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in Crime

Freda Adler

In 1938, Clifford Shaw of the Chicago school of crimi-
nology published Brothersin Crime,a work whose title
revealed his central focus on male crime. Nearly four
decades later, Freda Adler (1975) signified a break
with this perspective by naming her book Sisters in
Crime. Indeed, her scholarship helped to ensure that
no future generation of criminologists would ignore
gender in the study of criminal behavior.
Adler’s most provocative claim was that the
movement to achieve equality between the sexes
would result in increasing female crime, especially
in domains previously dominated by men. This lib-
eration thesis underestimated the tenacity of exist-
ing gender roles and inequality. Gender differences
in socialization and opportunities were not swept
away; and, in many ways, boys and girls continued
to be raised in different social worlds. Accordingly,
the “new female criminals” that Adler saw gather-
ing on the horizon did not, at least in large num-
bers, materialize (see, however, Alarid et al., 1996).
Adler’s work, however, played a major role in di-
recting the attention of criminologists to the gender
gap in crime and changes in this gap over time. Also,
Adler challenged previous attempts to pathologize
female offenders. Instead, she illuminated the way
in which social experiences shape the life choices,
including the choice of crime, that women make.
She developed the case that the major barriers to fe-
males’ participation in crime are not biological but
social. While later criminologists, especially radical
feminists, may find the specifics of Adlers liberation
thesis problematic, she still deserves much credit
for ushering in a feminist paradigm that shifted

J———

attention away from the supposed abnorygj;,

individual female offenders and toward alaoj
ciation of the social circumstances in which wopre.
are enmeshed (Cullen et al., 2015). e,

Further, it may be premature to dismiss fy,
sibility that long-term changes in gender roles Will?;'
fluence the criminal participation of women, ASfror.
liberation thesis may be untenable, but it is y .
fetched to theorize that the incremental trangfyy,.
tion of gender roles—a transformation that affcs,
social experiences of women across class and |

boundaries—might be implicated in the amount oy
content of women’s criminality. Indeed, several recay
accounts relate female crime to the adoption of nonir:
ditional gender roles and identities—althoughore
these accounts portray female criminals as “lberatf
Rather, they argue that some females assume nls
and adopt identities that allow for crime in certan
situations (e.g., Messerschmidt, 2002; Miller, 200}
In terms of social change, Adler’ Sisters in Crine &
still a “young” book. It will be interesting to revist hr
ideas a half century from now to see if she hasprot
more prophetic than we now imagine.
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en are no longer indentured to the
(-)Tchens, baby carriages, or bedrooms
ld- a. The skein of myths about women
of Ameﬂlcin o the chains have been pried loose,
AVt w%]] be no turning back to the days
o therzmen found it necessary to justify
“'hfm "vtence by producing babies or cleaning
el em/ij]owed their freedom for the first time,
-t by the tens of thousands—have chosen
womenr‘t' th):)se kitchens, and plunge exuberantly
.m[:e;ee formerly all-male quarters of the work-
in
mgIW(t)}rlled,s;zﬁ;e way that women are demanding
equ:] opportunity in fields of legitimate endeavor,
2similar number of determined women are forc-
ing their way into the world of major crimes. o
It s this segment of women who are pushing
into—and succeeding at—crimes which were
formerly committed by males only. Females l'xke
Marge are now being found not onlx r.obbmg
banks single-handedly, but also committing as-
srted armed robberies, muggings, loan-sharking
operations, extortion, murders, and a wide vari-
ey of other aggressive, violence-oriented crimes
which previously involved only men. ...

By every indicator available, female criminals
PPear to be surpassing males in the rate of in-
ease for almost every major crime. Although
makes continue to commit the greater absolute
Mumber of offenses, it is the women who are
“Mmitting those same crimes at yearly rates of
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Increase now running as high as six and sevep
times greater thap, those for males, . ,

In Summary, what we haye described s 4 grad-
ual but accelerating social revolution in which
women are closing many of the gaps, social and
criminal, that haye Scparated them from mep,
The closer they get, the more aljke they look and
act. This is not to suggest that there are no inher.
ent differences, Differences do exist and will be
elaborated later ip thjs book, but it seems clear
that those differences are not of prime impor-
tance in understanding female criminality, The
simplest and most accurate way to grasp the es-
sence of women’s changing patterns s to discard
dated notions of femininity. That js 5 role that
fewer and fewer women are willing to play. In
the final analysis, women criminals are human
beings who have basic needs and abilities and op-
portunities. Over the years these needs have not
changed, nor will they. But women’s abiljties and
Opportunities have multiplied, resulting in a ka-
leidoscope of changing patterns whose fina] con-
figuration will be fatefu] for allof us. . .,

Social Differences

Whatever equality may have existed between
Adam and Eve before the Fall, there was a clear
distinction in their social roles afterward. Adam
was thenceforth required to till the soj] and earn
his bread by the sweat of his brow; Eve was con-
demned to painful childbirth and tota] submis-
sion to her husband. In one august decree, her
reproductive role and social role were established
and fixed. To be a woman, then as now, meant not
just to be a distinctive blend of physiological and
psychological characteristics. It meant and means
that one is perceived differently, treated differently,
responded to differently, and the subject.of differ-
ent expectations. Given the varying social forces
that weigh unequally on the sexes in creatures as
culture-dependent as humans, it seems clear that
the resulting differences in behavior owe more to
wide disparities in social-role than t(? the narrow
differences in physical and psychological makeup.



316 PART VIII: Feminist Th
The answer to the nursery-rhyme question,
“what are little girls made of?” is revealing at
several different levels. The list of ingredients—
“sugar and spice and everything nice’—contains
both a biological theory and a social demand. We
are told, first of all, that little girls are good be-
cause of their inherent structure, and secondly,
that they had better be good if they hope to enjoy
the status of femininity and avoid the social dis-
approval which accompanies deviancy. Little
boys, too, are under social pressure, but of a dif-
ferent kind. They are made of “snakes and snails
and puppy-dog tails”—a combination designed to
contrast mischievously and dynamically with the
inert and saccharine constitution of their female
counterparts. They, too, are saddled with social
and presumed biological imperatives which
compress the wide-ranging human potential for
variation into the narrow confines of social-role
expectation. There is hardly any important in-
dividual or social area—play, personal hygiene,
manners, discipline, dependency, dress, activity,
career, sexual activity, aggressiveness, etc.—which
has not been polarized and institutionalized as a
sex-role difference. While it is true that men have
tended to stigmatize women as a group, deviation
from social standards is even worse—e.g., the “ef-
feminate” man and the “masculine” woman.
Traditionally, the little girl and later the
woman are confined to a low level of noise, dirt,
disorder, and physical aggression. They must
be obedient, dependent, modest about their
bodies, and avoid sex play as well as rough and
tumble competition. But life is not all no-no’s:
for her pains she is allowed to turn more read-
ily to others for gratification, to cry when hurt,
to be spontaneously affectionate, and to achieve
less in school and work. Whatever the natural in-
clination of the sexes may be, society does not
depend on spontaneous acquisition of the profile
it considers desirable: besides identification with
the parent of the same sex, which is probably the
single most important determinant of behavior,
it selects out from the random range of child-
hood activities those certain ones which will be
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accentuated or discarded. The shapin
includes toys—mechanical anq Pfobipm“‘
ing for boys, and soft and nonchallen".\.mh'
gir]s—social structuring, individua] rewgln for
punishments, and the satisfactiong a ol
inherent in conforming to role expectatioamm\y
development of aggressive and depende S J
z i It trai

