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Preface and Acknowledgments


The idea that “the only constant is change” has been around at least since the time of Heracleitus in 500 B.C. Since we first wrote this book in 1997 and subsequent editions in 2004 and 2010, the world has certainly changed. It has become increasingly globalized and we appear more interconnected with others. The Internet, social media, and cybercrime have altered the traditional criminal justice landscape. These changes also include the nature of crime, environmental and financial harms from multinational corporate crimes, global political terrorism and violence at home, work or school—all of which have become more significant than the threat from strangers on the street. The threat of terrorism affects everyone, everywhere. New vulnerabilities have appeared. The means we use to communicate and converse have changed and opened up opportunities for new types of white-collar fraud, sexual predatory practices, and cybercrime. The business community has been wracked by one scandal after another, eroding confidence in our economic and political systems, and even by challenges to the capitalist economy. The nature of war has also changed. Rather than nation-to-nation, wars have become endless and ongoing conflicts between ethnic and sectarian groups, though in 2014 we are seeing strains toward old European war tensions with Russia’s annexation of Ukraine’s Crimea and threats by NATO that it will defend Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania should they be threatened by Russian expansionism. These changes, coupled with many suggestions from the readers and users of the first, second, and third editions, led us to revise and update Essential Criminology. As with the third edition, we revised this book in the spirit of social philosopher Eric Hoffer (1902–1983), who said that “in times of profound change, the learners inherit the earth, while the learned find themselves beautifully equipped to deal with a world that no longer exists.”


On the surface, this is still a book about crime and criminality. It is about how we study crime, how we explain crime, how we determine who is—and who is not—criminal, and how to reduce the harm caused by crime. It is also a book about difference. Crime is something we know all about—or do we? You may see crime differently from the way it is seen by your parents and even by your peers. You may see your own behavior as relatively acceptable, apart from a few minor rule violations here and there. But real crime? That’s what others do—criminals, right? You may change how you view crime and criminals after reading this text.


As authors, we also reflect difference; Stuart was raised in working-class South London, England; Mark was a “military brat” living in England, California, Florida, and Alabama during his formative years. Stuart was educated to traditional, long-tested, yet very narrow British standards; Mark studied in a unique multidisciplinary US doctoral program. Stuart seriously questions the utility of scientific methods (positivism); Mark relies on them daily. Stuart rarely does anything outdoors, except watch an occasional rock concert; Mark builds custom motorcycles and jeeps, is an active wake boarder and surfer, and loves the outdoor life.


With this fourth edition we have added a third author, Desiré J. M. Anastasia, who brings an additional dimension of diversity and had the unenviable task of updating much of the text from the third edition. Desiré has a master’s degree in women’s studies from Eastern Michigan University and a doctorate in sociology from Wayne State University in Detroit. Desiré’s dissertation was on extensively tattooed women, which should alert you to her different roots and perspective. She considers herself to be a postmodern feminist who blends a love for science with an interest in the spiritual. Desiré is a reiki practitioner and yoga teacher, as well as an assistant professor of sociology. Yet, despite these differences, we found common ground for our analysis of crime and criminality.


We see crime as complex, political, and harmful to victims and perpetrators. We also acknowledge the difference between people, gender, race/ethnicity, culture, and beliefs. Thus, we embrace conflict as not only inevitable but a positive force. Conflict promotes contemplation and understanding of others, including their cultures, education, experiences, and worldviews. Conflict also prompts change and thus provides the opportunity for improving our social world. It presents the opportunity to confront our dissatisfactions and search for a better way.


Most people throughout the world are dissatisfied with how we handle crime and criminals. This dissatisfaction raises questions. Is crime caused by individuals—criminals? Is it caused by the way society is organized? By rule makers? By poverty? By drugs? Is it simply some people expressing power over others? All of the above? Something else? Is crime even caused at all?


We also must question how to deal with crime. Should crime be handled by the criminal justice system? By social policy? By public health officials (did you know that the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC] track homicides)? By you and other citizens (“take back the streets” and “neighborhood partnership” programs have become a significant part of community crime control)?


Conflict over these issues and the need for a good (relatively) short criminology text contributed to our desire to write and rewrite this book. At first, we decided to write Essential Criminology as a concise introductory text, aimed at examining the nature and extent of crime and surveying the main theoretical perspectives on crime causation and their criminal-justice-policy implications. We believe the book is written in a clear and straightforward style, yet progressively builds students’ knowledge. Much to our surprise, an analysis of programs adopting the text ranged from graduate programs to freshman courses at community colleges. But as we progressed through editions the book expanded and became more encyclopedic than essential! Thus, in this fourth edition, we have tried to return to the roots and cut many of the elaborations of theory to reduce the detail of the text.


Many users of the text have suggested that we begin by discussing globalization, which is followed by a discussion of the scope of the subject. Essential Criminology guides students through the diverse definitions of crime and provides a brief treatment of the different ways crime is measured. It then turns to the major theoretical explanations for crime, from individual-level classical and rational choice through biological, psychological, social learning, social control, and interactionist perspectives. It explains the more sociocultural theories, beginning with social ecology, and moves on to strain/subcultural theory and conflict, Marxist, and anarchist approaches. We reorganized the few final chapters to better reflect feminist contributions and the exciting new changes in postmodernism, left realism, and integrative theories. We conclude the book with a brief review of the trend toward integrating criminological theory. Background information is provided on major theorists to demonstrate that they are real people who share the experiences life offers us all. We have also tried to cover the theories completely, accurately, and evenhandedly and have made some attempt to show how each is related to or builds on the others. But concerns about length mean that the student wishing to explore these connections in greater depth should consult the several more comprehensive theory texts available. Ours provides the essentials.


Essential Criminology has several unique, student-friendly features. We begin each chapter with examples of specific crimes to illustrate the theory. The book includes an integrated “prismatic” definition of crime. This prism provides a comprehensive, multidimensional way of conceptualizing crime in terms of damage, social outrage, and harm. Our “crime prism” integrates virtually all the major disparate definitions of crime. Throughout the text, we provide “equal time” examples from both white-collar (“suite”) and conventional (“street”) crime, with the objective of drawing students into the realities of concrete cases. We make a conscious effort to include crimes that are less often detected, prosecuted, and punished. These corporate, occupational, and state crimes have serious consequences but are often neglected in introductory texts. We present chapter-by-chapter discussions of each perspective’s policy implications, indicating the practical applications that the theory implies. Finally, summary concept charts conclude each chapter dealing with theory. These provide a simple, yet comprehensive analytical summary of the theories, revealing their basic assumptions.


The book is primarily intended for students interested in the study of crime and its causation. This includes such diverse fields as social work, psychology, sociology, political science, and history. We expect the book to be mainly used in criminology and criminal justice courses, but students studying any topics related to crime, such as juvenile delinquency and deviant behavior, will also find the book useful. Interdisciplinary programs will find the book particularly helpful. Rarely is any book the product of one or two or three individuals. We drew on the talents, motivation, and knowledge of many others. We jointly would like to thank all our teachers inside and outside the classroom: friends (Reginald “Reg” Hyde), students (most recently, Jonathan Reid, Emily Ciaravolo Restivo, Sameer Hinduja, and Jessica Rico), deviants (bikers, surfers and professors mostly), criminals, and law enforcement professionals who broadened and sharpened our view of crime. We would like to commend the external reviewers of this, and the first editions, Mark Stafford of Texas State University, and especially Martha A. Myers of the University of Georgia, who provided a thoroughly constructive commentary that made this book far better than what we could have written without her valuable input. We always appreciate Gregg Barak, René van Swaaningen, Eugene Paoline, John Sloan, Robert Langworthy, Dragan Milovanovic and several anonymous reviewers for helpful suggestions. Finally, Cisca Schreefel and John Wilcockson from Westview Press did an outstanding job of copyediting—and prodding us to finish!


Mark M. Lanier, Stuart Henry, Desiré J. M. Anastasia


March 20, 2014
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What Is Criminology?


The Study of Crime, Criminals, and Victims in a Global Context


“There is so much good in the worst of us, and so much bad in the best of us, that it hardly becomes any of us to talk about the rest of us.”


—Thornton Wilder, Pullman Car Hiawatha


The horrendous events of September 11, 2001, in which the World Trade Center in New York City was totally destroyed, and the Pentagon in Washington substantially damaged, by hijacked commercial airliners that were flown into them, killing 2,982 people, have proved to be the defining point of the past decade, and perhaps for decades to come. Clearly, the nature of war, the American way of life, what counts as “crime,” and how a society responds to harms, internal or external, changed on that day. This act of terrorism was undoubtedly aimed at the American people. The terrorist organization al-Qaeda, whose members were predominantly from Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan, claimed responsibility. As recently as April 15, 2013, two pressure-cooker bombs exploded during the Boston Marathon, killing three people and injuring an estimated 264 others. The suspects were identified as Chechen brothers Dzhokhar and Tamerlan Tsarnaev, who were allegedly motivated by extremist Islamist beliefs as well as the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Interestingly enough, both men were residents of the state of Massachusetts at the time.


The purpose of this introductory chapter is to show how the changing geopolitical landscape and other factors shape our renewed discussion of crime and its causes, as well as possible policy responses. Six fundamental changes can be identified that demonstrate the changed nature of our world. These changes all move toward increasing interconnection and interdependence. They are: (1) globalization; (2) the communications revolution, particularly the Internet; (3) privatization and individualization; (4) the global spread of disease; (5) changing perceptions of conflict and national security; and (6) the internationalization of terrorism.


Globalization


Globalization is the process whereby people react to issues in terms of reference points that transcend their own locality, society, or region. These reference points include material, political, social, and cultural concerns that affect the planet, such as environmental challenges (e.g., global warming or overpopulation) and commercial matters (e.g., fast food, in particular so-called McDonaldization [Ritzer, 2009; Pieterse, 2009], which describes the rationalization of culture along the lines of fast-food restaurants depicted by the spread of McDonald’s throughout the world’s economies). Globalization is a process of unification in which differences in economic, technological, political, and social institutions are transformed from a local or national network into a single system. Globalization also relates to an international universalism, whereby events happening in one part of the world affect those in another, none more dramatic than the collapse of world financial markets (Stiglitz 2002, 2006), which went global in September 2008. Indeed, the emergence of worldwide financial markets and under- or unregulated foreign exchange and speculative markets resulted in the vulnerability of national economies. In short, “‘Globalization’ refers to all those processes by which peoples of the world are incorporated into a single world society, global society” (Albrow 1990, 9). Conversely, while globalization relates to the way people in different societies identify with values that cut across nations and cultures, it also relates to the recognition of different cultures’ diversity of experience and the formation of new identities. As globalization integrates us, these new identities and our sense of belonging to differentiated cultures are also driving many of us apart (Croucher 2004, 3). We argue that globalization is particularly pronounced in the areas of communications, privatization, and individualization, health, conflict, and terrorism; each of these has relevance for the study of crime and deviance.


