PART 1V

Anomie/Strain Theories of Crime
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neglected until the 1980s. Most attention i
stead focused on his version of strain the(;:-
(see below). During the 1980s and 1990s how)-l
ever, several scholars called attention to M;rton's
anomie theory and began to suggest refine-
ments to it (Bernard, 1987; Burton and Cullen
1992; Cullen, 1984; Messner, 1988; Passas 1997~’
Rosenfeld, 1989). Messner and Rosenfeld 22006)’
drew heavily on the theory when they developed
their institutional-anomie theory of crime (see
Chapter 13 in this part). Like Merton, they at-
tempt to explain why the United States has such
a high crime rate (and, like Merton, their argu-
ments are applicable to other societies). And
eir explanation by drawing on Mer-
ton’s argument that the higher crime rate in the

United States stems from a cultural system that
one to strive for monetary suc-
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such success. This emphasis
rsuit of monetary success
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Messner and Rosenfeld, however, go on to
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penetml?ke the economic system, is based on the
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res‘.]l.t ' mSt,lmt::r;sre less able to effectively social-
Pohtncal srylsit,fdividuals and to effectively sanction
:ilee\?z:r:tr ?)lehavior. For examplf., if is more difﬁcglt
for parents to effectively socialize and supervise
their children when parents must devote the bulk
of their time and energy to work.

There have been several efforts to test in-
stitutional-anomie theory (for overviews, see
Baumer, 2009; Kubrin et al., 2009; Messner and
Rosenfeld, 2006, 2013; Messner et al,, 2019;
Pratt and Cullen, 2005; for selected studies, see
Baumer and Gustafson, 2007; Bjerregaard and
Cochran, 2008; Chamlin and Cochran, 1995;
Hughes et al., 2015; Jensen and Akers, 2003;
Maume and Lee, 2003; Messner and Rosenfeld,
1997; Piquero and Piquero, 1998: Savolainen,
2000). The central prediction of the theory is
that high crime rates stem from the dominance
of the economy over other institutions, such as
the family, school, and political system. If this is
true, crime rates should be higher in those coun-
tries or areas where economic institutions are

relatively strong and lower in those areas where
noneconomic institutions are

Researchers have measured the
economic institutions in terms

as the ratio of marriages to divorces, levels of
religious participation (church membership),
levels of political participation (voter turnout),
and the strength of social welfare programs (e.g.,
family support, social security, unemployment
insurance programs). Most studies suggest that

relatively strong.
strength of non-
of such factors
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stronger emphasis on the unrestrained
money (i.e., the “American Dream”)
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people agree that“there are no right or Wrong gy
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here have produced mixed results, yyhich mayre. |
flect differences in the way the American Dfeam i
is measured (

€.g., Baumer ang Gustafsop, 2007 I'
Hirtenlehner et al.,, 2013). Studies

also suggest tht
people in the United States do nof placea relatiely
strong emphasis on the unrestrained pursyit of
money (Cao, 2004; Chamlin an Cochran, 2007
Hughes et al,, 2015, Jensen, 2002; see also Jensen
and Akers, 2003, Recent da

a, however, indicate
that many countries haye similar or higher rates

of serious crime than the United States; Cham-
lin and Cochran, 2007)). Finally, there have been
some efforts to apply institutional-anomie theory
at the individual level, and here data suggest that
individuals who adopt aspects of the “American
Dream” and have weak commitments to nonece
nomic institutions are more likely to engage n
crime (see Messner et al., 2019).
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selling,and prostitution. They may reject the goals 1995: Kornhauser, 1978). Classic strain theory
was most commonly tested by examining the
disjunction between aspirations (the goals one

of monetary success and middle-class status and
substitute new goals that they can achieve. Their
hostility toward the society that frustrates them,
among other things, may lead them to empha-
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a finding most commonly
ocial control theory—Se¢

part V). Further, a series of self-report stud‘ies
during the 1960s and 1970s revealed that delin-
quency was not concentrated among lower-cla'ss
individuals. Middle-class delinquency was quite
common, perhaps as common as lower-class c.le-
linquency (see Akers etal., 2016; Tittle and Meier,
1990). This was taken as further evidence against
classic strain theory (since the pressure for delin-
quency should be greatest in the lower classes).
Several researchers, however, have recently
challenged the evidence against classic strain
theory. Among other things, they argue that there
are better ways to measure strain than by the dis-
junction between aspirations and expectations.
Aspirations or ideal goals have something of the
utopian in them and so are not taken seriously.
The failure to achieve such goals, then, is not
an important source of strain (see Agnew, 1992,
2000; Agnew et al, 2008; Agnew and Passas,
1997; Bernard, 1984; Burton and Cullen, 1992;
Burton et al., 1994; Burton and Dunaway, 1994;
Cullen, 1984; 1988; Hoffmann and Ireland, 1995;
Kubrin et al., 2009; Menard, 1995; Messner, 1988;
Passas and Agnew, 1997, for other criticisms).
A few recent studies have attempted to provide
better tests of classic strain theory (Agnew et al.,
1996; Baron, 2004; Baumer and Gustafson, 2007;
Burton et al., 1994; Burton and Dunaway, 1994;
Cernkovich et al., 2000; Hagan and McCarthy,
1997; Kubrin et al., 2009; Menard, 1995, 1997).
These studies tend to provide more support for
the theory. Agnew et al. (1996), for example, at-
te'mpt to directly measure strain by asking indi-
v.ldua.Is how §atisﬁed they are with their financial
i de:)ng more criminal. Addi-
definitive lne'e S SR reach any
e thconc usions abqut classic strain theory,
eory has experienced a minor revival
t(;feseo:dzlg(r);nd Laufer, 1995; Baumer and Gus-
» 2007 Passas and Agnew, 1997).
= lln l;;ddmon. classic str;in theory has increas-
gly been used to explain group differences in