both of which are considered to be Sex-;elalh’
is a case in point. One research study f"\lndn;i
while aggressive boys become aggressiy, thy
and dependent girls become dependeny wg;‘e
the reverse was true for dependent boys and:&
gressive girls: as they approach maturity, lh.-
reverse themselves and also become aggr,essi?
men and dependent women, respectively, Sim':.
larly, Fhere is a greater overlap of sex-role per
sonality traits when the sibling in a two-chilg
family is of the opposite sex, and this effeq
greater with the younger siblings than with
older ones. Clearly, learning and social pressur
are influential in effecting sex-role expectations
Extending the argument that social roles are
lated to biological processes only indirectly, i
sumably a technology which permitted fathe
to nurture the child could result in a complet
social-role reversal. In a pithy and accurate o
servation, Simone de Beauvoir summed up th
consensus of current thinking when she sit
“One is not born, but rather becomes, a womi’

In the interests of clarity, I have spoken sep
rately of the major physical, psychological, ¢
social characteristics which distinguish wonet
from men, although obviously each molds th¢
final form of the other, both clinically and ‘}F‘
oretically. Investigations of animal behatit
demonstrate, for example, that rat pups whodt
psychologically stimulated develop larger &
presumably smarter brains than those e1‘P"0w
to sensory isolations; a litter born 10 ¢ Vil
status African wild dog is less likely ©© sufm
than one born to a high-status female be:edf
the pups are less well fed and less P“?.sn -
by the pack; the male offspring of lo“(gchﬂ'
baboon females, regardless of their in* i
acteristics, are less likely to becomé 2

shan those born to higb—sta?us females bec;
the latter spend more time in physical pro
ity to the inner circle of dominant males
jearn dominance behavior; and the ovula
cycle of a dove is retarded when a glass part
i placed between her and the rest of the f
and it is stopped altogether if she is isolatec
room, unless there is a mirror. The interdc
dency between biological drive and learn'
described in Konrad Lorenz’s formulatic
the concept of “instinct-training interlo

behavior™: he describes this as a blend

stinctive and learned components, with ir

guaranteeing the readiness for certain ki

Jearning and behavior to occur but expe

shaping its final form.

In summary, females are smaller and ;
than men, they are less stable physiological
produce fewer androgenic hormones, ar
have been socially shaped toward passiv
pendency, and conformity. Men are bigge
ger, more aggressive, achievement-orient
more willing to break rules and take ris
profile of the “normal” male and the “
female is consistent with the traditione
ences which, until the last few decades, t
vailed for their criminal counterparts. 1
the increasing “masculinization” of fem:
and criminal behavior forces us to r
the basis for her previous feminine lir
A common-sense approach, and one fo
even such uncommon men as Freud 2
would suggest that what is natural to t
tﬁ;ﬂi abetg\ferre.d f.rom a factual dgsg
S acz, Ue majority of females thin

- Understandably, this is what

done, and just as understandably it
Wrong, . . .

Female Passivity: Genetic
or Cultural Myth?
1
anb?(:r Past, aggression was thought t
birgh Oically controlled trait. As a m¢
and ongoing internal chemistry
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. stopped altogether if she is isolated in a
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place

dency 4 in Konrad Lorenz’s formulation of
Jescribe t of “instinct-training interlocking
the C?"C,fphe describes this as a blend of in-
behﬂ"for ' d iearned components, with instinct
inctive a.n the readiness for certain kinds of
ara.ntef::g behavior to occur but experience
Jear n,mgits final form.
shalpll:lglmmary, females are smaller and meeker
n

n, they are less stable physiologically, they

ce fewer androgenic hormones, and they
rOdl;, en socially shaped toward passivity, de-
ha::ienecy, and conformit}". Men are bigger, stron-
P ¢ aggressive, achievement-oriented, and
i movglling to break rules and take risks. This
moz “of the “normal” male and the “normal”
L 11: is consistent with the traditional differ-
femas which, until the last few decades, have pre-
fSSZd for their criminal countirparts. Howev.er,
the increasing “masculinization” of female SOC.lal
and criminal behavior forces us. to ‘ree.xar.mne
the basis for her previous feminine limitations.
A common-sense approach, and one followed by
even such uncommon men as Freud and Adler,
would suggest that what is natural to the female
could be inferred from a factual description of
the way the majority of females think and feel
and act. Understandably, this is what has been
done, and just as understandably it has been

wrong. . . .

thanme

Female Passivity: Genetic Fact
or Cultural Myth?

In the past, aggression was thought to be chiefly
3‘bi0]0gically controlled trait. As a matter of their
bith and ongoing internal chemistry, males were
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nals. Women, on the other hand, were thought to
be innately timid, passive, and conformi ng. Their
general failure to be anything but mothers and
housewives was offered as proof of their inability
to be aggressive. ’
Of all the differences between the sexes, only
four—size, strength, aggression, and dominance—
have been implicated in any way with the over-
representation of males in the criminal system,
The first two are biological givens; the other
two are largely, if not entirely, socially learned. L et
us examine them separately. In non-technological
societies, and in earlier periods in industrial so-
cieties, physical strength was often the final ar-
biter of social interaction, but even S0, it was not
the only one. In man as well as in the apes, psy-
chological factors including social manipulation,
ruses, and group alliances were often decisive
for leadership and effective action, In animals as
well as men, the battle did not always go to the
strong nor the race to the swift. But even if jt did,
this edge has been diminished by the technology
of modern weapons. The deadliness of a gun is
not necessarily less dangerous in the hands of a
woman—although some have claimed that her
lack of aggressiveness makes her a very unlikely
and ineffective gunslinger. This is an interesting
assumption because it is a common stereotype
and is grounded in studies of male hormonal in-
fluences on lower animals, which gives it a ring
of biological authenticity. There is much truth
in this, but it is only a partial truth which, when
stretched beyond its limits, conveys a falsehood.
The truth is that in lower animals males are char-
acteristically more aggressive, and this aggression
is so directly linked to male hormones that if the
male is castrated or injected with estrogen (the
female hormone) he will stop fighting. Likewise,
the prenatal administration of testosterone to
pregnant monkeys results in pseudohermaphro-
ditic female offspring who even three years after
birth are more aggressive than normal females.
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Howevt t would be misleading

the equation androgen = aggression

= nonaggression for all but the simples!

least socially developed species. Furthermore,
it cannot be claimed that aggression is the exclu-
sive prerogative of males. Mature female chim-
panzees regularly drive off lower-status males
and any female mammal’s defense of her cubs is
as fierce as it is legendary.