Prior to 1985 global communication was largely restricted to the affluent. The advent of the personal computer and the development of the Internet transformed the way we communicate. Now people connect daily with others all over the world at little or no expense. At the same time, the development in global communications has led to a massive shift of jobs from manufacturing into service, communications, and information (called the postindustrial society), and because the latter jobs require higher education and training, increasing numbers of people the world over are underemployed or unemployed. Increased global communication has also brought a rush of new crimes that are perpetrated on and via the Internet, such as fraud and identity theft, drug smuggling, and bomb making. The growing dependence on global communications has also made national infrastructures and governments vulnerable to Internet terrorism through hacking and computer viruses. Consider the case of Aaron Swartz. Swartz was a cofounder of the news website Reddit, which aims to make online content free to the general public and not the exclusive domain of the affluent. In 2011, he was charged with stealing millions of scientific journal articles from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) to make them freely available. Just weeks before his federal trial began the twenty-six-year-old hanged himself in his Brooklyn apartment. Swartz faced thirteen felony charges. David Segal, the executive director of Demand Progress, an Internet activist organization founded by Swartz, stated, “It’s like to put someone in jail for allegedly checking too many books out of the library” (www.usatoday.com/story/tech/2013/01/13/swartz-reddit-new-york-trial/1830037).


Related to globalization and global unemployment are two trends: a decline in collective social action and increased economic polarization. Increasingly, we are seeing the “death of society,” that is, the decline in collective action and social policy requiring some to give up part of their wealth to help the less fortunate or to increase the public good. The 1980s and 1990s saw massive deregulation and privatization, from transportation, communications, and energy to finance, welfare, and even law enforcement. We have also seen the increasing tendency for family members to stay at home, not as families but as appendages to technology, such as televisions, computers, and video games. The result is an impersonal society, one where we are living in isolation from other real people, “bowling alone” (Putnam 1995), where media images and game characters become interspersed with real people who are seen as superficial objects, like caricatures. Moreover, because of the impact of globalization on the economic structures of societies, there has been a polarization of rich and poor, with numerous groups excluded from opportunities (J. Young 1999). In their relatively impoverished state, these groups are vulnerable to violence, both in their homes and in their neighborhoods.


Although epidemics such as the black death, smallpox, and polio have demonstrated that throughout human history disease can be a global phenomenon, the systemic use of hygienic practices, including clean water and effective sanitation and sewerage, and the discovery and use of antibiotics, vaccines, and other drugs meant that for much of the twentieth century the global spread of disease was seen as a thing of the past, or at least occurring only in underdeveloped countries. But by the end of the twentieth century, through the advent of increased global travel, the terror of disease on a global scale was given new meaning, first with HIV/AIDS, then with mad cow disease, West Nile virus, SARS (severe acute respiratory syndrome), and resistant strains of tuberculosis. In 2014 Ebola became a threat. Worse was the fact that, unlike times past, groups could potentially introduce disease, such as smallpox or anthrax, on a global scale as part of a terrorist operation against individuals or governments. Like the previous developments, the dual effect was, on the one hand, to render people increasingly fearful of contact, especially intimate contact with strangers, tending to undermine interpersonal relations, while, on the other, demonstrating just how interconnected we have become. Disease pathogens can now be used as criminal attack tools or threats.


The single most feared event, and according to surveys of public opinion the “crime” considered most serious, is a terrorist attack. Events such as the September 11, 2001, suicide airliner bombings and the Mumbai hotel takeover in December 2008 illustrate that the threat of terrorism on a global scale has become part of the daily fear of populations around the world, not least because of the ways these events are instantly communicated to everyone, everywhere, as they happen. No longer restricted to the tactics of a few extreme radical or fringe groups in certain nations, terrorism has become the method of war for any ethnic or religious group that does not have the power to succeed politically. It has been facilitated by developments in communication, transportation, and technology that have enabled explosives and other weapons to become smaller and more lethal. Whether there is an interconnected web of terrorism around fundamentalist Muslim religious extremism (such as that claimed by followers of Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda), an Arab-led terrorist movement opposed to Western culture, more specific actions such as those in Northern Ireland by the IRA (Irish Republican Army) and splinter groups against Protestants and the British government, or in Indonesia or Bali against supporters of the West, it is clear that terrorism has become a global threat. Data assembled by the Center for Systemic Peace show that, since 2001, both the number and the severity of terrorist incidents have increased.


However, what is less heralded, but which presents an even greater and more realistic threat, is the threat posed by cyber terrorists and cyber criminals. Computers, cell phones, and things such as electronic banking now dominate virtually every aspect of modern society. The use of cyber devices has far exceeded the law and technology required to combat and prevent this type of crime. Nation-states, such as China, reportedly devote considerable resources to infiltrate computer systems in other countries; corporations engage in corporate espionage on an unprecedented scale; and terror organizations rely on the Internet to recruit, raise funds, and organize. Other countries such as Iran and the United States have already been successfully targeted by cyber attacks. So far, many governments have been slow to adapt to this emerging and present crime threat. Criminologists have also been slow to develop theories to explain the characteristics of people likely to engage in cybercrime or cause harm from within—so-called insider threats.


So how do societies reconfigure their vision of crime to deal with its global dimensions? Should acts of terrorism and acts of war be considered crimes? What about the actions of states that abuse human rights? Are there new criminologies that can deal with these more integrated global-level forms of harm creation?


What do these various crimes have in common? What kinds of cases grab media attention? Which do people consider more criminal? Which elicit the most concern? How does the social context affect the kind of crime and the harms suffered by its victims? How are technology and the media changing the face of crime? What do these events have to do with criminology? How does globalization affect the way we conceive of crime, punishment, and justice? (See Box 1.1.) After reading this book, you should have a better understanding of these issues, if not clear answers.













BOX  1.1    The Global Market Context of US Crime and Punishment


                  ELLIOTT CURRIE




[image: ]














The United States was distinctive among the advanced nations in the extent to which its social life was shaped by the imperatives of private gain—my definition of “market society”—and it was not accidental that it was also the nation with by far the worst levels of serious violent crime because a market society created a “toxic brew” of overlapping social effects. It simultaneously created deep poverty and widened inequality, destroyed livelihoods, stressed families, and fragmented communities. It chipped away at public and private sources of social support while promoting a corrosive ethos of predatory individualism that pitted people against each other in a scramble for personal gain. . . . The empirical research of the past seven years . . . confirms the importance of inequality and insecurity as potent breeding grounds for violent crime, so does the evidence of experience, as the spread of these problems under the impact of “globalization” has brought increased social disintegration and violence across the world in its wake. . . . Violence has been reduced in many other advanced capitalist societies, without resorting to correspondingly high levels of incarceration, to levels that seem stunningly low by US standards. The variation among those societies in street violence remains extraordinary, and I’d argue that it is largely due to the systematic differences in social policy that can coexist within the generic frame of modern capitalism. It is true that some of these differences in levels of crime (and in the response to crime) are narrowing, especially to the degree that other countries have adopted parts of the US social model. But it also remains true that the United States isn’t Sweden, or even France or Germany, when it comes to violent crime, or rates of imprisonment. And this difference isn’t merely academic. It translates into tangible differences in the risks of victimization and the overall quality of life. . . . Social policy in the United States, and in many other countries too, has, if anything, gone backward on many of the issues raised by this line of thinking about crime. We continue to chip way at our already minimal system of social supports for the vulnerable while pressing forward with economic policies that, by keeping wages low and intensifying job insecurity, foster ever-widening inequality and deepen the stresses on families and communities that many of us have singled out as being crucial sources of violence. We continue to rely on mass incarceration as our primary bulwark against crime despite an abundance of evidence that doing so is not only ineffective but also self-defeating. . . . These tendencies are especially troubling because they are increasingly taking place on a worldwide scale. What we somewhat misleadingly call “globalization”—really the spread of “market” principles to virtually every corner of the world—threatens to increase inequality, instability, and violence wherever it touches, while simultaneously diminishing the political capacity for meaningful social change. Formerly stable and prosperous countries in the developed world are busily dismantling the social protections that traditionally helped to keep their rates of violent crime low: parts of the developing world that were once relatively tranquil are becoming breeding grounds for gang violence, official repression, and a growing illicit traffic in drugs and people. The world will not be able to build enough prisons to contain this volatility. The future under this model of social and economic development does not look pretty. Fortunately, it is not the only future we can envision.


Source: Extracted from Elliott Currie, “Inequality Community and Crime,” in The Essential Criminology Reader, edited by Stuart Henry and Mark M. Lanier (Boulder: Westview Press, 2006), 299–306.


Elliott Currie is a professor of criminology, law, and society in the School of Social Ecology at the University of California-Irvine.














What Is Criminology?


Criminology is mostly straightforwardly defined as the systematic study of the nature, extent, cause, and control of law-breaking behavior. Criminology is an applied social science in which criminologists work to establish knowledge about crime and its control based on empirical research. This research forms the basis for understanding, explanation, prediction, prevention, and criminal justice policy.


Ever since the term criminology was coined in 1885 by Raffaele Garofalo (1914), the content and scope of the field have been controversial. Critics and commentators have raised several questions about its academic standing. Some of the more conventional questions include the following: Is criminology truly a science? Does its applied approach, driven predominantly by the desire to control crime, inherently undermine the value-neutral stance generally considered essential for scientific inquiry? Is criminology an autonomous discipline, or does it rely on the insights, theory, and research of other natural and social science disciplines, and increasingly the media and public opinion? Which, if any, of the several theories of criminology offers the best explanation for crime? Should the different theories of crime causation be integrated into a comprehensive explanation? As we expand the definition of crime to include harms of commission or omission that are not defined by law as crime (such as harms by powerful interests and state agencies), is criminology equipped to study these phenomena, or do we need to abandon criminology for a more encompassing analytical framework? Answers to these questions are complex, and they are further complicated by criminology’s multidisciplinary nature, its unconvincing attempts at integrating knowledge (though see Agnew’s Toward a Unified Criminology, 2011, for a rebuttal of this argument), its relative failure to recommend policy that reduces crime, and its heavy reliance on government funding for research. The complexity of these issues has been further compounded by increasing globalization, which has spawned crimes across national boundaries, and the failure of national enforcement agencies to prevent crime’s global effects.


Although criminology’s subject matter is elastic, or flexible, the categorical core components include: (1) the definition and nature of crime as harm-causing behavior; (2) different types of criminal activity, ranging from individual spontaneous offending to collective organized criminal enterprises; (3) profiles of typical offenders and victims, including organizational and corporate law violators; (4) statistical analysis of the extent, incidence, patterning, and cost of crimes, including estimates of the “dark figure” of hidden or unreported crime, based on surveys of victims and self-report studies of offenders; and (5) analysis of crime causation. Less agreement exists about whether the scope of criminology should be broadened to include society’s response to crime, the formulation of criminal laws, the role of victims in these processes (which is a focus of victimology, discussed later in this chapter), and the extent to which criminology needs to adopt a comparative global perspective.


In the United States, the inclusive term criminal justice generally refers to crime-control practices, philosophies, and policies used by the police, courts, and system of corrections (in Europe “corrections” is called penology). Those who study such matters are as likely to identify themselves, or be identified by others, as criminologists, however, as are those who study criminal behavior and its causes. Criminology, by contrast, concerns itself with the theoretical and empirical study of the causes of crime. The two areas are obviously closely related, but a distinction is necessary.


Is Criminology Scientific?


Criminology requires that criminologists strictly adhere to the scientific method. What distinguishes science from nonscience is the insistence on testable hypotheses whose support or refutation through empirical research forms the basis of what is accepted among scientific criminologists as valid knowledge. Science, then, requires criminologists to build criminological knowledge from logically interrelated, theoretically grounded, and empirically tested hypotheses that are subject to retesting. These theoretical statements hold true as long as they are not falsified by further research (Popper 1959).