and low expectations (
explained in terms of s

crime rates, particularly dj
communities and societ)i,esfhrfvflzr;nces .
that the strongest predictor of cgmsmd“_fs fing
ferences in crime rates in the Uni(::ium dif.
economic deprivation (Agnew, 2005 Stateg Is
and Gustafson, 2007; Land et al. 1990-, <Hier
Cullen, 2005). That is, poorer co)mmu' 'P.ratt -
much higher crime rates than wealtll]ll'tles have
munities. The effect of economic depr; o com.
crime can be explained in terms of SPevVatlon "
ries. Social disorganization theorists fore r‘al e
argue that such deprivation leads to ,a brtxample’
in social control (see Part II). But econf)ak'down
privation can also be taken as a measurmlc 2
strain experienced by community membe; of the
Agnew, 1999; Pratt and Cullen, 2005), i
While economic deprivation is strongly re|
to community differences in crime ragte); e
United States, it is unrelated or weakly re| iy
societal differences in crime rates. One reaated .
this may be that societies differ in the enjoﬁ fgr
they place on economic success. So de ri\I') -
in and of itself, may not lead to crimep Fo;}:lon'
ing Merton, deprivation may only lead .lo C o
in those societies where most people Strorlme
dfesire economic success. It has been difﬁcu?tg:y
directly test this idea (although see Chamlin ang
Sanders, 2013). However, this idea has been indj-
Fectly tested by examining the effect of economic
!nequality on societal crime rates. Certain societ-
ies are characterized by high levels of economic
inequality, with some people being very rich and
f)thers very poor. The existence of such “poverty
in the midst of plenty” may lead poor people o
increase their desire for economic success—since
they see that others around them have achieved
sqch success. Most studies support this argument,
with economic inequality being perhaps the
strongest predictor of societal differences in crime
rates (Agnew, 2006b; LaFree, 1999; Messner, 2003;
Neapolitan, 1997; Pratt and Godsey, 2003; Santos
et ‘al.. 2018). The effect of economiL inequality on
crime rates is especially strong when such inequal-
ity is due to discrimination agains! racial/ethnic
or religious groups—perhaps because inequality

betWCen
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A > seen as unjust in such cir-
s more \}kf\()’r\/:gs:::cr‘ 1989, 2003; see also Bla&n
cux1\su\nu65982) (Note: Messner and Rosenfeld’s
and B\QU‘ ‘1.an(.\m"° theory has been critici.zed
"“Smumn.a'n the effects of economic depriva-
for ncg\c‘d‘, %m\"‘)' on crime rates [Baumer, 2009;
tion and ‘n;((l)OZ]' Messner and Rosenfeld [2006]
chbufg»d this criticism and state that the.y
acknowle bgiter incorporate such effects into their
intend t0 C“SO Pratt and Godsey, 2003].)
s \S'e-e x ain theory, then, has some support—
Classic S i'era\ problems with the th_ef)r)’ have
"‘“ho\.lg\;ns‘fﬁed, including its limited ability to ex-
\;\if\:\‘middle-c\ass crime.

e ic Strain Theory

e ns ;\sg};rs\st classic strain theory spurred
Themmflfs s to revise the theory (see Adler and
several "-935_ Agnew, 2000; Bernard, 1990; Burton
D ‘“ n, 1992; Clinard, 1964; Cohen, 1965;
an§ o e‘ ‘1979; Greenberg, 1977; Merton, 1968;
L em& Agnew, 1997; Simon and Gagnon,
p-.\s-sas o tain of the revisions attempt to apply
\9/&'(:“- to the explanation of midd.le-class
&h§ xheofg delinquency. One major revision, f.0r
- ?ﬂ roues that strain is a function of relative
exam_P' et}zvnghat is, one’s level of strain or frustra-
f:‘e(f::: not Aependent on the absolute amount olf

money one has, but is dependent .on hO}N“mlflC
monely one has relative to those in one’s “re eré

ence group’ (see Burton et al,, 1994; Burton an
Dunaway, 1994; Cohen, 1965, 1997; Passas, 1997).
Wealthy individuals, as a consequence, may expe-
rience strain if they compare themselves to even
wealthier people around them. Limited data pro-
vide some support for this argument (Bernburg

etal, 2009; Burton et al,, 1994; Burton and Dun-

away, 1994; although see Baron, 2004)
Another rey

ision argues that adolescents

Pursue a variety of goals in addition to middle-

dass status ang monetary success. Such goals

mc\u@ Popularity with peers and potential ro-

mantic Partners, athletic success, positive rela-

‘1‘(\325&\::::\}::;:\: and others, and good grades.
of

quse 0¥ these goals is said to be a

immi:mm-« 131
function of severy] factors in addition 1o social
class—factors like intelligence, Personality char.
acteristics, and physical APPearance and abjjjpy,
As a result, middle-class adolesce
perience strain quite frequently,
strain theory has not been wel| tested, alt
preliminary tests have not been encoyr