But relevant as this is in establishing that ag-

gression can co-exist with estrogen and can be
unrelated to male hormones in mammals, the
evidence for hormonal-behavioral detachment
is even more compelling in subhuman primates
and men. It is not possible to understand the
behavior of social animals outside the context
of a social situation. For example, an electric
shock applied to an animal in a dominant po-
sition vis-a-vis another will result in an attack;
the same stimulus applied to the same animal
who is in a subdominant position vis-a-vis an-
other will result in cringing, submissive behav-
ior. Likewise, the response of anger vs. fear or
fight vs. flight depends less on the release of spe-
cific chemicals than on whether we perceive the
threatening stimulus, in relation to ourselves,
to be smaller or larger. The human capacity for
abstraction and symbol formulation extends the
range of “size” to include factors only remotely
related to actual mass, so that characteristics
such as wealth, lineage, social connections, skill,
and intelligence may be perceived as “big” and
accorded dominance. In the evolutionary pro-
gression toward higher mammals, there is a de-
creasing dependency between hormones and
behavior, and in humans we find an almost
complete cultural “override” of innate drives and
tendencies. Thus, while status and dominance
appear to be constants throughout the order of
social primates, culture defines which charac-
teristics will be labeled as dominant. Likewise,
the distinctive sex-appropriate behaviors so rig-
idly controlled by hormones in lower animals
have yielded to a rich variety of gender roles in
human societies.

)

In Sex and Temperament iy Three p,
ocicties, Margaret Mead describeq s Ty

ing cultural variations. In one tribe be ey,
acted in the mild, parental, responsive‘ nloth
expect of women; in a second, both ¢ a
in the fierce initiating fashion we eXpectgf 8
in a third, the men were chatty, wore Cu01f My
went shopping in the manner of oy stere ; 5,
women, while the women were thej, unad (!
managerial, energetic partners. She Con:lme
that sex roles were “mere variationg of hu
temperament, to which the members of eml:
both sexes may, with more or less Success _uifm
case of different individuals, be educateq E
proximate.” She also concluded that regardes,
what social role the male plays, it i g tﬁf
lead. :

Regardless of what his characteristic behari
may be and even when it is imitative of "femj[-
nine behavior;” it is considered high statys Whey
he adopts it. While historically and universqly
is indeed a man's world, it does not folloy
modern industrial man is innately more dgy;.
nant than modern woman. It could be argued
that the equalizing effects of a technologey
civilization like ours is without historical panl
lel and that the universal dominance of men my
have resulted more from the institutionalizis
of man's superior strength than from any inna
feminine submissiveness.

Ny
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Western history is replete with examples o
women who have risen above their culr! |
stereotype to become leaders of vigor and &
claim. Nor has their reign or tenure in off¢ |

been particularly noteworthy for its tranqui
peacefulness, or lack of aggressive adventue

all characteristics of their countrywomen in fhe |

social role of housewife. These women hate.

fact, displayed a remarkable talent for ruthles |

and highly aggressive leadership. For insi®
few world leaders have ever been so rend"™

for their tyrannical, belligerent ruleas thﬁEﬂEllzi
queens. One can still be stirred by the picturt

Elizabeth I attired with her gold crown a{ld‘hﬁ'
ing breastplate, mounted on a white stallion,

oving lik “, fwcdnging atn%ilbthrough her .
twenty O ousan bminq l1 ury;. . .Cleo
O ancient [.zypt, a biological woman'’s wom;

standards, was known for her shrewd p
2;‘1 manipulations anc.i insatiable appetite fo;
itary cOnquests; Maria Theresa was the foy
of the modern Austrian state; the Russian
ress Catherine, ufho m.othered a dozen
dren during her rel.gn,.stlll found time to a
ever-widening territories and s.eek new ar
o defeat. In Lh? present Qay, it is notew:
that the two major count.rles with female r
pave both been at war within the last few
[ndira Gandhi of India and Golda Meir of -
have shown no timidity—each, in wars acros
porder, has wielded political and military r
as effectively as any man. Of course, such we
as these who have risen to national leade
possess extraordinary characteristics whict
tinguish them from the mass of women—an
mass of men, for that matter. The very caf
and drive for ascension through a male
involved a selection process which would
discouraged weaker women. Notwithstar
their small numbers, the resoluteness and
tude of such women challenge the myth of iy
female passivity. On a broader scope, anc
which encompassed more ordinary women
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itary €0 qd n Austrian state; the Russian Em-
of the modern -

Catherine, W mothered a dozen chil-
ress (A her reign, still found time to annex
dren d.L:in?ligng territories and seek new armies
ever-Wice In the present day, it is noteworthy
to defeat vo major countries with female rulers
e the;?been at war within the last few years:
have b(gandhi of India and Golda Meir of Israel
Indlrah wn no timidity—each, in wars across her
B (})135 wielded political and military might
border,tively as any man. Of course, such women
as effece who havé risen to national leadership
. thzz extraordinary characteristics which dis-
t'OSSeiSh them from the mass of women—and the
mg;lof men, for that matter. The very capacity
;]::js drive for ascension throug}} a male world
imvolved a selection process which Would hfave
discouraged weaker women. Notwﬂhstandmg
their small numbers, the resoluteness and. forti-
tude of such women challenge the myth of innate
female passivity. On a broader scope, and one
which encompassed more ordinary women, was
the female incursion into criminal areas, previ-
ously considered male, during World War II. In
law-enforcing as well as law-breaking, it would
appear that social position and social-role expec-
tations are more important than sex in determin-
ing behavior.

During the early 1940s, the mobilization of
males from the civil to the military sector resulted
in the necessity for a large number of women to
fil positions previously held by men. And fill
them they did, in a way not altogether anticipated.
Ithad been known and expected that lesser men
Wfen ise to the stature of a role thrust on them
b)'CirCUmstance. It should not have been surpris-
:?g, therefore, that “Jesser men” who happen to be

“men would do the same thing. What was most
Portentoys, however, about this vocational shift
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was not _that women could assume men’s jobs,
but Ehat in doing so they could also presume to
mens social roles. One need not look to psycho-
logical theories to explain the enthusiasm with
\yhich women embraced men’s esteemed posi-
tions. Their own, as housewife and playmate, had
been eroding for years and a desperately labor-
short male establishment had further devalued
it in the interests of national defense, as some-
thing akin to indolence, if not disloyalty. “Rosie
the Riveter,” symbol of the women working for
the war, was proclaimed a heroine in song and
style by a grateful country. As the residence of
female status shifted from the home to the office
or factory, a trip that men had made long before,
the American woman accommodated S0 conge-
nially to the change that few people at the time
challenged her credentials to perform. However,
many were concerned that she was not just com-
muting to her new-found roles but might settle
down to stay. In unprecedented numbers women
crossed the sex-role line in their jobs and in their
crimes during the war years, 1940 to 1945, In that
period, the crimes committed by women almost
doubled in number and even began to assume
the same patterns as male crime. The trend
peaked in 1945 and declined rapidly after the war
with the return of men to their jobs, but it could
never be the same. Women were now urged to act
more like women by a male establishment which
wanted to return to the position it had tempo-
rarily (it hoped) vacated. But in social evolution
as in biological evolution, there is no easy road
back, especially since in a very profound sense
the women could not go home again. Labor-
saving household appliances and the denigra-
tion of the domestic work ethic they conveyed
rendered her old position untenable. In addition,
there was a shift in the male attitude. Men were
seeing women as worthy rivals and feeling con-
siderably less charitable and more competitive
toward them. Furthermore, in a world grown too
full of people, even the once sacrosanct status
of motherhood was beginning to bear ““haPPY
resemblances to overproductive pollution. With
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zero population as a national goal and household
drudgery an accepted epithet, where was the
woman to go? The road back was blocked, and
':vhlle the road forward was not completely open
1t was now more accessible than ever before.