Theory testing can be done using either qualitative or quantitative methods. Qualitative methods (Berg and Lune [1989] 2012) may involve systematic ethnographic techniques, such as participant observation and in-depth interviews. These methods are designed to enable the researcher to understand the meaning of criminal activity to the participants. In participant observation, the researcher takes a role in the crime scene or in the justice system and describes what goes on between the participants. Criminologists using this technique to study crime and its social context as an anthropologist would study a nonindustrial society. These methods have produced some of criminology’s richest studies, such as Laud Humphreys’s study of homosexuality in public restrooms, Tearoom Trade (1970), and Howard S. Becker’s study of jazz musicians and marijuana smoking in his book Outsiders (1963). Indeed, some such studies are done by anthropologists, such as Philippe Bourgois’s and Jeff Schonberg’s Righteous Dopefiend (2009), which is a gripping ethnography of homelessness and addiction to heroin and crack cocaine on the streets of San Francisco.


Quantitative methods involve numbers, counts, and measures that are arrived at via a variety of research techniques. These include survey research based on representative random samples and the analysis of secondary data gathered for other purposes, such as homicide rates or corporate convictions for health and safety violations. Criminologists using quantitative techniques make up the mainstream of academic criminology. Perhaps one of the most illustrative examples of quantitative research is the series of longitudinal studies of a cohort of 10,000 boys born in Philadelphia in 1945 and followed through age eighteen with respect to their arrests for criminal offenses (Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin 1972) and a second cohort of 27,000 boys and girls born in 1958 (Tracy, Wolfgang, and Figlio 1990). Each study seemed to indicate that a small proportion of offenders (6 percent), called “chronic offenders,” accounted for more than half of all offenses. Other quantitative research methods include the use of historical records, comparative analysis, and experimental research. Unfortunately, most quantitative research is not theory driven; in other words, it does not involve theory testing. So, whether criminology is a science has less to do with whether it tests theory, and more to do with what the Czech criminologist Miroslav Scheinost (2013) calls adhering to the responsibilities of criminology as a profession. This involves engaging in empirical research on phenomena that produce victims, the results of which should contribute solutions to prevent or reduce the harms suffered, and that we see such “scientific work as a faithful effort to obtain new valid knowledge by the reliable and verifiable methods and techniques, as a serious and well-founded interpretation of findings.” However, Scheinost also points out that the criminologist’s responsibility has to be measured in that he or she must engage the policy implications of research findings, assessing both their positive and potentially negative effects: “the criminologist should be fair to himself, be aware of his thought foundations and he should make an effort not to change these thought principles into a priori conclusions or even prejudices. . . . Simply said, the matter is whether any science (and especially social science) should only find the facts or also to evaluate them.”


This leads to the related question, that even if it is agreed that empirical criminological research should make a difference, does it? Ten years ago longtime criminologist James Austin echoed the somewhat cynical view that it doesn’t. Indeed, reflecting on his then thirty-year career in criminological research, Austin laments on the irrelevance of criminology to influence public policy: “Despite the annual publication of hundreds of peer-reviewed articles and textbooks proudly displayed at our annual conventions, policy-makers are paying little attention to us” (Austin 2003, 557). Why is this? Is it because, as Austin argues, criminologists are deficient in the amount of scientific evidence they have to offer policy makers, disagree among themselves about their own theories, methods and findings, or are simply ineffective communicators? The answer is probably something to do with all of these, although the question of whether the subject is a unified discipline or a cluster of fragments from other disciplines in an uneasy alliance may lie at the heart of the issue.


Is Criminology a Discipline?


Although strongly influenced by sociology, criminology also has roots in a number of other disciplines, including anthropology, biology, economics, geography, history, philosophy, political science, psychiatry, psychology, and sociology (Einstadter and Henry 2006). Each of these disciplines contributes its own assumptions about human nature and society, its own definitions of crime and the role of law, its own preference of methods for the study of crime, and its own analysis of crime causation with differing policy implications. This diversity presents a major challenge to criminology’s disciplinary integrity. Do these diverse theoretical perspectives, taken together when applied to crime, constitute an independent academic discipline? Are these contributing fields of knowledge merely subfields, or special applications of established disciplines? Alternatively, is criminology interdisciplinary? If criminology is to be considered interdisciplinary, what does that mean? Is interdisciplinarity understood as the integration of knowledge into a distinct whole? If so, then criminology is not yet interdisciplinary. Only a few criminologists have attempted such integration (see Messner, Krohn, and Liska 1989; Barak 1998; M. Robinson 2004; and Agnew 2011). There is sufficient independence of the subject from its constituent disciplines and an acceptance of their diversity, however, to prevent criminology from being subsumed under any one of them. For this reason, criminology is best defined as multidisciplinary. Put simply, crime can be viewed through many lenses. This is well illustrated through an overview of its component theories, discussions of which form the bases of subsequent chapters. There is, however, a caveat that suggests a question: because globalization makes us interdependent, is integrated theory more necessary in the future to capture this complexity?


What is Comparative and Global Criminology?


Comparative criminology has been defined as the systematic study of crime, law, and social control of two or more cultures (Beirne and Hill 1991). In other words, it is the cross-cultural or cross-national study of both crime and crime control, applying the comparative scientific method in criminology. As Winslow has argued, “The global approach to the study of crimes recognizes its growing international nature and, in time, may become the primary focus of criminology in a world rapidly being unified by technological improvements in transportation and communication” (1998, 6). Winslow and Zhang’s Criminology: A Global Perspective (2007) includes a website that provides a window on global crime (www.rohan.sdsu.edu/faculty/rwinslow/index.html). Beirne and Messerschmidt have argued that comparative analysis of crime enables criminologists to overcome their ethnocentric tendencies and sharpen their understanding of key questions: “Indeed, one reason why the United States has experienced such relatively high crime rates is that policy makers have relied on limited parochial theories regarding the causes of crime” (2000, 478). They show the value of looking at cross-national data on crime and victimization and countries and cities with low crime rates. Increasingly important is the ability of corporations to evade the regulatory policies of one country by moving their operations to other countries. Clearly, this applies to regulatory attempts to control environmental pollution. However, it also applies to the ways that deliberately contaminated food, such as the Chinese production of milk products containing melamine that injured many babies, can be distributed globally.


What Is Victimology?


The scientific study of victimology is a relatively recent field, founded by Hans von Hentig (1948) and Benjamin Mendelsohn (1963)—who claims to have coined the term in 1947. It is almost the mirror image or “reverse of criminology” (Schafer 1977, 35). Criminology is concerned mainly with criminals and criminal acts and the criminal justice system’s response to them. Victimology, on the other hand, is the study of who becomes a victim, how victims are victimized, how much harm they suffer, and their role in the criminal act. It also looks at victims’ rights and their role in the criminal justice system.


Victimology has been defined as “the scientific study of the physical, emotional, and financial harm people suffer because of criminal activities” (Karmen 2001, 9). This interrelationship has a long history. Prior to the development of formal social control mechanisms, society relied on individualized informal justice. Individuals, families, and clans sought justice for harms caused by others. Endless feuding and persistent physical confrontation led to what has been called the “Golden Age” (Karmen 2001), when restitution became the focus of crime control (see Chapter 5). With the advent of the social contract, individuals gave up the right to retaliation, and crimes became crimes against the state—not the individual. The classicist social contract, simply put, says that individuals must give up some personal liberties in exchange for a greater social good. Thus, individuals forfeited the right to individualized justice, revenge, and vigilantism. This creed is still practiced today. Advanced societies relying on systems of justice based on the social contract increasingly, though inadvertently, neglected the victims of crime. In the United States, “Public prosecutors . . . took over powers and responsibilities formerly assumed by victims. . . . Attorneys decided whether or not to press charges, what indictments to file, and what sanctions to ask judges to invoke. . . . When the overwhelming majority of cases came to be resolved through confessions of guilt elicited in negotiated settlements, most victims lost their last opportunity to actively participate” (Karmen 1990, 17).


Since the founding of victimology, there has been controversy between the broad view (Mendelsohn 1963) that victimology should be the study of all victims and the narrow view that it should include only crime victims. Clearly, if a broad definition is taken of crime as a violation of human rights (Schwendinger and Schwendinger 1970; S. Cohen 1993; Tifft and Sullivan 2001), this is more consistent with the broad view of victimology.


It is only since the early 1970s that victimization has been included in mainstream criminology. This followed studies by Stephen Schafer (1968, 1977) and a flurry of victimization studies culminating in the US Department of Justice’s annual National Crime Victimization Survey, begun in 1972. There are numerous texts in the field (see Elias 1986; Walklate 1989; and Karmen [2001] 2006; Doerner and Lap 2011).


Victimology has also been criticized for the missionary zeal of its reform policy (Fattah 1992; Weed 1995) and for its focus on victims of individual crimes rather than socially harmful crimes, although there are rare exceptions to this in French victimology studies (Joutsen 1994). The more recent comprehensive approach considers the victim in the total societal context of crime in the life domains of family, work, and leisure as these realms are shaped by the media, lawmakers, and interest groups (Sacco and Kennedy 1996).


In the twenty-first century, a version of victimology appears in the context of restorative justice in which victims and the community are brought together with offenders to seek to restore the relations that produced the harm, typically through trained mediators and facilitators. It has long been evident that neither traditional punitive/retributive approaches to criminal justice, nor rehabilitative approaches that focus on the offender, offer little for the victim. In contrast, as Achilles and Zehr (2001) argue, restorative justice promises more since harm to the victims is a central tenet of its approach, and empowering victims through restorative practices brings victims back into the justice equation. (We discuss more about restorative justice in Chapter 12.) These developments push the boundaries of criminology toward recognition of the global impact of harm and toward a human rights definition of crime.


Criminology and Public Policy


Criminology is clearly also policy oriented. The criminal justice system that implements the law and policy of governments itself is a significant source of employment and expenditure. Considering only corrections, in 1997 the combined US states spent $10.6 billion from their general funds on corrections. In 2007, they spent more than $49 billion—a 362-percent increase. Moreover, “State spending for corrections reached $52.4 billion in fiscal 2012 and has been higher than 7.0 percent of overall general fund expenditures every year since fiscal 2008” (NASBO 2013). Moreover, in 2008, 7.3 million (or 1 in 31) Americans were under some supervision by the US corrections system, including people on probation and parole (Pew Charitable Trusts 2009). The long-term implications of this decreased emphasis on education and increased focus on punishment and incarceration are disturbing and the subject of much debate. Several states have taken steps to reduce prison expenses. California has taken the lead, reducing its prison population by 4,068 in 2007 (Pew Charitable Trusts 2008). Indeed:


[by] 2012, the number of state inmates declined for the third consecutive year, marking a shift in the direction of long-standing incarceration trends. The number of state prisoners declined by 2.1 percent in 2012 compared to 2011 with much of the decrease attributable to California’s Public Safety Realignment program. Eight other states (Texas, North Carolina, Colorado, Arkansas, New York, Florida, Virginia and Maryland) also decreased their prison population by over 1,000 inmates in 2012. (NASBO 2013)


Regardless of one’s theoretical inclinations, preferred research tools, or policy preferences, dissension demands a clear articulation of one’s position. Such articulation requires considerable thought in order to make convincing arguments and the insight to appreciate other positions. The end result is that criminology as a whole is strengthened.