Agnew, 2000, for an overview),

Nts may also ey.
This version of
hough
aging (see

General Strain Theory
Most of the revisions in (|
continue to argue that the MAjor source of strajn
or frustration is the failure to

valued goals. They simply argu
ment should be measured re
they broaden the number o

sideration. Agnew’s (1992, 2006a, b, 2009, 2012)
general strain theory, however, points to addi-
tional sources of strain,

According to Agnew (199). 50)
from negative relationships with
tionships in which others are not

assic strain theory

achieve positivel
e that goal achieve.
lative to others o
f goals under cop.

» Strain results
others: “rela-

treating the

0 be treated”
Or types of negative relatjons:
relations where others (1) prevent or threaten

to prevent the achievement of positively valued

goals (e.g., monetary Success, thrills/excitement),
(2) remove or threaten to remove positively
valued stimuli (e.g.,theloss of a romantic partner,
the death of a parent), or (3) present or threaten
to present negatively valued stimuli (e.g., insults,
physical assault). Such negative relationships in-

crease the likelihood that individuals wil] experi-

ence a range of negative emotions, such as anger

and frustration. These emotions create pressure

for corrective action, with crime being one pos-

sible response. Crime may be a method for al-

leviating strain (e.g,, running away from home,

assaulting those who insult you), seeking revenge,

O managing the negative emotions that the indi-
vidual experiences (e.g., through illicit drug use)
Like previous theorists, Agnew argues that only
Some strained individuals turn to crime, and he
discusses those factors that influence whether
One reacts to strains with crime.
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broadens the focus

then, signiﬁcantly

dies provide some support for

Jin theory (see the overviews
a,2017; for

Agnew,
of strain theory. Stu

Agnew’s general str .
in Agnew, 20063, b, 2012, 2015a; Brezin |
celected studies, see ABnEW et al,, 2002; Aseltine
et al, 2000; Baron, 2004; De Coster and Kort-
Butler, 2006; De Coster and Zito, ;

and Evans, 2006; Hoffmann and Cerbone, 1999;
9; Mazerolle, 1998; Moon et al,,

d Mazerolle, 1994; Rebellon

et al,, 2012; Slocum, 5010; Wang and Holtfre'ter,
uch study (Agnew and White,

1992), delinquency Was found to be higher among
individuals experiencing a variety of negative life
events (e.g.assaull theft, parental divgrce, paren-
tal unemployment) and various relational prob-
lems with teachers, parents, friends, and others

hers talk down to and embarrass them,
¢ lttle things, classmates do

not like them). In some of the other studies just
cited, delinquency has been linked to strains such
as race/ethnic and gender discrimination; bul-
lying, including cyber-bullying; homelessness;
and economic problems of various types, such as

trouble paying bills.
Researchers have also examined those factors
hether individuals react to

said to influence W
trains with crime. General strain theory predicts
that strained individuals are more likely to engage

f they have poor coping skills,
are low in

Kaufman, 200
2009; Paternoster an

2012). In one §

(e.g., teac
parents get angry ove

in criminal coping i
receive little support from others,
social control, associate with delinquent peers,
hold beliefs favorable to crime, etc. Researchers
usually focus on one or a few of these characteris-
tics. For example, they examine whether strained

individuals who associate with delinquent peers
are more likely to engage in crime than those who

do not. The data here are mixed, with some stud-

orting general strain theory and some

ies supp
new (2013) re-

not (Agnew, 2013, 2015a). But Ag
cently argued that a criminal response is likely

only when individuals possess several factors that
increase the propensity for criminal coping (e.g.,
they have poor coping skills, are low in control,
and associate with delinquent peers). And recent

data provide support for this argyp,
ing that criminal coping is muych n, g,
among such individuals (Thaxtop, a"mre
2018; also see Mazerolle and Maahs, 59, *"%
Agnew and others continue (o r;?ﬁ 00)
strain theory. Papers have used gen n" CNery
theory to explain the relationship be;r.dl Strj,
and crime (Agnew, 1997b), gender aWeen ”
(Broidy and Agnew, 1997; Jang, 2007. Il(lj [Cnm(,
Al

2009), sexual orientation and crime (g Map
Worthen, 2017), offending over the “;Hron n, py
(Agnew, 1997b; Slocum, 2010; Slocupy ¢ ¢ couy, )