The pressure was all for discarding the separate-
but-equal provisions of the old social contract and
opting for a chance to compete in the same field
and under the same conditions as men. Unfortu-
nately, the men were not as ready for this change
as the women. Psychoanalysts, long accustomed to
the futile penis envy of women, were now talking
about breast envy and womb envy, an example of

male jealousy toward women almost unheard of
in Freud’s day.

While women proceeded to widen their social
and criminal roles, many men, especially middle-
and lower-class men, who had the least ground to

yield in the status hierarchy, resisted in every way
they could. . ..

Gender Equality and Crime

The old ways do indeed die hard, not only be-
cause we need our stereotypes and our subdomi-
nants, but also because cognitive systems tend to
become security blankets to which we cling most
tenaciously just when we are most threatened. It
is perhaps for these reasons that the coming of
age of the Western woman was not forecast by
the behavioral scientists who should have known,
but instead it caught us unawares and overtook
our comfortable prejudices with a fait accompli.
While most were predicting that it was impos-
sible and many were arguing that it wasn't hap-
pening, it had already occurred. It is tempting to
think no deeper than an apparent fact,and it must
be admitted that the “facts” of female inferiority
were apparent to all who could read the figures
that supported them. It did not seem productive
to search out the reasons behind the figures. They
were self-evident because they confirmed what
we already knew about the natural superiority of
men. If it were otherwise, we surely would have
been told by this time. But, indeed, we were being

rising ﬁgures were 'mtrud'mg not o
liefs but on the mores which sup!
first, the rising crime rates were
parition, a mirage; at first, they were dismisseq and common i |
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cal juncture of history, realizing their yo\en&a\
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Everything we know about the history of womgy
and everything we see about her current behay.
ior tells us that her past limitations as a worker
and law-breaker have been largely, if not entirely,
the result of her physical weakness and the cil- |
tural institutions which derived from that fa,

g L

Save only her inferiority in size and strengfh,her ‘ Diacy
differences from men are just that, differences. \ 1.How do you !
Some confer an advantage, others a disadvan- \ ment and th
tage, depending on the particular culture. In our \ were occurrl
own, given her education, aspirations (these, too, Adler's ideas
have been liberated), freedom from unwanted ters in Crin
pregnancies, healthy assertiveness, and access o 2. What is t©
labor-saving devices, including guns, she shares relate to A
the same fortunate or unfortunate criminogenic female cr

qualities as men.
1 have not contended here that women
equal fo men, simply that they are potentially
the equal of men. There are many differences
which we have described and no doubt moe
will be discovered, but all evidence points 1©
two complementary conclusions: First, the sm
natural differences between the sexes \\a?:e \)eet\s
polarized and institutionalized in special l\%‘i‘-
by different cultures to produce 2 genlder disp ps \
ity which reveals more about emotional !\f\)\\\-
of the society than about the innate poss % \
ties of the individual. And second, wl\\ex\ vaeg *
strength between the sexes are d\scom\em&
technology, as they have been within the ran
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sors of Lombrogo to theing Gender into Criminol-
into modern times, the seark: Oxford University
female criminality haye focuseq,
with scant heed to her sociology, V, Samantha R.
recently recognized that the clothes of sc0f Delin-
€Xpectations not only make the man, theyVilcox
form the woman. al
Evenifitis established that humans have innate
biological drives, and even if it were confirmed
that females have a different biogrammar (i.e., a
behavioral repertoire of signals) from males, the
social forces which impinge on her from without
would still be decisive for her conformist as well
as her deviant behavior. In the profoundest evo-
lutionary sense, the social factors which sustain
and suspend us also create our destiny, and biol-
0gy must follow where society leads.

gasto B0 L0

Discussion Questions

. How do you think that thc? Women'’s Mo}\]/e-
‘ment and the correspopdmg changes that
were occurring in Amerl'can society affectfed
Adler’s ideas on female crime as she wrote Sis-

in Crime? :
7::’r}ialfis the liberation thesis? qu does this
mrelate to Adler’s views about the “rise of a new

. . »
female criminal”?

3. Why did Adler argue that biology is not the
main cause of female behavior, including
female criminality?

4.Think back to your own childhood and
teenage years. How might the socialization
practices that you witnessed while you were
growing up be related to why the criminal be-
haviors of males and females differ?




25. A Feminist T

b

heory of Female

Delinquency

Meda Chesney-Lind

“There is considerable question,” notes Meda
Chesney-Lind (1989: 10), “as to whether existirltg
theories that were admittedly developed to explain
male delinquency can adequately explain female
delinquency” But why is this necessarily the case?
After all, if strain, control, or social learning are
general causes of crime, might we not expect that
the sources of female criminality would be the same
as those of male criminality? In Chesney-Linds
view, however, such thinking renders gender so-
cially irrelevant and behaviorally inconsequential.
Yet gender is a master status in virtually every
social interaction—a salient factor that provides
meaning to and structures for behavioral options.
As a result, growing up in the United States (and
elsewhere), girls and boys have different experi-
ences, they react to their experiences differently,
and they are reacted to differently by those secking
to control them. Gender thus provides the ongoing,
day-to-day contact through which crime is caused
and accomplished.

The most defining feature of gender roles is
“patriarchy.” But it is precisely here that tradi-
tional theories of crime are most wanting. Be-
cause they were largely constructed to explain
male criminality, the values and power relations
ir?hercnl in male domination simply are never
given any causal consideration. In methodological
terms, one might say that traditional theories are

SAGE Publications, Inc. Journals, from Crime and Del; '
) S, and Delinquency: Girls' Crime : 's Place: a Feri s
o Dl et L i B & 1‘]0_“ yl Girls’ Crime and Women's Place: Toward 3

ance Center, Inc.