Summary and Conclusion


Criminology has evolved and will continue to expand to provide improved methods of study and more comprehensive explanatory theories for understanding crime. The current direction is moving toward a more inclusive and expansive criminology that considers crime as deprivation and harm—regardless of legislated law. It also is beginning, through comparative and global criminology, to move toward recognizing the interconnectedness of people across countries and cultures, and so needs to be both integrated and comparative in its approach.


We have also seen that criminology has a much broader scope than simply studying criminals. If nothing else, the reader should have developed a sense that there are few definitive “truths” in the study of crime. Controversy and diverse views abound. This is not without good reason. Criminology is perhaps the most widely examined (by the public, media, and policy makers) of the social sciences. As a result of the nightly news, talk shows, newsmagazine programs, and popular television dramas, such as Law and Order, CSI, and Criminal Minds, crime and its control are topics in which everyone’s interest is engaged and everyone has an opinion.


In the next chapter, we turn to the first building block of the criminological enterprise and examine how crime is defined. We look at how what counts as crime varies depending on who defines it, where it is defined, and when. We see how the definition is shaped by our personal experiences (whether we are victimized or victimizer), our social standing (whether we stand to benefit or lose from crime), and many other factors, such as the media, family, and friends as well as those who are in a position to influence the way laws are created.


Discussion Questions


1. What is globalization and why is it important to criminology?


2. What does it mean to refer to criminology as an “applied social science”?


3. What are the core components of the field or discipline of criminology?


4. What does the term “criminal justice” mean and how does it differ from criminology?


5. What makes criminology scientific?


6. What is/are the difference(s) between quantitative and qualitative research methods?


7. Victimology has been referred to as the mirror image or “reverse of criminology.” Why?
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What Is Crime?


Defining the Problem


“There are crimes of passion and crimes of logic. The boundary between them is not clearly defined.”


—Albert Camus, The Rebel


Most people recognize and agree that a physical attack with injury on a school playground is a serious event, and may be criminal. However, what if mocking comments are made on Twitter or Facebook? Cyber bullying is now a major concern for youth but is often ignored by citizens (and lawmakers) who were raised prior to the advent of widespread Internet use (Patchin and Hinduja 2006; Hinduja and Patchin 2009). Indeed, what is crime seems obvious until we question the harms that some people inflict on others. What was the crime here? Who was the criminal? Who was the victim? What was the harm committed? What are the suicide results? Does the public agree that harm occurred, and does society’s reaction, reflected in the sentence given, convey the indignity of the public against the harm committed? These are precisely the kinds of questions that we need to ask when considering whether an act is a crime. This chapter is intended to help answer these questions. Most people have a sense of what is criminal, but deciding precisely what is—or is not—criminal is not as obvious as it may seem. What for one person is deviance, or shrewd business practice, may for others be crime. What is morally reprehensible to one group may be a lifestyle preference to another. Like deviance, crime is a concept with elusive, varied, diverse, and oft-changing meanings.


As we argued previously (Henry and Lanier 2001), if the definition of crime is too narrow, harms that might otherwise be included are ignored. This was the case for years with domestic violence, racial bias, and corporate and white-collar crime. Conversely, if the definition is too broad, then almost every deviation becomes a crime. This was the case with the old concept of sin, where anything that deviated from the sexual mandates (i.e., the missionary position for procreation purposes only) could be prosecuted by the Church—and the state—as an offense against God. But even when harm looks obvious, is it a crime?


Is the obvious solution to the question “What is a crime?” to find out what the law says is criminal? Again, this is more complicated than it seems, and “going to the law” as a solution leaves many unanswered questions. As a matter of fact, since publication of the third edition of this text there have been significant changes in the way both criminologists and the “law” look at what counts as “crime.” As indicated above, what used to be schoolyard “bullying” has now expanded to include Internet crime. Edward Snowden’s revelations about the US government’s gathering of data raised questions about who exactly was the offender, Snowden or the National Security Administration? The written law might seem to provide an answer, but laws are open to interpretation.


An important consideration when defining crime is the observation that crime is contextual. Criminal harm takes different forms depending on the historical period, specific context, social setting, location, or situation in which it occurs. In this chapter, we look at the various definitions of crime, ranging from the legal definition to definitions that take into account crime’s changing meaning as social harm.


The definitions of crime arrived at by law, government agencies, and criminologists are used by others to measure the extent of crime. Put simply, if crime is the problem, then how big is it? How much of it exists? Is there more of it in one part of the country than another, more in cities than in rural settings? Do different societies have different rates of the activities we have defined as crime? The reason that the definition and measurement of crime are necessary is that several policy decisions concerning social control are made based on a particular definition of crime. These include the selection of priorities in policing and what (or who) to police, budget allocations for measures such as crime-prevention programs, how to “handle” offenders, and what a “crime-free” neighborhood actually looks like. For example, is a crime-free neighborhood one where there are low rates of crimes known to the police, or one where there is a low incidence of serious harm? Is a crime-free neighborhood one where the public streets are safe but fraud in businesses is rampant? What is the real level of crime when the incidence of serious crime, such as homicide, burglary, rape, and aggravated assault, is low but the level of crimes that disturb the public, such as prostitution, vandalism, public drunkenness, and panhandling, is high? Should the public or community define crime, or should this be a matter for legislators or the police? Does a “crime-free” neighborhood allow freedom of expression and personal liberty, or does it seek uniformity? This chapter addresses these issues first, in particular looking at how different entities see crime from their perspective. In considering these different “takes” on crime it is worth considering that not only have criminologists been debating this topic for much of the past century (Henry and Lanier 2001) but, as one commentator observed, “An appropriate definition of crime . . . remains one of the most critical unresolved issues in criminal justice today” (Bohm and Haley 1999, 24).


Legal Definition


Since the eighteenth century, the legal definition of crime has referred to acts prohibited, prosecuted, and punished by criminal law (Henry and Lanier 2001, 6). Most commentators have agreed with Michael and Adler that “criminal law gives behavior its quality of criminality” (1933, 5). In other words, criminal law specifies the acts or omissions that constitute crime. Tappan’s classic definition is illustrative. He defined crime as “an intentional act or omission in violation of criminal law (statutory and case law), committed without defense or justification, and sanctioned by the state as a felony or misdemeanor” (1947, 100). Tappan believed that the study of criminals should be restricted to those convicted by the courts. In fact, “most criminologists have traditionally relied on the legal conception, which defines crime as behavior in violation of criminal law and liable for sanctioning by the criminal justice system” (R. Kramer 1982, 34). And “most criminologists . . . act as if the debate is settled in favor of a ‘legal’ definition” (Bohm 1993, 3).


Other criminologists argue, however, that the legal definition is too limited in scope. First, it takes no account of harms that are covered by administrative law and are considered regulative violations. This is not a new debate. More than sixty years ago, Edwin Sutherland (1949) first argued that a strict legal definition excluded “white-collar crime.” Cruise passengers who suffer from cruise-related illnesses as a result of poor cleaning practices is no less criminal than being robbed in the street. Both injure human life in the interest of profit. Sutherland argued for extending the legal definition of crime to include all offenses that are “socially injurious” or socially harmful.


A second problem with a strict legal definition of crime is that it ignores the cultural and historical context of law. What is defined as crime by the legal code varies from location to location and changes over time. For example, the recreational use of marijuana is now legal in the states of Colorado and Washington. Prostitution, which is generally illegal in the United States, is legal in some states such as Nevada and Rhode Island. Gambling is also often illegal, yet an ever-increasing number of states now conduct lotteries to increase their revenue, and today many cities have legal casinos. Tappan (1947) acknowledged the cultural and historical variability of crime in society’s norms but said this is why the law’s precision makes it the only certain guide. Others have claimed that the law offers only a false certainty, for what the law defines as crime “is somewhat arbitrary, and represents a highly selective process” (Barak 1998, 21). Indeed, Barak notes with regard to crime, “There are no purely objective definitions; all definitions are value laden and biased to some degree” (ibid.).


Who Defines Crime?


A related issue is who defines the kinds of behavior labeled crime. Crimes are not produced by legislation alone. Judicial interpretation also determines what is or is not crime. Judicial decisions can also be appealed, overturned, and revised. Consider Roe v. Wade, the 1973 Supreme Court case that legalized abortion during the first three months of pregnancy (Fiero 1996, 684), and the more recent limitations that recriminalize certain aspects of abortion. Even where legislators make laws, a significant problem is whose views they represent.


Some critical criminologists argue that criminal actions by corporations often go unrecognized because those who hold economic power in society are, in effect, those who make the law. Legislators are influenced through lobbyists and through receiving donations from political action committees set up by owners of corporations and financial institutions (Simon and Eitzen 1982). Their influence minimizes the criminalization of corporate behavior. This was at the heart of Edwin Sutherland’s original concern (1949) to incorporate crimes defined by administrative regulations into the criminological realm.


In short, relying on a strict legal definition for crime may be appropriate study for police cadets but is sorely inadequate for students of criminology or the thinking criminal justice professional. The contextual aspects of crime and crime control require serious reflective study. A more comprehensive approach to accommodate the range of definitions is to divide them into one of two types depending on whether they reflect consensus or conflict in society.


Consensus and Conflict Approaches


The consensus approach refers to definitions of crime that reflect the ideas of the society as a whole. It assumes that all members of society agree on what should be considered crime, such as homicide and rape. Consensus definitions constitute a set of universal values. In contrast, the conflict approach refers to definitions of crime based on the belief that society is composed of different interest groups. These various groups are in competition with one another, and the competition is most pronounced between the powerful and powerless. If power is defined in economic terms in American society this gap has been widening in the past thirty years (CBO 2011) and has accelerated since the Great Recession of 2008–2009, which is dividing American cities (Heavey 2013).


Consensus Approaches


Consensus theorists try to get around the problem of variations in the law by linking the definition of crime to what was once called “social morality.” They draw on the seminal ideas of nineteenth-century French sociologist Émile Durkheim ([1893] 1984), who believed that in the kind of integrated community that preceded industrialization, people were held together by common religious beliefs, traditions, and similar worldviews. The similarity between people acted as a “social glue” that bonded them to each other in a shared morality. Thus, the consensus position states that crimes are acts that shock the common conscience, or collective morality, producing intense moral outrage in people. Thus, for Ernest Burgess, “A lack of public outrage, stigma, and official punishment, attached to social action indicates that such action is not a violation of society’s rules, independent of whether it is legally punishable” (1950, quoted in Green 1990, 9). More recent supporters of this position claim there is a “consensus,” or agreement, between most people of all economic, social, and political positions about what behaviors are unacceptable and what should be labeled criminal. Indeed, echoing Durkheim, some commentators, such as Roshier, define crime “as only identifiable by the discouraging response it evokes” (1989, 76). Even this definition has problems, however. What at first appears as an obvious example of universally agreed-upon crime—the malicious, intentional taking of human life—may appear less malicious, or even justified, when we take into account the social or situational context. Closer inspection reveals that killing others is not universally condemned. Whether it is condemned depends on the social context and the definition of human life. For example, killing humans is regrettable yet acceptable in war; it is even honored. Humans identified as “the enemy” are redefined as “collateral,” and their deaths are described as “collateral damage.” Those governments that employ massive violent force to overthrow other governments that they define as “oppressive” consider themselves “liberators.” The deaths are not described as murder, even though intended. Instead, the killed are described as “regrettable” but “legitimate” targets. Soldiers have followed “illegal” orders, taken lives, and avoided punishment and the stigma associated with crime.