8/.,2()05)‘ ‘

community characteristics and crip,
1999), and race/ethnicity and crime D (4 ey,
and Thompson, 2017; Isom Scott an( (“e Cogte
2019: Kaufman, 2005, Kaufman et 5] 200”05/]0/&
et al, 2008). General strain theory hz;s 18; Pere,
used to explain crime in countries ou‘: 50 beey
United States, including non-Westerp Cslde the
(Agnew, 2015b). In addition, Agneyy (ZOBUnm'c
tried to predict which strains will be mog 1) by
related to crime. Hundreds of specific SrrS(ron y
under the three broad categories of srmina];l.s fal
by general strain theory, but data sugges; 'hS Isted
some of these specific strains are relate 1, :;’:Iy
4

Drawing on research in several areys A

argues that strains are most likely to resul }n cg-nﬂ" Brunswick, N

when they are (1) seen as unjust, (2) seep 5 hﬂme 1994 (

in magnitude, (3) associated with low sociy/ Colgb ity Difference
! search in Crime ¢

trol (see Part V in this text), and (4) create g,
pressure or incentive for criminal coping 5:,16
eral strains that meet these conditions i”é"/.is(ed-
Agnew (2002) has argued that vicarious and antic.
ipated strains, as well as experienced straing, myy
sometimes lead to crime. Finally, Agnew (200¢b)

. 2000. “Sour
Subcultural Theo:
Criminology: A Cor
371, Belmont, CA: V
____ 2001 “Building
eral Strain Theory: S}

has better described the reasons why strains in-

crease the likelihood of crime. While strainsaffet Most Likely to Lead

crime primarily by increasing negative emotions Journal of Research in (
319-361.

such as anger, they may also reduce social contrl
——. 2002. “Experienced

(see Part V), foster the social learning of crime
(see Part I11), and contribute (o p: rsonality trais pated Strain.” Justice Quar
conducive to crime (see Part X11) - = 2005, Juvenile Deling.,
In sum, strain and anomie thcor) have expe- 170}, 2nd edition. Los Angel,
rienced a major revival and are now amon the - 2006a. “General S,
The readings ~ Saws ang Directions ‘/,,,‘

most influential theories of crim
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11. Social Structure and Anomie

Robert K. Merton

It has been said that the following ar{ic]e by
Merton, “Social Structure and Anomie,” is the
most widely read article in sociology ( Cole,‘ 1975).
Merton opens his 1938 article by challenging cer-
tain biologically based theories of crime fhat were
popular at the time. Such theories view crime as the
result of “biological drives” that are not adequately
restrained by society. Merton instead argues that
the motivation for crime frequently derives from
society. His theory is in two parls.

The first part of the article presents what may be
termed his “anomie” theory, which seeks to explain
why some societies have higher rates of crime than
others. This theory focuses on the relative empha-
sis placed on cultural goals and the institutional-
ized norms for achieving these goals. Societies that
place a high relative emphasis on goals (like mon-
etary success) and a low relative emphasis on the
norms or rules for goal achievement have higher
crime rates. Such societies are characterized by a
state of anomie or normlessness, where the goal-
seeking behavior of individuals is subject to little
regulation. As a consequence, individuals employ
the most expedient means—including crime—to
achieve their goals. The United States is said to be
such a society in which the goal of monetary success
is stressed for everyone, but in which there is little
emphasis on the norms regulating the achievement

of this goal.

The second part of the article describes what may
be termed Merton’s “strain” theory. He argues that

Reprinted with permission from Robert K. Merton

some individuals and groups withiy , $0cie

subject to special pressure for crime, Whil Y ar,
one is urged o strive for monetary sycco,. leva.
class individuals are frequently pre"fnteld Oey.
achieving such success through legitimage . "
As a result, they are under considerqp), strai
pressure. They may adapt to their strajp ;, an n
of the five ways listed by Merton. Certg, ofyt;"ne
adaptations involve crime, and Mery, brizese
discusses why some types of individyg]s 5 me :
likely to respond to strain with crime t},, Orherore
Mertonss theory, particularly his sy, thgos.
has been the subject of extensive commentary ar}(;
research (for summaries, see Agney, !

1997, 2000
Akers et al., 2016; Baumer, 2007 Baumer am;

Gustafson, 2007; Burton and Cullen, 199). Kor

hauser, 1978; Kubrin et al., 2009). The evidence f:,
his strain theory is mixed, although certyiy recent
tests of this theory are promising (se Agnew, 200,
Agnew et al., 1996, 2008; Agnew and 1’:1.\‘5:15. l 997‘»
Baron, 2004; Cernkovich et al., 2000. (fhamln;
and Sanders, 2013; Pratt and Cullen, 2005). The
evidence for his anomie theory is also mixed, gl.
though certain data suggest that crine is more
common among those who place much emphasis
on monetary success and little on the norms for
achieving such success (see Baumer and G usmfsbn.
2007; Messner and Rosenfeld, 2012). Further
Merton’s anomie theory is the direct inspiration
Jor Rosenfeld and Messner’s institutional-anomie
theory, described in Chapter 13.