“misspecified”: they leave out a key explay
variable—not merely women or gender butawn
it means to be a female. ol
When patriarchy is used to inform ong;
nological analysis, however, the special Palhwr::
that girls take into crime are suddenly illuminaréz
An important feature of the “patriarchal oy,
from which female delinquency flows, o,
Chesney-Lind, is that girls are vulnerable to .
cal and sexual abuse. Faced with constant gy,

females can do little to fight back again iy,

dominant male abusers. One option is to runay,

Here, however, they face a second manifestafione
patriarchy: They are defined as “runaways’ o

as sexually “promiscuous.” According to Ches
Lind, criminal justice agencies have traditin’
sought to criminalize the behavior of thes: gt
They have played a role in tracking down thers

aways and returning them to the very honst

which the victimization had transpired.
Facing extensive physical and sexual vii*

ization at home and with little hope of prote®®

from the state, girls find escape in the e

Their quest for survival, however, Jeads fo o
of petty theft and panhandling. But patrart’

reproduced on the streets as well. Their &%

is another means of survival, and thus lhz)'ry‘
As Chesni®

being lured into prostitution.
(1989: 24) notes, these girls have ittle else 0"
ot

9-27.1 % 0 Cop\'ri!.h‘(“'
, 1960; permission conveyed throug )
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{1857;18 poteilfi“[ we ’{1(‘35 of feminist theories
. not what they include but what they exclude,

l minist scholars risk committing the sqpme mis-
e'e gs the criminologists they rightly crificiz by
gt dismissing—often on a Prtori, ideological
sit nds—theories they do not like. By calling per-
‘ ggtives “nale-centered” and ignoring the related
p arch studies, they are free to neglect the causal
rfS ance of conditions that have been shown
;I,f,;irica”)’ to aﬁut not only l?oys’ but also girls’
Jelinquency. Traditional theorzfs thus are usefy]
in identifying factors that may, In varying degrees
and in unique ways, play a role in the crime anq
felinguency of females (Agnew, 2009; De Coster
o al,, 2013; Heimer and De Coster, 1999),

Even so, Chesney-Lind has shown the valye of

using @ feminist perspective to study delinquency
(see also Chesney-Lind, 2015). Shfz has demarcated
a pathway into crime—rooted in gender-related
power inequities and the physical/sexual abuse girls
endure—that would not be apparent without the
lens of gender and patriarchy. Feminist theories are
essential, therefore, because they force criminologists
to take seriously the position that, however over-
lapping their experiences might be, boys and girls
reside in different worlds that are circumscribed by
the broader patriarchal system. Gender affects so
much in our lives; the notion that crime would be

the exception is, on its face, difficult to sustain.
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S

here is considerable question as to whether

existing theories that were admittedly devel-
oped to explain male delinquency can adequately
explain female delinquency. Clearly, these theo-
ries were much influenced by the notion that
class and protest masculinity were at the core of
delinquency. Will the “add women and stir ap-
proach” be sufficient? Are these really theories of
delinquent behavior as some (Simons, Miller, and
Aigner, 1980) have argued?

This article will suggest that they are not.
The extensive focus on male delinquency and
the inattention to the role played by patriarchal
arrangements in the generation of adolescent
delinquency and conformity has rendered the
major delinquency theories fundamentally inad-
equate to the task of explaining female behavior.
There is, in short, an urgent need to rethink cur-
rent models in light of girls’ situation in patriar-
chal society.

... This discussion will also establish that the
proposed overhaul of delinquency theory is not,
as some might think, solely an academic exercise.
Specifically, it is incorrect to assume that be-
cause girls are charged with less serious offenses,
they actually have few problems and are treated
gently when they are drawn into the juvenile jus-
tice system. Indeed, the extensive focus on dis-
advantaged males in public settings has meant
that girls’ victimization and the relationship be-
tween that experience and girls’ crime has been
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systematically ignored. Also missed has been the
central role played by the juvenile justice system
in the sexualization of girls' delinquency and the
criminalization of girls' survival strategies. Finally,
it will be suggested that the official actions of the
juvenile justice system should be understood as
major forces in girls oppression as they have his-
torically served to reinforce the obedience of all
young women to demands of patriarchal author-
ity no matter how abusive and arbitrary. . ..

Toward a Feminist Theory
of Delinquency

To sketch out completely a feminist theory of
delinquency is a task beyond the scope of this
article. It may be sufficient, at this point, simply
to identify a few of the most obvious problems
with attempts to adapt male-oriented theory to
explain female conformity and deviance. Most
significant of these is the fact that all existing
theories were developed with no concern about
gender stratification.
Note that this is not simply an observation
about the power of gender roles (though this
power is undeniable). It is increasingly clear that
gender stratification in patriarchal society is as
powerful a system as is class. A feminist approach
to delinquency means construction of explana-
tions of female behavior that are sensitive to its
patriarchal context. Feminist analysis of delin-
quency would also examine ways in which agen-
cies of social control—the police, the courts, and
the persons—act in ways to reinforce woman's
place in male society (Harris, 1977; Chesney-
Lind, 1986). Efforts to construct a feminist model
of delinquency must first and foremost be sensi-
tive to the situations of girls. Failure to consider
the existing empirical evidence on girls'lives and
behavior can quickly lead to stereotypical think-
ing and theoretical dead ends.

An example of this sort of flawed theory build-
ing was the early fascination with the notion that
the women’s movement was causing an increase
in women’s crime; a notion that is now more or

Jess discredited (Steffensmeier, 1980; Gor,

A more recent example of the same sory 0{ tl}? .
ing can be found in recent work on the « ink,
control” model of delinquency (Hagan, Sif:‘ver.
and Gillis, 1987). Here, the authors speculy Son,
girls commit less delinquency in part b:cl Al
their behavior is more closely controlleq ba 5
patriarchal family. The authors’ Promising bYe l, ¢
ning quickly gets bogged down in a very hmglin.
definition of patriarchal control (focusing oy td
rental supervision and variations in power with-a‘
the family). Ultimately, the authors narrgy fsn
mulation of patriarchal control results in fheri-
arguing that mothers’ work force parlicipano;
(particularly in high-status occupations) leags 1,
increases in daughters’ delinquency since the,
girls find themselves in more “egalitarian families

This is essentially a not-too-subtle variationg;‘

the earlier “liberation” hypothesis. Now, mother;
liberation causes daughter’s crime. Aside fron
the methodological problems with the study (eg,
the authors argue that female-headed households
are equivalent to upper-class “egalitarian” fani
lies where both parents work, and they measu
delinquency using a six-item scale that contains
no status offense items), there is a more funds
mental problem with the hypothesis. Thereisno
evidence to suggest that as women's labor forc
participation has increased, girls' delinquency
has increased. Indeed, during the last decad:
when both women's labor force participatio
accelerated and the number of female-headel
households soared, aggregate female delinquency
measured both by self-report and offical statis
tics either declined or remained stable (Ageto™
1983; Chilton and Datesman, 1987; Federd
Bureau of Investigation, 1987).

By contrast, a feminist model of delinquencf
would focus more extensively on the few pieces
of information about girls’ actual Jives and ¢
role played by girls’ problems, including tho%
caused by racism and poverty, in their dfhf"
quency behavior. Fortunately, a considerablé h‘l'
erature is now developing on girls'lives and muc
of it bears directly on girls crime.