Another major problem with the consensus view is the question of whose morality is important in defining the common morality. If the harm affects a minority, will the majority be outraged? Is the conduct any less harmful if they are not outraged? Although empirical research in the 1970s claimed “there is widespread consensus both within and across cultures concerning the relative gravity of various criminal acts” and that “the ubiquitous agreement on seriousness rankings is often cited in support of a consensus as opposed to a conflict model of criminal law,” commentators have since argued that this may be more a reflection of the methods used to measure consensus than evidence of an underlying normative agreement on the seriousness of crime (Cullen et al. 1985, 99–100; see also Miethe 1982, 1984; and Stylianou 2003).


Social Context


Clearly, understanding the social context is the first step toward defining crime. Consider sexual behavior as an example. Sexual intercourse with a minor, or statutory rape, is universally agreed to be a crime in the United States—that is, until we consider the social context. On closer inspection, legally defined rape is not universally condemned. For example, sexually active boys and girls under the age of legal consent often do not consider themselves raped. In previous historical eras, adolescents of the same age were often married and shared the rights of adults. In this same historical era, husbands could not “rape” their spouses, though they could force themselves on unwilling wives. Whether the physical act is condemned depends on the social and historical context and on the definition of rape. For example, if parents give permission to marry, two sexually active teens are no longer committing “rape,” though their physical actions (intercourse) and circumstances (age) are the same. Rape laws have historically had a gender bias as well. Young girls have traditionally been treated much more harshly “by the law” than are young boys (Edwards 1990). The social reaction to sexual activity and prowess continues to reflect gender bias. However, this gender bias has also been found to harm males.


Furthermore, whether an issue becomes a public harm depends on a group’s ability to turn private concerns into public issues (Mills 1959) or their skills at moral entrepreneurship (Becker [1963] 1973). This is the ability to whip up moral consensus around an issue that affects some individuals or a minority and to recruit support from the majority by convincing them it is in their interest to support the issue too. Creating a public harm often involves identifying and signifying offensive behavior and then attempting to influence legislators to ban it officially. Becker argued that behavior that is unacceptable in society depends on what people first label unacceptable and whether they can successfully apply the label to those designated “offenders.” For example, prior to the 1930s, smoking marijuana in the United States was generally acceptable. Intensive government agency efforts, particularly by the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, culminated in the passage of the Marihuana Tax Act of 1937. This type of smoking was labeled unacceptable and illegal, and those who engaged in it were stigmatized as “outsiders.” In this tradition, Pavarini (1994) points out that what becomes defined as crime depends on the power to define and the power to resist definitions. This in turn depends on who has access to the media and how skilled moral entrepreneurs are at using such access to their advantage (Barak 1994; Pfhul and Henry 1993). As the following discussion illustrates, for these and other reasons the consensus position is too simplistic.


Conflict Approaches


Conflict theory is based on the idea that, rather than being similar, people are different and struggle over their differences. According to this theory, society is made up of groups that compete with one another over scarce resources. The conflict over different interests produces differing definitions of crime. These definitions are determined by the group in power and are used to further its needs and consolidate its power. Powerless groups are generally the victims of oppressive laws. In 2012, Denver, Colorado, passed a law banning “camping” in downtown areas. Violation of the controversial ordinance could potentially result in a $999 fine and a year in jail (Whelley 2013). Presumably, businesspersons will not be subjected to this law, but many homeless people will.


In addition to being based on wealth and power, groups in society form around culture, prestige, status, morality, ethics, religion, ethnicity, gender, race, ideology, human rights, the right to own guns, and so on. Each group may fight to dominate others on issues. Approaches to defining crime that take account of these multiple dimensions are known as pluralist conflict theories. Ethnic or cultural conflict is a good example. From the perspective of cultural conflict, different cultures, ethnic groups, or subcultures compete for dominance. According to Sellin’s classic cultural conflict theory (1938), criminology should not merely focus on crime but also include violations of “culture norms,” that is, behaviors that are considered standard for a specific cultural group, such as Arab Americans or Asian Americans. Sellin describes two forms of conflict. The first, primary conflict, occurs when a person raised in one culture is transposed into a different one. As an immigrant, the person may follow traditional cultural norms, such as the assumption by those of the Islamic faith that women revealing bare skin are sexually promiscuous and can be propositioned for sex. But acting on such assumptions may violate the norms of the host country. Where these norms are expressed in law, criminal violations occur.


Secondary conflict occurs between groups of people who live in the same geographic area but create their own distinct value systems. Where these clash, conflict and norm violations occur. An example of secondary cultural conflict as crime is when the behaviors of subgroups of society are targeted by laws. For example, some places specifically ban skateboarding and in-line skating that others consider harmless recreational activities (Orlando City Council 2006, Sec. 18A.09). Of course, some police reactions to skateboarders should be considered criminal, as one Baltimore police officer showed us (see youtube.com/watch?v=1hxOr3q7nrk&feature=related). In other places, skateboarders are permitted and even encouraged.


When power is determined by wealth, the conflict is considered class based. Analysis of this type of conflict is founded on principles outlined by nineteenth-century social philosopher Karl Marx. In Marxist conflict theory, the definition of crime focuses on conflicts that arise in capitalist society. Crime is rooted in the vast differences of wealth and power associated with class divisions. Groups that acquire power through political or economic manipulation and exploitation place legal constraints on those without power. A definition of crime based on economic interests emphasizes that “crime and deviance are the inevitable consequences of fundamental contradictions within society’s economic infrastructure” (Farrell and Swigert 1988, 3). Crime is defined as the activities of those who threaten the powerful. Such a view explains why the crimes of “street” offenders are considered serious, whereas those of corporate or white-collar “suite” offenders are considered less serious, even though the financial losses from such white-collar crimes amount to at least ten times the cost incurred from street crimes (Timmer and Eitzen 1989; Friedrichs 2009). Forty-five years ago Richard Quinney expressed this position: “Crime is a definition of human conduct created by authorized agents in a politically organized society. . . . [It describes] behaviors that conflict with the interests of the segments of society that have the power to shape public policy” (1970, 15–16). In other words, the definition of crime is a political tool used to protect power, wealth, and position in a society. Not surprisingly, this power-and-wealth version of conflict theory has been termed critical criminology (I. Taylor, Walton, and Young 1975). This is because it criticizes the overall kind of society in which we live and suggests we replace it with a socialist system.


Critical criminologists also suggest that the harm of crime should become the main reason for law. Following Edwin Sutherland’s ideas, they assert that the definition of crime should be expanded to include the socially injurious activities of powerful groups against the powerless as well as behavior that violates or intrudes upon others’ human rights (Schwendinger and Schwendinger 1970; see also S. Cohen 1993, 98–101; Lea and Young 1984, 55; Michalowski 1985; Reiman [1979] 2007; and Von Hirsch and Jareborg 1991). Thus, they argue that criminal harm can come not just from individuals but also from the social contexts of conditions such as imperialism, racism, sexism, and poverty. The idea of crime as a violation of human rights has become a major theme of critical humanist criminologists. As Quinney and Wildeman note, “The notion of crime as social injury, social harm, or a violation of human rights is, in effect, basic to those who strive to improve the human condition, for it provides the intellectual and practical tools for the reconstruction of society” (1991, 5; see also S. Cohen 1993).


Marxist conflict theorists are furthest away from the view that law should define the content of crime. Instead, they argue that any behavior that causes harm is a crime (Reiman [1979] 2007). Expanding Sutherland’s definition (1949), Michalowski (1985) used the term analogous social injury, which includes harm caused by acts or conditions that are legal but produce similar consequences to those produced by illegal acts. For example, promoting and selling alcoholic beverages and cigarettes (described as “drug delivery systems”), though legal, still produce considerable social, health, and psychological problems. Other substances that are illegal, such as marijuana, may produce less-negative consequences. The insidious injuries produced by the Johns-Manville asbestos company’s knowing exposure of millions to deadly asbestos dust, in spite of the company’s own research evidence that showed asbestos has carcinogenic effects (Calhoun and Hiller 1986), would be a good example of producing “analogous social injury.”


Beyond Consensus and Conflict


Going beyond consensus, pluralist conflict, and critical Marxist theorists, other criminologists have begun to redefine crime more broadly. One such approach has pluralist leanings, but instead of seeing established groups as significant, it sees the situational context and its constituent players as important. Crime is defined as a social event, involving many players, actors, and agencies. Thus, crimes “involve not only the actions of individual offenders, but the actions of other persons as well. In particular, they involve the actions of such persons as victims, bystanders and witnesses, law enforcement officers, and members of political society at large. A crime, in other words, is “a particular set of interactions among offender(s), crime target(s), agent(s) of social control and society” (Gould, Kleck, and Gertz 1992, 4; see also 2001). This broader view of crime highlights the complexities associated with defining crime by recognizing its socially constructed nature.


Another recent reassessment of the definition of crime, which takes into account the total context of powerful relations and the situational context, comes from postmodernist-influenced constitutive criminologists (Henry and Milovanovic 1996, 2001; Arrigo and Young 1996). Postmodernism is a perspective that rejects claims that any body of knowledge is true or can be true. Instead, its advocates believe that “claims to know” are simply power plays by some to dominate others. For example, consistent with the important place given to power, Henry and Milovanovic see constitutive criminology as “the framework for reconnecting crime and its control with the society from which it is conceptually and institutionally constructed by human agents. . . . Crime is both in and of society” (1991, 307). They define crime as an agency’s ability to make a negative difference to others (1996, 104). Thus, they assert, “Crimes are nothing less than moments in the expression of power such that those who are subjected to these expressions are denied their own contribution to the encounter and often to future encounters. Crime then is the power to deny others . . . in which those subject to the power of another suffer the pain of being denied their own humanity, the power to make a difference” (1994, 119).


Perhaps the most dramatic call to expand the definition of crime comes from Larry Tifft and Dennis Sullivan (2001), who argue that the hierarchical structure and social arrangements of society produce harm that evades the legal definition and that these harms must be brought back in. They recognize that doing so will render many contemporary legal modes of production and distribution criminal, as will many of our criminal justice system’s responses to crime, based on the harms that they produce. They call for a “needs-based” system of justice that focuses on the concept of equality of well-being as the objective.


It is clear that criminological approaches to crime have come a long way from the simplistic idea that crime is behavior defined by law. Recent ideas suggest that far more is involved than law. These ideas resurrect the central role of harm, the victim, and the context. Importantly, they even suggest that law itself can create crime, not merely by definition but by its use of power over others. Together, these definitions express the increasingly broad range of conceptions of crime that criminologists now share. Even though the division between consensus and conflict theory is helpful to gain an overall sense of different definitions, it does not present an integrated approach. But there is one attempt to define crime that, with modification, helps us overcome many of the difficulties so far identified.