Channds

+“Social Structure and Anomie” in the American rical Revie
bt @ merican Sociological Review 3
(October), Copyright © 1938 by the American Sociological Review, ciolo;
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here persists a n
otable tendency i
; in sociologi.
cal theory to attribute the malf)l,mctiocnlior:;glf
0

social structure primari]

( A Y to those of mary j
rious biological drives which are notn::]nS s
restrained by social control. In this vi Cquate'ly
s . - view, the social

solely a device for impulse ,
and the “social - Management”
c1al processing” of tensions, Thege :

ulses which b Ll
p ch break through social control, be it
noted, are held to be biologically derived. Non-
conformity is assumed to be rooted in original
naturfe._ anformity is by implication the result of
an utilitarian calculus or unreasoned condition.
ing. Thls point of view, whatever its other defi-
ciencies, clearly begs one question. It provides no
basis for determining the nonbiological condi-
tions which induce deviations from prescribed
patterns of conduct. In this paper, it will be sug-
gested that certain phases of social structure gen-
erate the circumstances in which infringement of
social codes constitutes a “normal” response.

The conceptual scheme to be outlined is
designed to provide a coherent, systematic
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approach to the study of sociocultural sources of
deviate behavior. Our primary aim Jies in discov-
ering how some social structures exert d definite
pressure upon certain persons in the society t0
engage in nonconformist rather than conformist
conduct. The many ramifications of the schem¢
cannot all be discussed; the problems mentione
outnumber those explicitly treated.
Among the elements of socia
structure, two are important for our purposes:

These are analytically separable although they
merge imperceptibly in concrete situations. The
ed goals, purposes,

first consists of culturally defin '
and interests. It comprises frame of aspirationd

reference. These goals are more or less integrated
and involve varying degrees of prestige and senti-
ment. They constitute basic, but not the exclu-
sive, component of what Linton aptly has called

“designs for group living” Some of these cultural

aspirations are related to the original drives of
man, but they are not determined by them. The

second phase of the social structuré defines,
regulates, and controls the acceptable modes of
achieving these goals. Every social group invari-
ably couples its scale of desired ends with moral
or institutional regulation of permissible and re-
quired procedures for attaining these ends. These
regulatory norms and moral imperatives do not
necessarily coincide with technical or efficiency
norms. Many procedures which from the stand-
point of particular individuals would be most
efficient in securing desired values, .. illicit
Oll-s‘tock schemes, theft, fraud, are ruled out of
the ‘mstitutional area of permitted conduct. The
choice of expedients is limited by the institu-
tional norms.
an(;roi ::t)"t th‘at these two elements, culture goals
e }:al:ut(l)]nal norms, operate jointly is not
ol e e ranges of alternative behaviors
oy ear some constant relation to one
'er. he emphasis upon certain |
vary independently of the degree ofgs;:)hn;:;);
upon institutional means. Ther
disproportionate, at times, a vii i ki
’ , tual i
stress upon the value of specific goaiz, 161)\(:(])‘;\5/::’\2

relatively slight concern with the ing;
appropriate modes of attaining t}hegslltuliona”v
limiting case in this direction is r eaci\ dgoals. The
range of alternative procedures is lime- Whep .
technical rather than institutional c()n“.ed only
Any and all devices which promise atlslqeratlon;
the all important goal would be permii:lnmem .
hypothetical polar case. This constitut ted ip, thig
of cultural malintegration. A second esl One yp,
found in groups where activities Orip? A type i
ceived as instrumental are tranSmutfd“.all con.
in themselves. The original purposes Into eng
ten and ritualistic adherence to ins?-re for oL.
prescribed conduct becomes virtuall itutj
Stability is largely ensured while chan Y obs
The range of alternative behaviors is fee is flouteq
ited. There develops a tradition_bou";relylim.
society characterized by neophobia, T}? » Sacreg
tional psychosis of the bureaucrat ma l: OCCups.
1 case in point. Finally, there are theyini Cited 4
ate types of groups where a balance bet €rmed.
ture goals and institutional means is mW.een. cul-
These are the significantly integrated aintaingg
tively stable, though changing, groups and re|,.
An effective equilibrium betwe e.n
phases of the social structure is maimt}-‘e two
long as satisfactions accrue to individ ained
conform to both constraints, viz, Sat}’?ls \.vho
from the achievement of the goals’ andls ac.tlons
tions emerging directly from the imtitusitlsfac.
canalized modes of striving to attain‘ the ionally
Success, in such equilibrated cases, is fevends.
?uccess is reckoned in terms of the ‘pr‘()dl‘:ofold.
in terms of the process, in terms of the ouctt and
and in terms of activities. Continuing ga:‘}me
tions must derive from sheer parr,‘(,‘[,‘?”‘ionls'ac.
competitive order as well as from eclipsin (;na
competitors if the order itself is to be \us%ai;?:i
The occasional sacrifices involved in instituion
alized conduct must be compensated by social

eSSive
OU[ed

ized rewards. The distribution of statuses and
roles through competition must be o \;rﬁanized
that positive incentives for conformily 1o roles
and adherence to status obligations are provided
for every position within the distributive ordet




onduct, therefore, may be viewed as a
{ dissociation between culturally de-
and socially structured means.

