-
pincott, 1955, pp. 77-80.

2. Alben K. Cohen, Delinquent Boys, Glen-
coe, Ul.: The Free Press, 1955,

3. This form of reaction among the adher-
ents of a deviant subculture who fully believe in
the *‘rightfulness’’ of their behavior and who are
captured and punished by the agencies of the
dominant social order can be illustrated, per-
haps, by groups such as Jehovah's Witnesses,
early Christian sccts, nationalist movements in
colonial areas, and conscientious objectors dur-
ing World Wars Iand IL.

4. As Weber has pointed out, a thiel may
recognize the legitimacy of legal rules without
accepting their moral validity, Cf. Max Weber,
The Theory of Social and Economic Organiza-
tion (translated by A, M. Henderson and Talcott
Parsons), New York: Oxford University Press,
1947, p. 125. We are arguing here, however,
that the juvenile delinguent frequently recog-
nizes both the legitimacy of the dominant social
order and its moral *'rightness.”’

5. Thrasher's account of the **ltschkies™ --a
juvenile gang composed of Jewish boys—and
the immunity from *‘rolling’’ enjoyed by Jewish
drunkards is a good illustration. Cf. F.
Thrasher, The Gang, Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1947, p. 315.

6. Cf. Solomon Kobrin, '‘The Conflict of

appear to offer a promising line of research

in enlarging and systematizing the theoreti-
cal grasp of juvenile delinquency. As more
information is uncovered concerning tech-
niques of neutralization, their origins, and
their consequences, both juvenile delin-
quency in particular, and deviation from
normative systems in general may be illu-
minated.

Values in Delinquency Areas,”” American Soci-
ological Review, 16 (October, 1951), pp.
653-661.

7. Cf. Robin Williams, Jr., American Soci-
ety, New York: Knopf, 195§, p. 28,

8. A number of observers have wryly noted
that many delinquents seem to show a surprising
awareness of sociological and psychological ex-

planations for their behavior and are quick to

point out the causal role of their poor environ-
ment.

9, It is possible, of course, that certain per-
sonality structures can accept some techniques
of neutralization more readily than others, but
this question remains largely unexplored.

10. George Orwell, Dickens, Dali, and
Others, New York: Reynal, 1946,

11. Lioyd W. McCorkle and Richard Ko,
*“Resocialization Within Walls,*' The Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, 293, (May, 1954), pp. 88-98.

12. See Samuel A. Stouffer and Jackson
Toby, ““Role Conflict and Personality,” in To-
ward a General Theory of Action, edited by
Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils, Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1951, p, 494,

13. See Fritz Redl and David Wineman,
Children Who Hate, Glencoe: The Free Press,
1956,

14. See D. R. Cressey, ther People's
Money, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1953,

Social Learning and
Deviant Behavior:
A Specific Test

of a General Theory

Introduction

In the last decade we have seen a dramatic
shift away from sociotogical explanations
of deviant behavior toward developing the-
oretical perspectives on societal reactions
to and definitions of deviance and crime,
Labelling and conflict formulations have
become major foci of sociclogical theoriz-
ing as well as the sounding boards for most
of the controversy and discourse in the field
of deviance. This shift in focus was deemed
necessary to redress the previous im-
batance of attention ta the deviant behavior
itself (Akers, 1968), and it ciearly has had
that effect. Unfortunately, it also has led to
the neglect of theoretical developments in
the etiology of deviant behavior. Neither
labelling nor conflict perspectives has of-
fered a general explanation of deviant be-
havior, although some conflict theorists
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have offered preliminary but incomplete ef-
forts in that direction (Taylor, et al., 1973;
Spitzer, 1975). There have been other ef-
forts directed toward explaining deviant be-
havior, but these have been fairly narrow in
scope; they have usually been limited either
to a specific type of deviant behaviororto a
restricted range of substantive variables.
For example, a good deal of attention has
been paid to the modern resurrection of de-
terrence theory (Gibbs, 1975; 1977 Waldo
and Chiricos, 1972; Tiule, 1975; Silber-
man, 1976; Erickson et al., 1977; Meier
and Johnson, 1977; Geerken and Gove,
1977). The scope of deterrence theory has
been changed little, however, since its
statement by the classical criminologists
two centuries ago and is limited to the ac-
tual or perceived cenainty, severity, and
celerity of formally administered legal
sanctions for violations of the criminal law.
Another example is Travis Hirschi's (1969}
control (social bonding) theory which is a
more general explanation of deviance than
deterrence theory, but which is, in turn,
primarily restricted to informal social con-
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