Hagan’s Pyramid of Crime


From the previous discussion, it is clear that there is little agreement among criminologists about what constitutes crime. One very useful conception of crime was provided by Canadian criminologist John Hagan in his notion of crime and deviance as “a continuous variable” (1977, 1985). Explaining this concept, Hagan notes that rule breaking ranges from minor deviance from accepted standards of behavior, such as public drunkenness or dress-code violations, to highly offensive acts that involve serious harm, such as urban terrorism or mass murder. He defines crime as “a kind of deviance, which in turn consists of variation from a social norm that is proscribed by criminal law” (1985, 49). His definition includes three measures of seriousness, each ranging from low and weak to high and strong.


FIGURE 2.1 Hagan’s Pyramid of Crime
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SOURCE: Hagan 1977, p. 14.


First is the degree of consensus or agreement, the degree to which people accept an act as being right or wrong. All crimes can be ranked on a scale of seriousness between these extremes. Hagan offers as the first measure of seriousness the degree of consensus or agreement about the wrongfulness of an act, which “can range from confusion and apathy, through levels of disagreement to conditions of general agreement” (1985, 49).


A second dimension of Hagan’s approach is the severity of society’s response in law. This may range from social avoidance or an official warning, through fines and imprisonment, to expulsion from society or ultimately the death penalty. Hagan argues, “The more severe the penalty prescribed, and the more extensive the support for this sanction, the more serious is the societal evaluation of the act” (ibid.).


Hagan’s third dimension is the relative seriousness of crime based on the harm it has caused. He argues that some acts, like drug use, gambling, and prostitution, are victimless crimes that harm only the participants. Victimless crimes, or crimes without victims, are consensual crimes involving lawbreaking that does not harm anyone other than perhaps the perpetrator (Schur 1965). Many crimes harm others and some crimes harm multiple victims at one time.


Hagan illustrates the integration of these three dimensions in his “pyramid of crime” (see figure 2.1). On the consensus dimension is the degree of agreement among people about the wrongfulness of an act. On the societal response dimension is the severity of penalties elicited in response to the act. Finally, on the harm dimension is social evaluation of the harm an act inflicts on others. This can range from crimes of violence such as murder or terrorism at the peak down to victimless crimes at the base. Hagan claims:


The three measures of seriousness are closely associated. . . . The more serious acts of deviance, which are most likely to be called “criminal,” are likely to involve (1) broad agreement about the wrongfulness of such acts, (2) a severe social response, and (3) an evaluation of being very harmful. However, the correlation between these three dimensions certainly is not perfect, and . . . in regard to many acts that are defined as crimes, there is disagreement as to their wrongfulness, an equivocal social response, and uncertainty in perceptions of their harmfulness (1985, 50).


Although Hagan goes further than most criminologists in attempting an integrated definition of crime, we believe that his analysis can be improved by adding three more dimensions and by configuring the pyramid display into a “crime prism.”


From Hagan’s Pyramid to the Prism of Crime


We suggest that Hagan’s pyramid is incomplete because it neglects public awareness of crime—that is, the realization that one has been a victim. Crime takes many forms, all of which involve harm, but not all of those harmed necessarily realize they have been victimized. We have already seen that participants in victimless crimes may claim that the criminal label is wrong. In the case of victims of government and corporate crimes, it is often a long time before the victims become aware that they have been harmed, and many never realize it! Thus, we argue that crime can range from being “obvious” or “readily apparent” to “relatively hidden” and, finally, so “obscure” that it is accepted by many as normal, even though it harms its victims (e.g., environmental crimes, racism, and patriarchy). Hagan acknowledges this but does not include the measure of obscurity as one of his dimensions.


A second missing, though implied, part of the pyramid of crime is the number of victims. If only one person is affected by a crime, this is certainly tragic and serious. But this crime is qualitatively different from, say, the deliberate terrorist act of Islamic fundamentalists on 9/11. These two additional dimensions, visibility and numbers harmed, are implied in surveys that depict the perceived seriousness of various acts. Absolute numbers of victims influence a society’s perception as to the seriousness of crime.


A third limitation of Hagan’s pyramid relates to his dimension of seriousness of response. This dimension fails to capture the probability or likelihood that a convicted offender will receive a serious response even when the law sets such a penalty. Crimes of the powerless are far more likely to receive the full weight of the law than are crimes of the powerful.


Another limitation of Hagan’s analysis is its visual structure. The way that it is laid out does not allow other elements (such as the ones we have noted) to be included. The pyramid suggests that crimes for which conflict exists about their criminality are only somewhat harmful. Some crimes may be extremely harmful yet still not be seen as harms by society, perhaps because the media present them in a way that favors the perpetrators. Until recently, this was the case with crimes of gender, such as sexual harassment and date rape, in which the male offender was shown as having poor judgment but not intending harm. It is clear to us that there is not always consensus about the seriousness of such actions as corporate crimes (including pollution from toxic waste, deaths from avoidable faulty product manufacture, and deliberate violations of health and safety regulations). Indeed, the majority of individuals in one recent survey “perceived that white-collar crimes were as serious—if not more so—than street crimes” (Piquero, Carmichael, Piquero 2008, 306). This is in spite of the moderate societal response to such acts and the conflict between interest groups in society over the need for health and safety regulations and whether their violation constitutes a crime.


Crime Prism


To solve the problems with Hagan’s pyramid, we have redesigned the visual structure of this depiction of crime by making it a double pyramid or what we call the “crime prism” (see figure 2.2). A further refinement of this concept appears in Henry and Lanier (1998). In our schema, we place an inverted pyramid beneath the first pyramid. The top pyramid represents the highly visible crimes that are typically crimes of the powerless committed in public. These include crimes such as robbery, theft, auto theft, burglary, assault, murder, stranger rape, and arson. The bottom, inverted, pyramid represents relatively invisible crimes. These include a variety of crimes of the powerful, such as offenses by government officials, corporations, and organizations, as well as crimes by people committed through their occupations, such as fraud and embezzlement, and even some crimes such as date rape, sexual harassment, domestic violence, sexism, racism, ageism, and crimes of hate. These are crimes typically conducted in private contexts, such as organizations and workplaces, that involve violations of trusted relationships (Friedrichs 2009). Together, crimes of the powerless and crimes of the powerful constitute the visible and invisible halves of our prism of crime.


We use the term prism not only because of the visual appearance of the figure. Just as a prism is used to analyze a continuous spectrum, in our case the crime prism can be used to analyze the spectrum of important dimensions that make up crime. We provide new variables: social agreement, probable social response, individual and social harm, and extent of victimization. Each of these varies by degrees, depending on the particular crime in question. The prism, like a lens, also means that two people may view the same act quite differently. For example, a person’s life experiences may cause him or her to have a different worldview. A crime victim may view an act more seriously than would a nonvictim, and age and education have been found to affect perceptions of seriousness (Piquero, Carmichael, Piquero 2008). Our prior exposure to events enables us to filter and view them differently from one another.


Integrating the Dimensions


Now that we have briefly illustrated the dimensions of the crime prism, we will discuss the spatial location of a few examples. Take the earlier example of terrorism.


FIGURE 2.2 The Crime Prism
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Here, crime is obvious, highly visible, extremely harmful, and noncontroversial with regard to the measure of consensus and conflict. Smith and Orvis (1993) indicate that this kind of crime can be horrifying to the sensibilities of virtually all people, though directly harming relatively few (e.g., the Boston Marathon bombing). Societal response and outrage to this type of crime are immediate and pointed. Law enforcement agencies devote all available resources and form special task forces to deal with these crimes. Punishment is severe and can include the death penalty. As a result, such crimes would be placed on the top or very near the apex of the prism, at point a. The more people harmed, the greater the government and social response. If fewer were harmed, and if the act is less visible, then the rank of the crime on the extent of victimization scale moves down.


Toward the middle of the prism, but still in its upper half, are violent acts of individual crime. These are also readily apparent as being criminal. They were traditionally called mala in se, meaning “acts bad in themselves,” or inherently evil; they are universally recognized as being crimes. Crimes of this type would include homicide, rape, incest, and so on. Relatively few people are hurt by each act, yet societal reaction is severe and involves little controversy. Law enforcement considers these crimes its top priority. Sanctions are very severe, ranging from lengthy penal confinement to death. Beneath these come acts of robbery, burglary, larceny, and vandalism, perhaps at location b or c.


At the very center is where social deviations and social diversions would fall. Deviance, the higher placed of the two, includes acts such as public drunkenness and juvenile-status offenses (acts that if committed by an adult would be legal). It should be noted, however, that these are small-scale or low-value violations. Beneath social deviations are norm violations that Hagan calls social diversions of unconventional lifestyles or sexual practices, and so on. These offenses are relatively harmless and are met with confusion or apathy, a lack of consensus about their criminal status, and little formal law enforcement response. These will be located at f on the prism.


As we move into the lower section of the prism, the obscurity of the crime increases. Its harm becomes less direct. Conflict over its criminal definition increases, and the seriousness of society’s response becomes more selective. Acts that have been called mala prohibita are positioned here. Mala prohibita crimes are those that have been created by legislative action (i.e., they are bad because they have been created or legislated as being bad). Mala prohibita definitions of crime necessarily involve a social, ecological, and temporal context. As we have seen, these acts may be criminal in one society but not criminal in another. Likewise, an act that is criminal in one county or state may be legal in another (e.g., prostitution). Such crimes also change over time. Crimes that do not reflect a consensus in society move toward the lower inverted part of the prism. Often, fines and “second chances” are given to violators of these laws. At a lower level, crime is unapparent (hidden) and indirect, yet hurts many people over an extended time period. Prison sentences are rarely given in these types of crimes; the more common sanctions are fines, restitution settlements, censure, and signs of disapproval. Regulatory agencies rather than conventional police agencies are responsible for law enforcement. Unless the offense is made public, corporations and their trade associations often handle these problems through their own disciplinary mechanisms. These offenses will be located at point i on the prism.


At the final level, crimes are so hidden that many may deny their existence and others may argue as to whether they are in fact crimes. Sexism, for example, is an institutionalized type of crime. It is patriarchal, subdued, and so deeply ingrained into the fabric of a society as to often go unnoticed, yet the impact is very influential. The law enforcement community generally scoffs at consideration of these harms as criminal. These acts are rarely, if ever, punished as crimes. Those sanctions that occur generally involve social disapproval (some organized groups will even voice approval) and verbal admonishment, although occasionally symbolically severe sentences are given.


It is clear that a vast range of different crimes can be located on the crime prism. To better understand the prism, attempt to identify some different types of crimes and consider where they would be positioned. In the next section we consider how the prism of crime concept would apply to school violence, a category of crime that covers a wide range of levels and locations on the prism.


Application of the Prism to the Problem of School Violence


In analyzing school violence, the tradition has been to focus on interpersonal violence: students versus students, students toward their teachers, or aggressors against both students and teachers. In terms of our prism, a focus on the visible harms of violence between students would be located in the top half of the prism but fail to recognize the broader dimensions of the crime that extend into the lower levels of the prism. We argue that the complexity of crimes like school violence defies such a simplistic framing. It fails to address the wider context of school violence, the wider forms of violence in schools, and the important interactive and causal effects arising from the confluence of these forces. What is demanded is an integrated, multilevel definition of the problem that will lead to a multilevel causal analysis and a comprehensive policy response that takes account of the full range of constitutive elements (Henry 2009). It is our view that the prism provides us with a conceptual framework to define the full dimensional scope of the problem.


The Paucity of the School Violence Concept


Public analysis of social problems tends to be framed very narrowly. Violence is visible and manifest among school students, so it is assumed that they constitute the scope of the problem. Yet any analysis of school violence that looks at simply one factor, such as human fallibility, gun availability, or cultural toxicity, is in grave danger of missing the wider constitutive elements.