O the types of groups which result from the
. ( nde';‘ variation of the two phases of the
nndf’Pe cture, we shall be primarily concerned
social Struﬁrst. namely, that involving a dispro-
m‘th. the accent on goals. This statement must
ortionate proper perspective. In no group

’ f regulatory codes govern-

bsence O '
yet groups do vary in the degree to
folkways, mores, and institutional

ffectively integrated with the more
hich are part of the culture matrix.
ons may cluster about the

tex of socially acclaimed ends, meanwhile
com} e heir support from the culturally defined
shifting t stion of these ends. As we shall see,
imP]‘?men ects of the social structure may gen-
certain asptermores and antisocial behavior pre-
erate coun - differential emphases on goals
cisely becat In the extreme case, the latter

and regulan’ons- iy the goal-emphasis that

vitiate :
$Zy,£,;eszf behavior is limited only by consid-

tions of technical expediency. The 5016'3 sig-
2 t question then becomes, which available
e isq most efficient in netting the socially
mear())ived value. The technically most feasible
afgzedure, whether legitimate or not, is preferrgd
scribed conduct. As this

(o the institutionally pre : i
inues, the integration of the society

anomie ensues.

Aberrant €
o tom O

ﬁncd aspirations

be recast in
is there an @
which these
controls are €

diffusegoalsw ch
Emotional convicll

process cont

becomes tenuous and : '
Thus, in competitive athletics, when the aim of

victory is shorn of its institutional trappings and
cuccess in contests becomes construed as “win-
ning the game” rather than “winning through
circumscribed modes of activity, a premium is
implicitly set upon the use of illegitimate but
technically efficient means. The star of the op-
posing football team is surreptitiously slugged;
the wrestler furtively incapacitates his opponent
through ingenious but illicit techniques; univer-
sity alumni covertly subsidize “students” whose
talents are largely confined to the athletic field.
The emphasis on the goal has so attenuated the

.

11: Soc
1al Stry, ture ang An
ANomyje 14
|

ts}z:usfactions deriving from she

c C P . A er

e Ompetitive activity that P

: virtually confined toasg e
hrough the same process‘ucces‘Sfu

artimpd(inn in

ll('iﬂns

dominant, by sagaciously sthﬂingn:;eCOmgletely

ame ;
ign the(gssto::::tl;e' The faint twinge of Uneasi
of public delict Nce and the surreptitioys ,;l:‘ess
tional rules of t;mdlcate clearly that the insat.u"c
evade them, but ehgame are known to thoge wl'tf:l
these rules ;r u] o th? €motiona| suppo .
: e largely vitiated by cult ports of
geration of the success-goal, The ural exag.
mic images of the socia] macrocoznire s

Of course, this i
) process :
the realm of sport. The py e e b
tion of th Process whereby exa
tion of the end generates 3 literal de A sy
ie,a deinstitutionalization, of the momh?mmn’
which characterizes many groups i':eax;: S
Fwo phases of the social structure are : ];h .
integrated. The extreme emphasis up0nnt0]: il
mulation of wealth as a symbo] of Successe.accu-
own society militates against the o
fective cont instituti s
rol of institutional]
¢ . y regulated modes
of acquiring a fortune. Fraud, corruption. vi
crime, in short, the enti iy
,. » the entire catalogue of proscribed
behavior, becomes increasin 1
" g gly common when

e emphasis on the culturally induced success-
goal becomes divorced from a coordinated insti
tutional e i i ion i o
theoreticaﬁ&haslst. Th1§ observgtl.on is of crucial

calir por anc'e In examining the doctrine
that antisocial behavior most frequently derives
frorp bl(.)loglcal drives breaking through the re-
straints imposed by society. The difference is one
between a strictly utilitarian interpretation which
conceives man’s ends as random and an analysis
which finds these ends deriving from the basic
values of the culture.

Our analysis can scarcely stop at this juncture.
We must turn to other aspects of the social gen-
esis of the varying rates and types of deviate be-
havior characteristic of different societies. Thus
far, we have sketched three ideal types of social
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ted by distinctive patterns of re.la-
lture ends and means. Turning
from these types of culture pqt!crning. we find
five logically possible, allernap\.’c mode.s qf aﬁ-
justment or adaptation by individuals within the
culture-bearing society or group- These are sche-
matically presented in Table11.1, where .(+)" sig-
nifies “acceptance;’ (-) signifies “elimination and
(+) signifies “rejection and substitution of new
goals and standards”’

Our discussion of the relation between these
Jlternative responses and other phases of the
social structure must be prefaced by the observa-
tion that persons may shift from one alternative
to another as they engage in different social ac-
tivities. These categories refer to role adjustments
in specific situations, not to personality in foto.
To treat the development of this process in vari-
ous spheres of conduct would introduce a com-
plexity unmanageable within the confines of this
paper. For this reason, we shall be concerned pri-
marily with economic activity in the broad sense,
“the production, exchange, distribution and con-
sumption of goods and services” in our competi-
tive society, wherein wealth has taken on a highly
symbolic cast. Our task is to search out some of
the factors which exert pressure upon individu-
als to engage in certain of these logically possible
alternative responses. This choice, as we shall see,
is far from random.