Crimi salizing Girls’ Surviy,

e long b _,M.”‘m?de?rstoo‘d that a majo
¢ presence in juvenile courts was
for gl;eir arents insisted on their arres
that t ears, conflicts with parents wer
ol ' ost significant referral source; in 1
;4% of the girls who appeared in cour!
prough 1930 were referred by parents.
Recent national data, while slightly
ity also show thz}‘t girls are more li}
" ferred 10 court.b)i sources other tha
forcement agencies (which would inc
ents). In 1983, nearly a quarter (23%) «
put only 16% of boys charged with delis
fenses Were referred to court by non-la
ment agencies. The pattern among yout
for status offenses (for which girls are
sented) was even more pronounced. We
(56%) of the girls charged with these of
45% of the boys were referred by sot
than law enforcement (Snyder and
1987, p- 21; see also Pope and Feyerher
The fact that parents are often cos
two standards of adolescent behavior it
nation for such a disparity—and one
not be discounted as a major source
even in modern families. Despite e
to the contrary, gender-specific s
patterns have not changed very mu
is especially true for parents’ relatio
their daughters (Katz, 1979). It appe:
parents who oppose sexism in gene
comfortable tampering with existin
an.d “do not want to risk their childrc
lt’::lﬁts” (Katz, 1979, p. 24). Clearly,
notil:):sto z}lcllhere to and enforce the:
betweenw; ; contmue.: to be a sourc
explanatig rls and. thler elders. Anotk
_ on for girls’ problems with
which has received attenti lyi
Years, is the probl on .0 il
soking s P.F em of physical and
i abuP:C! l.ca.lly at the problem
o e, it 1s.mcreasing]y clear
a particular problem for
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Todd R. Clear

It seems reasonable to suppose that imprisoning
offenders would reduce crime and that commu-
nities with the highest proportion of imprisoned
offenders would experience the largest reductions
in crime. Conservative criminologists and policy-
makers have made this claim. Dilulio (1994: 15),
for example, stated that “no group of Americans
would stand to benefit more from policies that keep
convicted felons, adults and juveniles, behind bars
for all or most of their terms than crime-plagued
inner-city Americans and their children.” In the se-
lection below, however, Todd Clear makes the op-
posite argument.
Clear contends that the very high rates of incar-
ceration that characterize many disadvantaged,
largely African American communities increase

single-parent families, it reduces parentq] supersi
sion, and it removes parental role models, The hj“;l
rate of incarceration also creates economic prfb
lems; there are fewer employed residents i, M,
community, both because many people are im:_
cerated and because those with prison records gy,
trouble finding decent employment upon fi;
release. Also, the money spent on prisons meg;

|

there is less money to invest in local commupitiss \

including money for schools and jobs. Finally, i,
high rate of incarceration reduces both respect for
the legal system and levels of political participa-

tion. Many residents, in fact, are unable even to

vote because of their criminal records.

All of these effects reduce levels of control. Par-

|

mixed results (see (.?l'ear: 2007; Lynch and sqy,
04). Some studies indicate t'hnt high rates of
:.(,ycerﬂli"" increase commu'mry crime rates, v
sther studies find {h_c opposite. These mixed res
reflect the fact that it is very difficult to accyr,
sstimate the effect of incarceration on commy
crime rates. One must take account of the fact
community crime rates may affect incarcer,
rates and that both incarceration rates angd
\munity crime rates may be influenced by the
third variables, such as poverty (see the 4
sion in Clear, 2007: 166-174). These thin
not easily done. Nevertheless, Clear gives w
reason to question what to many is a straj,
ward proposition: if you lock up a lot ofoﬁ
from @ community, that community will
ence a reduction in crime.

Clear concludes his selection with som.
recommendations. He describes how w
reduce the incarceration rate and thereby
the negative effects of high incarceration
communities. As an alternative to incar
he recommends a form of “‘community jus

ents are less able to effectively supervise their chil-
dren, teach them that crime is wrong, and insil
self-control. Likewise, adults in the communiy \
are less able and/or willing to exercise control ovr
one another. If the adults are not imprisoned, ihe
are struggling with economic problems, have littl
‘stake in conformity” or investment in comer
tional society, and are weakly attached to or ¢!
hostile toward the legal system. Further, they i
unable to secure resources from the larger commi-
nity, such as money for better schools. High rates
incarceration, in short, are a major source soc
disorganization in the community (see PartIl)

is quite similar to the restorative justice .

advocated by Braithwaite and others (se

and Chapter 19). Community justice,

| also involves efforts to strengthen the
fam.ilies and neighborhood groups to e.
]feclxve control. For example, it involves
improve local school systems.

An important development could
eﬂects. of coerced mobility: for the pasi
5}::;‘/1‘73211580?. populations have stopped g
mi”ionC};rllte}c‘lfrom around 2.3 million
oy de 1314gll these developments
i ”;gmi:geo?s not believe that they
ity ”eighbor"[l]:;c)t;‘(y‘nmss incarcerati

as. Two reasons und

Sessmey i
1t. First 3
slow, , the

the crime in those communities. Clear does not
deny that incapacitating offenders stops some
crime, although he claims that the incapacitation
effect is small. He argues, however, that very high
rates of incarceration increase community crime
rates for several reasons—and this increase out-
weighs the reduction in crime that results from
incapacitation.

Clear notes that in some highly impoverished
communities, as many as one-fifth of all adult
men are incarcerated on any given day. This is said
to disrupt families. For example, it leads to more

. . . eig) Y‘\L‘
Reprinted from Todd R. Clear, Imprisoning Communities: How Mass Incarceration Makes Disadvantaged I\'L‘Ahb"'hu

Sinall decline in prison
Worse. Copyright © 2007 by Oxford University Press; reprinted by permission. all, and Inconsistent across
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e a reduction in crime.
(lear concludes his selection with some policy
wommendations. He describes how we might
e the incarceration rate and thereby reduce
the negative effects of high incarceration rates on
ammunities, As an alternative to incarceration,
lerecommends a form of ‘community justice” that
isquite similar to the restorative justice approach
iocated by Braithwaite and others (see Part VI
ad Chapter 19). Community justice, however,
o imvolves efforts to strengthen the ability of
fimilles and neighborhood groups to exercise ef-
ive control. For example, it involves efforts to
mprove local school systems.
"f/? ;}Nportanl dcvc"/t'meent could impact the
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iy from around 2.3 million to around 2
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" negatiye effect ieve that t ey will reverse
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o . Tu'q reasons underlie this as-
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Zwa}rcerat'ion has not w'orsem’d, but it remains the

ep mt{l in the correctional room. Second, given
t(ze racial disparities baked into the criminal Jus-
tice System, the effect of incarceration will still be
experienced most deeply by impoverished com-
munities (see Clear and Frost, 2020). Still, should
long-term decreases in imprisonment be sustained
and 'be buttressed by other community reforms, the
possibility of reversing the criminogenic effects of
coerced mobility could be possible.
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Prison populations have grown mostly
through society’s locking up ever-increasing
numbers of young men, especially black men,
largely from impoverished places. The concen-
tration of imprisonment of young men from dis-
advantaged places has grown to such a point that
it is now a bedrock experience, a force that affects
families and children, institutions and businesses,
social groups and interpersonal relations. With
its isolation of people from poor places, incar-
ceration does more damage than good, including
increases in crime. In this way, incarceration has
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become part of its own dynamic. Imprisonment
has grown to the point that it now produces the
very social problems on which it feeds. It is the
perfect storm.