Violence is generally defined as the use of force toward another that results in harm. Simplistic versions limit the concept to “extreme physical force” (Champion 1997, 128; Rush [1994] 2000, 54), which may include intimidation by the threat of force (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1998). Omitted here are several critical elements of harm: (1) emotional and psychological pain that results from domination of some over others; (2) harms by institutions or agencies to individuals; (3) the violence of social processes that produces a systemic social injury, such as that perpetuated through institutionalized racism and sexism; and (4) the “symbolic violence” of domination (Bourdieu 1977) that brings coercion through the power exercised in hierarchical relationships.


In the school context, studies of violence typically refer to student-on-student and student-on-teacher acts of physical harm or interpersonal violence: “Violence refers to the threat or use of physical force with the intention of causing physical injury, damage, or intimidation of another person” (Elliott, Hamburg, and Williams 1998, 13–14). This definition clearly refers to acts located in the upper half of our prism. However, considering the lower half of the prism is suggestive because it draws our attention to other dimensions of the problem that we have described as the hidden crimes of the structurally powerful in society (Henry and Lanier 1998). It also sensitizes us to the symbolic social harms that deny humanity through violating human rights. In the school context, these harms, located in the lower half of the prism, include harms committed by teachers on students and by school administrators on both students and teachers. They also include the organization of schooling when it creates harm to both student creativity and the educational process. Conventional definitions of school violence, located in the upper half of the prism, neglect harmful institutionalized social and educational practices. These include acts and processes of institutionalized racism (Welch and Payne, 2014) and sexism, discrimination, labeling, and tracking (Yogan 2000), authoritarian discipline, militaristic and zero-tolerance approaches to school security (Kupchik and Catlaw 2014, Addington 2014, Rich-Shea and Fox 2014), sexual harassment, and predation—all of which would be located in the lower half of the prism.


For example, gender discrimination has been shown to create harmful effects on female students’ learning experience. When teachers favor male students over females, because of their seemingly extroverted classroom participation, they disadvantage females and oppress their potential development, which can lead to feelings of inadequacy, anger, and long-term depression. Such practices are not defined as violence, but they are symbolically violent with long-term harmful consequences.


Consider, as further examples, a school administration that exercises arbitrary, authoritarian discipline or teachers who “get by” without their best effort and lack commitment to their students’ education, or the message conveyed to students about “trust” and “freedom” of educational thought when we deploy metal detectors, video cameras, identity tags, drug-sniffing dogs, and guards to “secure” that freedom (Kupchik and Catlaw 2014, Addington 2014). This “hidden curriculum” can have a significant negative impact on students’ moral and social development (Yogan and Henry 2000). Yet these strategies are at the forefront of recent discussions of the many school massacres.


At a broader level, consider the harm of inequitable school funding, such that one school will receive better funding due to its location in a wealthy area compared to a school located in a poverty-stricken urban setting. Finally, consider the harm created by celebrating competitive success in sports while condemning academic failure; is it any wonder that “children who do poorly in school, lack educational motivation, and feel alienated are the most likely to engage in criminal acts”? (Siegel 1998, 197–198). And this analysis does not even begin to address how competitive success corrupts the morality of the successful, driving them to win at all costs, regardless of the harm they cause to others in the process.


Toward an Expansive Integrated Concept of School Violence


Since the publication of this book’s first edition in 1998, the term school violence has taken on a whole new meaning. The list of shocking tragedies now referred to as “rampage school shootings” (K. Newman et al. 2004) involving what the media describe as “crazed” killers who turn on their teachers, classmates, and others continues to grow: Columbine High School in Colorado, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Northern Illinois University, Sandy Hook Elementary School in Connecticut. Other tragedies will likely follow. All of them arouse shock and outrage. As we argued above, a critical issue in understanding crime is the role of the media in framing and communicating crime news. News events are now displayed, sometimes in “real time” as they happen, everywhere at once. The media have also contributed to the proliferation of “copycat” crimes. Today’s social media, coupled with globalization, make instant “celebrities” out of the disturbed shooters. Other misguided and troubled youth may identify with the killers. Closely related, some websites have made martyrs and celebrities out of those individuals who shoot up our schools and universities. In addition, we have become somewhat desensitized to these actions due to their frequency. We are no longer as shocked by a school shooting as we were when the Columbine tragedy occurred in 1999.


Because of the omission of these broader dimensions of school violence, we are also missing much of the content and causes of violence in schools. We are blind to the part played by this wider context of violence in shaping the more visible forms of interpersonal physical violence manifested by some students. A more inclusive integrated concept of school violence is necessary. With regard to the perpetrators of harm, the concept of “offender” used for those who exercise the power to harm others, is limiting because it assumes that only individuals offend. Yet harms can operate at many levels, from individual, organization, and corporation to community, society, and nation-state. Further, the exercise of the power to harm, as mentioned earlier, can also be accomplished by social processes—such as sexism, ageism, and racism—that go beyond the individual acts of people. The exercise of power to harm others by some agency or process also takes place in a spatial social context. Even though the term school violence implies that the spatial location is the “school building, on the school grounds or on a school bus” (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1998), such a limited definition denies the interconnections between the school context and the wider society of which it is a part. It ignores the ways in which these acts of violence permeate social and geographical space.


In short, existing fragmented approaches to school violence fail to recognize that what may appear as an outburst in the school is merely one manifestation of more systemic societal problems. These may begin in, or be significantly impacted by, activities in other spatial locations such as households, public streets, local neighborhoods, communities, private corporations, public organizations, national political arenas, the global marketplace, or the wider political economy. As such, the social and institutional space of the school is merely one forum for the appearance of a more general systemic problem of societal violence (Henry 2009).


The Pyramidal Analysis Revealing the Dimensions of School Violence


In this section we will relate school violence to the dimensions of the prism. How does the acknowledgment of multiple dimensions of defining school violence affect our analysis? First is the dimension of the relative seriousness of the crime based on the harm it has caused. Some acts, including alcohol use and truancy, are victimless crimes in that they harm only the participants; others, such as high-profile shootings in schools, harm more than one person at a time, and that pain can extend to the victims’ relatives, friends, and even their community. Second is the degree of moral consensus or agreement as to whether an act is right or wrong that “can range from confusion and apathy, through levels of disagreement, to conditions of general agreement” (J. Hagan 1985, 49). Thus, although there is consensus that drugs should not be in schools, the consensus is much greater against heroin and cocaine than marijuana and against all three compared to alcohol and cigarettes. The third dimension is the severity of society’s formal response. Severity may range from social ostracism by school peers toward their fellow students to informal reprimands by teachers, official warnings, expulsion and exclusion from school, prosecution, imprisonment, and ultimately to the death penalty.


TABLE 2.1 Victimizations Not Reported to the Police and the Most Important Reason They Went Unreported, by Type of Crime, 2006–2010


[image: Victimizations Not Reported to...]


*Rounded to the nearest hundred.


SOURCE: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2006–2010.


As we have seen, school violence takes many forms, all of which involve harm, but not all of those harmed necessarily realize they have been victimized. This relates then to the visibility dimension of the crime prism, which is important because it is partly a reflection of the force of existing legal definitions, themselves shaped by powerful economic, political, and class interests. These interests, in turn, partly reflect the commercial interests of the mass media, which limit their framing of the crime. In part, they reflect the popular culture’s trivialization and sensationalization of direct interpersonal “true crimes” in preference to complex, diffuse social harms and injuries that have become institutionalized, compartmentalized, privatized, and justified via the legitimate goals of the organization.


In light of the pyramid discussion and analysis, an expansive integrated definition and reconception of school violence allow us to reframe our analysis of types of school violence. Types of school violence can be distinguished by the level of their perpetrators within the social structure, and these in turn reflect their positioning at different levels within the prism. Five levels of violence are identified, though the accuracy of the distinction between levels is less important than that the range of levels be addressed:


Level 1: Student-on-student; student-on-teacher; student-on-school.


Level 2: Teacher-on-student; administrator-on-student; administrator-on-teacher; teacher/administrator-on-parents; parent-on-teacher/administrator.


Level 3: School board-on-school/parent; school district-on-school/parent; community-on-school/parent; local political decisions-on-school/parent.


Level 4: State and national educational policy-on-school; state and national juvenile justice policy-on-student; media and popular culture-on-student/administrator; corporate exploitation-on-student; national and state policies on guns and drugs.


Level 5: Harmful social processes and practices that pervade each of the above levels. Here, social processes are the patterns of interaction that over time take on the appearance of a natural order or social reality existing above the individuals whose actions constitute that structure. (Henry 2000, 25–26)


Discussion of school violence tends to be restricted to level 1 and some aspects of level 4. Even within level 1, some important distinctions can be made. In contrast to the excessive discussion of level 1 and some of level 4, there has been virtually no discussion of levels 2, 3, and 5, which, given the interrelations among these types, represents a glaring deficiency.


Causal Implications of the Prismatic Analysis of School Violence


This expansive integrated approach to defining school violence allows us to better identify different types of school violence. But it also raises the question of whether the different levels of violence manifested in the school setting are interrelated. In other words, are the different levels of violence in school causally interrelated, such that invisible institutional violence at the level of, say, administrators and teachers is generative of visible violence among school students? There is growing evidence that lethal school violence is the result of multiple causes. In his book Lost Boys, Garbarino says, “The origins of lethal violence lie in a complex set of influences. . . . No single factor . . . can provide the answer to the question of why kids kill” (1999, 13). Similarly, as Newman and colleagues state in Rampage: The Social Roots of School Shootings, “Any particular episode arises from multiple causes interacting with one another. . . . This approach is useful because . . . it combines elements at the individual, community and national levels, providing a more realistic understanding of how each one contributes to these explosions of rage. Take away any one of these elements, and the shootings . . . would not have happened” (2004, 229). More recently, Muschert maintains, “School shooting incidents need to be understood as resulting from a constellation of contributing causes, none of which is sufficient in itself to explain a shooting” (2007, 68). Most recently, Henry (2009) and Hong et al. (2014) show how the roots of school violence are operative at micro-, meso-, and macrolevels of society.