orders constitu
tions between ¢u

Table 11.1
Typology of Adaptations
Culture Goals | Institutionalized
Means
I. Conformity K +
I. Innovation + s
[T Ritualism - "
IV. Retreatism - ®
V. Rebellion + +

In every society, Adaptation |
to both culture goals and meay, |
common and widely diffused,wereS )
stability and continuity of the Soct
be maintained. The mesh of expecy,, - 41
constitutes every social order ig sus“,'?“'“ / ,(0 l
modal behavior of its members fa“.‘dlned by h
first category. Conventional role lgg W“hu}”h
ented toward the basic values of }, ‘ehavior Ore
rule rather than the exception. It i tLh' Up i lhl
which permits us to speak of a hy, 18 facy alone
as comprising a group or society, S aggrcgat:

Conversely, Adaptation [V (reject;
and means) is the least common Cplon of 8oal
“adjust” (or maladjust) in this fashi‘o ersong Why
speaking, in the society but not Ofr'] ! © Strigy,
cally, these constitute the true “yje o
ing the common frame of orientationS
included within the societal popmatr-]'t
a fictional sense. In this category arlo
activities of psychotics, psychoneure ¢
autists, pariahs, outcasts, Vagrantso Tonjg
tramps, chronic drunkards apng d ¥agabong
These have relinquished, in certain STE addigy
tivity, the culturally defined goals in? €res of g,
plete aim-inhibition in the pola; c; Olving o,
adjustments are not in accord wit}, sie, and thej
norms. This is not to say that in g NStitutiony)
source of their behavioral adjustmeme Cases e
part the very social structure Whic?]ts 1S ot i
in effect repudiated nor that their ver the}/ ha
within a social area does not constity, Ay
for the socialized population. 4Pt

This mode of “adjustment” occyrs f
structural sources are concerned, \\‘hc;)i)s oy
culture goals and institutionalized pro 0[(? "
hflve been assimilated thoroughly h?- t}:: 'u:S
vidual and imbued with affect 1nd high oln[ l
value, but where those inslitmn»n.\lijcdpprl)lf:.
dure;s which promise a measure of Succes;m
?ttalnment of the goals are not available to the
individual. In such instances, there resultsatwo-
f9ld mental conflict insofar as the moral obligs
tion for adopting institutional means conflit

is th
. hlﬁ nms :
‘ety coy| » hQ

lolg ll
Not Shfr,
hey can be
n Merel,,

SOme of
tics, cfy

»



the pressure to resort to illegitimate means
with attain the goal) and inasmuch as
s shut off from means which
il d effective. The competi-
are b polf's mamlained. but the frustrated and

g individual who cannot cope with
pandicaP drops oul. Defeatism, quietism, and
s order manifested in escape mecha-

onation are T
r""'gm‘:hich ultimately lead the individual to
uirements of the society.

,',"'gfl:swc" from the req . N
"-‘f" edient which arises from continued
jt is an e?:min the goal by legitimate measures
.n inability to adopt the illegitimate

e of internalized prohibitions and
oute D compulsives, during which pro-
e alue of the success-goal has as
The conflict is resolved

precipitating elements,

The escape is complete,
he individual is

ing both
) ns.
p vo;lls d n]ea_

x:c ﬁmma is eliminated and t
e

that where frustration derives
- the inaccessibility of effective institutional
rmfﬂ for attaining economic or any other type
means » that Adaptations II,

-+ :ohly valued “SUCcess:
;»11] h;g;"\:‘, ;a ritualism and rebellion)
2

i possi ult will be determined
:‘ i paniculaf personality, a‘nd thus, the par-
;:L-ulur cultural background,'mvolv.ed. Ina.de-
ate socialization will resul.t in the innovation
response whereby the conﬂlct' and frus‘tratllon
e eliminated by relinquishing the ms‘_"”’
the success-aspira-

onal means and retaining .
on; an extreme will lead to ritualism wherein
the goal is dropped as beyond one’s reach but

conformity to the mores persists; and rebellion
+ccurs when emancipation from the reigning
iandards, due to frustration or to marginalist
perspectives, leads to the attempt to introduce a
new social order.”