: Uninformed public sentiments and prac-
ticed political interests have created a malignant
foundation for our crime-prevention policy.

Legislative changes lean only in the direction of

ever-growing punitiveness, drawing more and
more young people—especially black men—into
the systen’s clutches. The system clutches them;
indeed, people who get caught up in the penal
system stay there longer, are subjected to more
controls, and suffer a greater chance of failure
than ever before in history. Faced with this situa-
tion, policy makers think only of becoming more
strict and more punitive, more damaging, for an
ever wider range of misbehaviors, drawing into
the storm an ever larger group. As that group
grows, the ripple effects of the damage also grow,
crossing the social networks of those poorer
communities and extending into future genera-
tions. Crime goes up, crime goes down; yet in a
weirdly disconnected fashion, prison populations
increase regardless. . . .
This chapter makes four central points:

« The extraordinary growth in the U.S. prison
system, sustained for over 30 years, has had,
at best, a small impact on crime.

« The growth in imprisonment has been con-
centrated among poor, minority males who
live in impoverished neighborhoods.

« Concentrated incarceration in those impov-
erished communities has broken families,
weakened the social-control capacity of par-
ents, eroded economic strength, soured atti-
tudes toward society, and distorted politics;
even, after reaching a certain level, it has in-

creased rather than decreased crime.

« Any attempt to overcome the problems of
crime will have to encompass a combination
of sentencing reforms and philosophical
realignment.
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punishment establish a surprisingly low ceiling for
the potential deterrent power of a prison sentence.
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went to prison has an increased, rather thana de-
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the weakness of the deterrent effect of the sanction
The limited capability of prisons to prevent
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lingto kmose among whites” (p. 80). “It follows” he added,
LR “that we need not study Negro boys to determine
g hie causes of their delinquency” (p. 80).
) fully ac- the ca . :

In a way, the view that the causes of crime are
af. alhper “eneral’—the same for everyone—rather than
ation of all gt ‘ it Lt

“uce-specific” has important 1deolgglcal implica-
nd not just tions. As espoused by Hirschi in his day, the gen-

ity perspective represented a rejection of racist
theories that attributed minorities’ illegalities to
their inherent intellectual and moral inferiority.
Essentially, people are people, and they offend for
the same reasons.

James Unnever and Shaun Gabbidon, however,
wgie that the generality view is partially—and
mportantly—mistaken. They agree that the causes
W African Americans’ and whites’ crime are often

the “ame. For example, abusive or ineffective par-

ling will increase the risk of offending regardless

"é“b)’?ungster's race or ethnicity. But Unnever and

“(;“t’eldl"“ point out that African Americans and
Hhavea fundamentally different lived reality.
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As members of historically oppressed minority

group, blacks are perpetually at risk of confront-
ing majority group members who harbor prejudice
and act toward them in q discriminatory way.
They must overcome implicit and explicit negative
racial stereotypes that can devalue their personal
identity. And they must negotiate a criminal jus-
tice system that they perceive as unjust—a system
whose officials stop and frisk them even when they
are doing nothing wrong and that disproportion-
ately imprisons and disenfranchises them (Alexan-
der, 2010; Tonry, 2011).

Theoretically, Unnever and Gabbidon present a
model that is consistent with Agnew’s (2006) gen-
eral strain theory (see Chapter 14). Growing up,
African American youngsters—some more than
others—encounter the strain of “being treated in
a negative manner by others” (Agnew, 2006: 19).
Because this strain is unjust, it is especially likely
to generate negative emotions, such as anger, that
can lead to crime (p. 62). General strain theory
recognizes, however, that not everyone responds to
strain by breaking the law. Instead, there are fac-

tors that condition this response and determine
whether an individual engages in criminal or non-
criminal coping.

Importantly, Unnever and Gabbidon address
this issue of why only some African Americans

f Taylor and Francis Group LLC Books, from A Theory of African American Offending: Race,
James D. Unnever and Shaun L. Gabbidon, 2011; permission conveyed through Copyright Clearance
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respond to racial oppression through a criminal
adaptation. The key to unlocking this mystery, they
argue, is understanding the nature of racial social-
ization. In brief, parents of black children face the
extra burden of teaching their children how to cope
with diverse life experiences when, due to their race,
they are devalued and mistreated. Those who ra-
cially socialize their offspring effectively equip them
with the skills to negotiate a world that, at times, is
hostile. But some parents do not address this issue
or teach their kids to cope by mistrusting whites and
by responding to perceived injustices with defiance.
This approach tends to foster negative emotions
and to weaken social bonds to conventional (white)
institutions—both factors that place youngsters at
risk for sustained criminal offending.

In summary, Unnever and Gabbidon reject gen-
eral theories of crime and call upon scholars to take
seriously that African Americans and whites live
in an America that has both a shared reality and
a racially specific reality (see also Unnever et al,
2019). They argue that race matters, and that it is
nonsensical to assume that being a person of color
is unrelated to the quality of one’s life experiences,
emotions endured, and behaviors chosen. Notably,
Unnever and his colleagues have provided evidence
that is emerging in support of the theory’s proposi-
tions (Unnever, 2014; Unnever et al., 2016).
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subjugation with attitudes and behaviors that in-
crease their likelihood of offending. . . .

Racial Socialization and African
American Offending

Nearly all African Americans, at some point
in their liyes, perceive criminal justice injus-
tices, racial discrimination, and experience the
negative consequences of being pejoratively
stereotyped. We argue that these perceptions
and experiences are related to African American
offending because they weaken social bonds
with conventional institutions and cause blacks
to have heightened states of anger-defiance and
depression. Yet, we also know that only a small
bercentage of African Americans offend. This, of
course, means that the vast majority of African
Americans somehow successfully negotiate the
deleterious consequences of encountering racial
injustices. In short, blacks are incredibly resil-
ient (Brown, 2008; Keyes, 2009; Miller, 1999;
Stevenson, Reed, Bodison, and Bishop, 1997).
In fact, scholars argue that, in the absence of
acknowledging this resiliency, there is a strong
tendency to define African Americans in terms
of the pathology associated with disproportion-
ately living in resource-depleted neighborhoods
(Nicolas, Helms, Jernigan, Sass, Skrzypek, and
DeSilva, 2008). In this chapter, we argue that racial
socialization experiences are a critical reason why
so few African Americans respond to the damag-
ing consequences of racial injustices by offending.
African Americans are faced with the real-
ity of being black in a racist society. This means
that they are confronted by racial discrimination,
criminal justice injustices, and pejorative stereo-
types that devalue them as being less than whites
(Constantine and Blackmon, 2002). Scholars have
revealed that many African American parents ac-
tively prepare their children to negotiate these
perceptions of racial injustice (McHale, Crouter,
Kim, Burton, Davis, Dotterer, and Swanson,
2006). They refer to this process as racial social-
ization. Lesane-Brown (2006: 400) defines racial
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socialization “as specific verbal and non-verbal
messages transmitted to younger gcncmti(ms for
the development of values, attitudes, behaviors,
and beliefs regarding the meaning and signifi-
cance of race and racial stratification, intergroup
and intragroup interactions, and personal and
group identity”