Therefore, if we are going to comprehensively examine school violence, or any one form of it, such as school shootings, we need an expansive, not a restrictive, definition; we need to see school violence as the outcome of several processes, and we need to look beneath the obvious “factors” to see them as points on a continuum. Although in some senses it is valuable to distinguish between types of school violence, such as the rampage school shootings perpetrated by white male teenagers in suburban and rural communities that target the school as a symbol of the community and the inner-city urban violence that escalates through interpersonal and gang-related disputes over time (K. Newman et al. 2004), it is also important to recognize that these may be different manifestations of a similar confluence of violent and subviolent themes that permeate our society. In Violence and Nonviolence: Pathways to Understanding, Gregg Barak has argued that in spite of clear evidence that violence is cumulatively interrelated across a range of societal levels, most analyses of it are “un-reflexive”:


Since violence takes many forms—individual, interpersonal, family, groups, mass, collective, organizational, bureaucratic, institutional, regional, national, international and structural—it makes sense to study the interrelations and interactions between these. Most analyses of violence, however, tend to focus on one particular form of violence, without much, if any, reflection on the other forms. In turn, these fragmented and isolated analyses seek to explain the workings of a given form of violence without trying to understand the common threads or roots that may link various forms of violence together. (2003, 39)


Although individuals contribute to these interrelated social processes, and analysis of cases of school violence has demonstrated that key factors involve depression and suicidal thoughts, the majority of such offenses have also involved the offender suffering marginalization and bullying over time (K. Newman et al. 2004). Indeed, it is the collective and cumulative repetition of actions by different people that creates harm to others. In the context of school violence, these harm-producing processes comprise not only individual and group actions by other students but also the practices and policies of the school, or what Welsh calls the “school climate” (2000). They can include the policies and practices of school boards and their detrimental effects on school districts and the local politics of communities. At a broader level, the collective actors can operate on the state and national level to include educational policy. Thus, the prismatic definitional framework outlined above suggests that we need to take a much broader approach to examining the causes of school violence. Rather than operating simply on the individual analytic level that looks to psychological and situational explanations for why students act violently, we need to address the context of students’ lives—their families, race, ethnicity, gender, and social class. We need to explore how these dimensions interconnect through social processes to shape and structure human thinking, moral development, and individual choices. We need to examine how these social forces shape school curricula, teaching practices, and educational policies. Thus, at a deeper level, we should be concerned with identifying the ways parents and schools themselves harm the lives of students, and the ways they shape the content of young people’s lives. Finally, at the wider level, we need to examine the ways the culture and the economic, social, and political structure of American society are both reproduced and reproduce harmful processes. Although it may seem that this level has been addressed through the discussions, analysis, and attempt to legislate against “toxic culture,” this is an inadequate approach to macrolevel analysis. Discussion of cultural causes of school violence has focused on the role of violence in the media—in movies, in video games, and on the Internet—and on gun culture. The argument is that cultural violence amplifies young male aggressive tendencies. It devalues humans into symbolic object images of hate or derision, trains youth to use violent skills, celebrates death and destruction as positive values, and provides exciting and colorful role models who use violence as the solution to problems, glorifying the most powerful and destructive performances via news media infotainment. Although these points may be true, it is not enough to simply blame toxic culture for poisoning kids’ minds without also looking at the ways in which corporate America invests in the exploitation of violence for profit that feeds this cultural industry. A macroanalysis of “culture,” therefore, has to connect that culture to the political economy of the society in which it is generated.


Policy Implications of the Prismatic Analysis of School Violence


The use of the prismatic analytical framework to defining crime may allow us to identify the multiple interrelated causes of such violence, but this also has implications for policy and practice. Indeed, it affects the societal response dimension of the prism. Such an analysis is likely to provide for a more comprehensive approach to policy that reaches deeper into the roots of systemic violence than superficial quick-fix responses. It allows us to see the interconnections between different types or levels of school violence and develop integrated policies designed to respond to them. An adequate policy response must be comprehensive, dealing simultaneously with each of the causes identified at each of the levels of definition. It must penetrate the built-in protections of systems that conceal their own practice from analysis and change. It must be reflexive enough to recognize that policy itself can be part of the problem rather than the solution; policy should be self-critical and self-correcting. Although this chapter does not allow us to expand on the immensity of the policy question called for by such an analysis, the question of “dispute resolution” can be indicative in illustrating how a restrictive versus an expansive definition of school violence would operate (see Muschert, Henry, Bracy, and Peguero, 2014).


Dispute Resolution and Restorative Justice


A narrow approach to school-violence-prevention policy would begin by assuming a level 1 definition of the problem. For example, kids are violent in schools because they are taught to use violence to solve their problems or, at best, are not taught nonviolent ways of dealing with conflict. The simplistic restrictive policy response would suggest that dispute-resolution training in techniques of nonviolent problem solving would be appropriate.


In contrast, an expansive definition and an integrated causal analysis would tie the use of violence by students to the use of symbolic and other forms of violence by adults, whether these are parents, teachers, administrators, or politicians. Instead of just implementing such training for students, it would argue for all school personnel, at every level, to undergo and practice nonviolent problem solving. Further, the school organization, curricula, and educational processes would be subject to the same “violence-cleansing” scrutiny to be replaced by what Pepinsky calls “educating for peace” rather than “educating about peace” (2000). Hillyard and McDermott (2014) discuss how both peacemaking and feminist perspectives seek to change “get tough” policies based on domination of some groups by others with restorative approaches in which talking replaces suspension and expulsion.


In short, viewed through the prism of crime, the issue of school violence is not just about kids in schools; it is about the total coproduction of harm in our society by each of its constituent elements. To approach school violence another way is not merely shortsighted, it is to do more violence to those who have already suffered so much pain.


Other Implications


Considering the location of crimes on the prism makes three things apparent. First, the positioning varies over time as society becomes more or less aware of the crime and recognizes it as more or less serious. Second, as our application of the crime prism to school violence has shown, harm created at different levels within an organization and across society is not isolated and unrelated. Rather, it has interrelated and cumulative effects. This means in any analysis of crime we need to be aware of the reciprocal effects of harm production in society and critical of attempts that treat them as isolated instances. Third, the upper half of the prism (Hagan’s pyramid) contains predominantly conventional crimes, or “street crimes,” whereas the lower half of the prism contains the greater preponderance of white-collar crimes, or “suite crimes.” Some have suggested that the characteristic of offenders committing the majority of the former crimes is that they are relatively powerless in society, whereas those committing the majority of the latter hold structural positions of power (Balkan, Berger, and Schmidt 1980; Box 1983). We will conclude our examination of definitions of crime by looking a little more closely at these two broad spheres of crime and what the criminological research about them reveals.


Crimes of the Powerless


Power can be considered in several dimensions, including class, gender, race, and ethnicity (Barak, Leighton, and Flavin 2011). Consider social class as an illustration as captured in Reiman (1979) and Leighton’s book The Rich Get Richer and the Poor Get Prison (2012). The original conception of crimes of the powerless was based on the accumulated evidence from data gathered by the criminal justice system. This showed that those predominantly arrested for conventional criminal activities were from lower- or working-class backgrounds. It seemed clear that these street crimes of theft and personal violence, such as homicide, rape, aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft, were committed by people holding relatively weak legitimate economic and political positions in society. For example, Balkan, Berger, and Schmidt argued that street crime, “conventionally considered the most serious form of crime, is committed primarily by working-class persons” (1980, 340).


But the findings from numerous self-report surveys in which people are asked to anonymously report to researchers the kinds of crimes they actually commit rather than those they are arrested for suggest that this view is inaccurate. Except for the most serious crimes, it was found that the proportions of street crimes committed by middle-class and lower-class youths are similar (E. Currie 1985; Elliott and Huizinga 1983). However, it was further found that the lower-class offender is more likely to be arrested, charged, and convicted by the criminal justice system (Liska and Chamlin 1984; Sampson 1986). Other dimensions of power, such as race or gender, are interlocked with the class dimension and can be subject to a similar analysis. Take race as an illustration. Self-report surveys found that African American and white offense rates were similar except for serious offenses, but African American arrest and conviction rates were higher (Elliott and Ageton 1980; Huizinga and Elliott 1987; Reiman and Leighton 2012). Thus, poor African Americans are more likely to be arrested than wealthy whites.


These findings show the importance of criminological research in shaping our thinking about crime. They suggest that we need to revise our conception of crimes of the powerless. Taking account of these data, the phrase “crimes of the powerless” refers to crimes for which those in relatively weak economic and political positions in society are predominantly arrested. In other words, powerlessness reflects qualities affecting not so much the commission of crimes but the ability to resist arrest, prosecution, and conviction.


Crimes of the Powerful


Crimes of the powerful are those crimes committed by people who are in relatively strong legitimate economic and political positions in society (D. Simon 2002; Reiman and Leighton 2012). Again, let us illustrate the argument on the social-class dimension of power. Such crimes include offenses by those in powerful occupational or political positions, such as business executives, professionals, lawyers, doctors, accountants, and politicians. Here, we see crimes such as insider trading, tax evasion, bribery and corruption, Medicare fraud, price-fixing, pollution, occupational hazards, dangerous consumer products, and so on. Crimes of the powerful include much of what are called white-collar crimes (Sutherland 1949) because of the occupational position of those who carry them out. They are also called “suite crimes” because of where they occur—typically in offices, corridors of power, and corporate boardrooms.


As with crimes of the powerless, it helps to understand the range of crimes committed. These are offenses not only by individuals but also by corporations, organizations, and agencies of government (Ermann and Lundman [1992] 1996; Schlegel and Weisburd 1994) and government policies (Barak 1991). Thus, we need to include the following: (1) corporate crimes such as faulty-product manufacture, dangerous work conditions, price fixing, and consumer fraud; (2) government agency crimes, such as systemic police corruption, subversion of regulatory enforcement, and violence; and (3) state crimes resulting from government policy such as violations of privacy rights, involuntary medical experimentation (e.g., radiation tests on unwitting subjects and the Tuskegee syphilis study), state monopolies and government subsidies, and crimes against other states.


It is also important to note, as with crimes of the powerless, that power shapes not only the opportunity to commit crime but also the ability to resist arrest, prosecution, and conviction: “Crimes committed by the powerful are responsible for even greater social harms than those committed by the powerless. The former have escaped public attention precisely because, given the individualistic political-legal framework of capitalist society, it is difficult to identify and prosecute the persons who are responsible for crimes that take place within organizations” (Balkan, Berger, and Schmidt 1980, 145).


Considering our crime prism, the power of some to influence the government, the law, and the media, to obscure their harms, to resist arrest and prosecution, and to minimize sentences is why such crimes are located in the bottom segment. They are very harmful but obscured, and they harm their victims indirectly and diffusely, often without the victims realizing who the offender is or perhaps even that they have been victimized. The victims of these crimes are blamed for being stupid, careless, or unfortunate (as in the savings-and-loan fraud, injury and death in the workplace, and pollution and food poisoning). Only in recent years has social reaction begun to respond to these offenses and then only feebly, through selective regulatory control rather than criminalization. Until victims are clearly identified, crimes of the powerful are brought to public awareness, and governments are more democratically representative of the people rather than industry lobbyists, the location of these crimes on the crime prism will be low.


TABLE 2.2 Percent of Victimization Reported to Police, by Type of Crime, 2003, 2011, and 2012


[image: Percent of Victimization...]


† Significant change from 2011 to 2012 at the 95% confidence level.


a Includes rape or sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault.


b Includes victimization committed by intimate partners (current or former spouses, boyfriends, or girlfriends) and family members.


c Includes victimization committed by current or former spouses, boyfriends, or girlfriends.


d Includes rape or sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault.


e Includes household burglary, motor vehicle theft, and theft.


SOURCE: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2003, 2011, and 2012.


Summary and Conclusion


We began this chapter by showing the difficulties that exist when trying to define crime. Clearly, one’s definition is ideologically based. In this chapter, we have seen that although harms against others can be quantified, this alone does not enable us to draw conclusions without considerable caution.


We then continued discussing the legal definition of crime and its limitations in accounting for the variability of crime across time and cultures. We looked at how consensus theorists had tied crime to societal agreement about universal morality. We went on to discuss the criticisms of this approach by those who saw division and conflict in society. We saw how conflict theorists disagreed in their ideas about the basis of division in society and how their differences produced definitions of crime highlighting different issues, not least of which is the nature of harm itself.
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