Our major concern is with the illegitimacy
sdjustment. This involves the use of conven-
tonally proscribed but frequently effective
means of attaining at least the simulacrum

)ocialﬂf-’d
Be it nOlé‘d

innovation,

ble. The res

11: Social .\‘lmrturr

of cult r
and theu;.ial\“) Py S
’c' b
occurs wh s ek iy Sk s
| en the individua] |y e s
Cultural emphagis on o < h
Internalizing (}e moral|
governing m ts an
P g eans for its attaj
1ses, Which phases iy 08 -
‘ . es-
predispose toward this d
ode o

and A
nomyje
143

analyzed by Loh
man, i
the answer. Lohman hav:,;how
, nt

manual labor. Given oy cultura] gt
i

resultant low incom
: € can not ¢ -
of coyventtonal standards of afthe[e Sy
the high income from organized W
For our purposes, this situvtl'ce.
; ’ ation i

two important features. First, g, hn o ol
behavior is in . P i

a sense “called forth” | i
conventional values of the cy] e
class structure involving diffu el
Hhs approved 18 erential access to

opportunities for legit

tige-bearin i S e T
i ng pursuit of the culture goals. The
ack of high integration between the means.
and-end' elements of the cultural pattern and
the Parncular class structure combine to favor
y heightened frequency of antisocial conduct
in such groups. The second consideration is
of equal significance. Recourse to the first of
the alternative responses, legitimate effort, is
limited by the fact that actual advance toward
desired success-symbols through conventional
channels is, despite our persisting open-class



144 PART IV: Anomie/Strain Theories of Crime

ideology, relatively rare and difficult for those
handicapped by little formal education and few
economic resources. The dominant pressure of
group standards of success is, therefore, on the
gradual attenuation of legitimate, but by and
large ineffective, strivings and the increasing use
of illegitimate, but more or less effective, expe-
dients of vice and crime. The cultural demands
made on persons in this situation are incompat-
ible. On the one hand, they are asked to orient
their conduct toward the prospect of accumu-
lating wealth and on the other, they are largely
denied effective opportunities to do so institu-
tionally. The consequences of such structural in-
consistency are psychopathological personality,
and/or antisocial conduct, and/or revolution-
ary activities. The equilibrium between cultur-
ally designated means and ends becomes highly
unstable with the progressive emphasis on at-
taining the prestige-laden ends by any means
whatsoever. Within this context, Capone repre-
sents the triumph of amoral intelligence over
morally prescribed “failure,’ when the channels
of vertical mobility are closed or narrowed in a
society which places a high premium on economic
affluence and social ascent for all its members.
This last qualification is of primary impor-
tance. It suggests that other phases of the social
structure besides the extreme emphasis on pe-
cuniary success, must be considered if we are to
understand the social sources of antisocial be-
havior. A high frequency of deviate behavior is
not generated simply by “lack of opportunity” or
by this exaggerated pecuniary emphasis. A com-
paratively rigidified class structure, a feudalistic
or caste order, may limit such opportunities far
beyond the point which obtains in our society
today. It is only when a system of cultural values
extols, virtually above all else, certain common
symbols of success for a considerable part of
the same population, that antisocial behavior
ensues on a considerable scale. In other words,
our egalitarian ideology denies by implication
the existence of noncompeting groups and in-
dividuals in the pursuit of pecuniary success.

The same body of success-symbols is
desirable for all. These goals are hel| . ,,\ "
scend class lines, not to be.ho'undc(i by | 4
yet the actual socigl organization is g, , !(hh‘
there exist class differentials in the accesg h
of these common sw:'cess-symbnls‘ Brugy b
and thwarted aspiration lead to the o l;if
avenues of escape from a cqlturally Indugeg y
tolerable situation; Of unrelieved ampyjo, |

ntuate in illicit attempts to acquire th, dn:\

American stress on Pecun |
ldr-’

Id .

eve

nant values. The .
iti s fo

success and ambitiousness for all thy ity

exaggerated anxieties, hostilities, neurqg,
antisocial behavior.

This theoretical analysis may go far towgy .
plaining the varying 'correlatlc.ms between Cnn:
and poverty. Poverty is not an isolated Varigh), le
is one in a complex of interdependent ey a.
cultural variables. When viewed in such , cOnd
text, it represents quite different states of affai:-
Poverty as such, and consequent limitatiop, of s
portunity, are not sufficient to induce a Conspig,
ously high rate of criminal behavior. Fyep the
often mentioned “poverty in the midst of plenty
will not necessarily lead to this result. Only i
sofar as poverty and associated disadvantagesul
competition for the culture values approveq i,
all members of the society is linked with the 5
similation of a cultural emphasis on mopety
accumulation as a symbol of success is antisociy
conduct a “normal” outcome. Thus, poverty
less highly correlated with crime in southeastery
Europe than in the United States. The possibili
ties of vertical mobility in these European aress
would seem to be fewer than in this country, s
that neither poverty per se nor ils association
with limited opportunity is sufficient to account
for the varying correlations. It is only when the
full configuration is considered, poverty, limited
opportunity and a commonly shared system of
success symbols, that we can explain the highe
association between poverty and crime in ourso
ciety than in others where rigidified class struc
ture is coupled with differential cluss symbols of
achievement.

Itey
angd



ties such as our own, then, the pres-
In S0t (ige-bearing success tends to elimi-
sure € r;“;elc%ivf social constraint over means
qate the € o this end. “The-end-justifies-the-
cn1plch‘d fm'nc becomes a guiding tenet for
means doc the cultural structure unduly exalts
gction W dnlhe social organization unduly lim.its
e enl = urse to approved means. Otherwise
sible 1EC5 n and associated behavior reflect
put, is ﬂO::ﬁra] coordination. In in_ternatio'nal
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