Ward (1996) adds that racial socialization in-
volves passing on the knowledge needed to resist
internalizing the prevailing pejorative images and
evaluations of African Americans and to create a
self-identity that includes blackness as positive
and valued. Ward (1996: 86) states:

As agents of socialization, black families play
an essential role in orienting their children to
the existing social environment, teaching them
what they need to know about the world and
their place in it. African American parents so-
cialize their children based on cultural and po-
litical interpretations and assumptions derived
from their lived experience of being black in
white America. The parenting of a black child
is a political act. The psychological survival
of a black child largely depends on the black
family’s ability to endure racial and economic
discrimination and to negotiate conflicting and
multiple role demands.

Thus, scholars of racial socialization detail
how African American families experience and
discuss racial inequalities and injustices and how
they teach their children to manage them. More
specifically, research recognizes that racial social-
ization is a multilayered phenomenon that “in-
cludes exposure to cultural practices and objects,
efforts to instill pride in and knowledge about
African Americans, discussions about discrimi-
nation and how to cope with it, and strategies
for succeeding in mainstream society” (Hughes,
Rodriguez, Smith, Johnson, Stevenson, and Spicer,
2006: 748). Scholars argue that African Ameri-
can parents must racially socialize their children
so that they understand: (1) African American
culture and how to interact with other blacks;
(2) how to get along with other racial groups;
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With a”851'-&‘1(:‘ﬂance—depression—hopek\«zsnessv en-
hance.s their likelihood of engaging in impulsive
ehaviors, and it weakens their ability to develop
strong bonds with white-dominated institutions.
Thf'rd, our theory hypothesizes that African
American parents may increase their children’s
probabih'ty ofoffending if they inadequately pre-
Pare them for thejr encounters with racial injus-
tices. This aspect of racial socialization is referred
to as “preparation for bias” We suggest that there
are two aspects of preparation for bias that may
lead to higher individual rates of offending. First,
African American parents may stress inappropri-
ate responses to racjal injustices, such as defiance
and aggression. Second, African American par-
ents may not provide their children with effective
coping skills, such as encouraging them to seek
social supports (e.g., to talk with them or other
Ppositive role models), reporting racist acts to ap-
propriate authorities, and affirmatively, but not
angrily-aggressively, standing up to the perpe-
trators. In the absence of these effective resistant
skills, we argue that African American youth will
become more vulnerable to developing stigma
sensitivity and stigma consciousness, which in
turn predict higher rates of offending.

Fourth, our theory hypothesizes that certain
racial socialization experiences should weaken
the ability of African American youth to develop
strong bonds with white-dominated institutions.
More specifically, we hypothesize that African
American youths will develop weak bonds with
their schools or place of employment if their par-
ents: (1) did not culturally socialize them, that
is, instill within them a positive racial identity;
(2) ill-prepared them for racially-biased encoun-
ters; (3) encouraged them to mistrust whites; and

(4) underemphasized the teaching of egalitarian
values. Note that our theory recognizes that other
forms of parenting, such as authoritarianism, can
exacerbate or attenuate the relationships among
racial socialization practices, weak social bonds,
and offending. Consequently, we hypothesize that
the highest incidences of offending should occur
among those African Americans who are poorly
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parented, have been ill-prepared by their parents
to develop strong bonds with white-dominate

institutions, and ill-prepared to fend off the nox-

ious effects of racial injustices.

Our Theoretical Model of African
American Offending

Below, we present a heurist
cates our theory of African American offending.
What separates our theory from the more gen-
me is that we contend that
from their

ic model that expli-

eral explanations of cri
African American offending emerges
unique worldview—that is, their peerless racial-
ized daily experience. This unique worldview
is only shared by African Americans and arose
because of their inimitable racial oppression. In
short, our theory of African American offend-
ing is race-centered; that is, it locates the cause of

Lives Matter: Theoretical Developments

1

offending in the lived experiences of blc},
ing in a conflicted racially stratified Sociesresid_
United States. ty‘lhe
Figure 31.1 indicates that the unique

view shared by African Americans is reqprorld‘
related to three core concepts of our ik (?call.
ceptions of criminal justice injustices, pir er.
tions of racial discrimination and the effec[ceP.
being negatively stereotyped, and racia] Sociaf of
tion practices. Note that these are reciprocy] rl?a.
tionships (i.e., two-headed arrows). This mee 2
that these three concepts are salient Comans
nents of the unique worldview shared by Afrifo-
Americans but, at the same time, their woy] dvi:n,
is reinforced each time an African America e;‘
periences these racial injustices and is raqa“.
socialized. For example, our theory argues tha);
the inimitable worldview shared by Aftic,,

Figure 31.1
Our Theory of African American Offending
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er}:iwre 31.1 highlights the importance that we
; ; o racial socialization experiences as we
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€Xpressing negative emotions or are having trou-
!)le fieveloping strong bonds with conventional
Institutions,

Figure 31.1 reveals that the African Americans
Whg are the least likely to offend are those that
per.lpherally perceive criminal justice injustices,
racial discrimination, and being negatively ste-
reotyped and experience positive racial socializa-
tion practices that provide them with the ability to
cope with their encounters with racial injustices
by engaging in prosocial behaviors (e.g., report-
ing the perpetrator of racist acts to the appropri-
ate authorities). It further indicates that African
Americans who are unlikely to offend are those
whose parents inculcated them with the ability to
develop strong bonds with white-dominated in-
stitutions, even if they personally perceive them
to be racist.

Our model indicates that the African Ameri-
cans who are most likely to offend are those that
intensely perceive or experience criminal jus-
tice injustices, racial discrimination, and being
derogatorily stereotyped, and experience racial
socialization practices over time that increase
their likelihood of developing weak bonds with
institutions, such as with their schools and places
of employment, and are socialized to react to
racial injustices with negative emotions (i.e.,
anger-hostility-defiance-aggression-depression-
impulsivity). Figure 31.1 additionally indicates
that there is a reciprocal relationship between the
negative emotions that flow from racial injustices
and developing weak bonds with conventional
institutions. Our model predicts that African
Americans who manifest negative emotions—
anger-defiance-depression—will be more likely
to develop weak bonds and that blacks who are
unable to bond to white-dominated institutions
will be more likely to express anger-defiance-
depression. Note that Figure 31.1 also has two
broken-line causal arrows. These indicate that it
is possible for criminal justice injustices, racial
discrimination, and being pejoratively stereo-
typed to directly impact offending. We argue
that these direct relationships occur when these




