PART XIII

Getting Into and Out of Crime:
Life-Course Theories

sychologists have long understood that
yman personality and behavioral patterns
l:ge through a developmental process that un-

irth onward. They study infants and
dheir interaction with mothers; they have spe-
. lized cOUISES in “child psychology” and “ado-
¢ » They take for granted that

¢ psychology-
ﬁcainocgu)r’s early in life may shape—sometimes
Profoundly—-What occurs later in life.

Until relatively recently—the last two de-
cades Of so—most criminologists systematically

jgnored these fundamental insights of psychol-
for exceptions, S€€ scholars in Part XII).

ogy.( ed with a thoroughly sociological world-
ttle interest in tracing how in-
Jividuals develop over time. Instead, they were

oncerned with what happens when individuals
are placed in a particular social context. This dis-

tinction is somewhat subtle, but it is important: A
developmental perspective focuses on the individ-
ual and how the person’s life unfolds as he or she
traverses through different contexts. A traditional
criminological perspective is more interested in
which contexts—or features of the context—are
crime-inducing. Another way of phrasing this
issue is that a developmental perspective is dy-
namif:, studying whether an individual’s behavior
femains stable or changes over time. A traditional
ic:mtll]mlogical perspective often is static, assum-
Ongtheat contexts have. stable and enduring effects
Thispe}?ple Cau.ght.m -y

Stateme:t a; (i)lrctt:'zatlon might be a bit of an over-

’ ¢ are always exceptions to the

rule. Even so, most criminological theories have

paid, at best, only a vague and implicit attention
to what goes on during childhood. Let us take

for example, Hirschi’s (1969 [Chapter 14 in tlu;
volume]) social bond theory in which he argues
that attachment to parents is a significant indirect
social control. Psychologists have published vol-
umes of studies on the concept of attachment and
on what attachment between infants and parents
involves (see, e.g., Bowlby, 1969). In contrast, in

~ Hirschi’s theory, there is only the vague sense that
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attachment to parents must have evolved some-
time in childhood. But this process is not investi-
gated or given any theoretical weight; that is, it is
not an object of study and its implications for un-
derstanding the origins and effects of the social

bond are left unexplored.
Or to take but one other example, let us con-

sider social disorganization theory (see Part II in

this volume). The theory logically suggests that
the effects of social disorganization are restricted

to the present moment. We would anticipate that
growing up in a disorganized neighborhood—
spending years in a “delinquency area,” to use
Shaw and McKays term—would have some
criminogenic effect above and beyond simply
being in such a community at the current time.
If this were the case, we might expect that theo-
rists would investigate how the length of residing
in a troubled area affects youths, or they might
explore the effects of disorganization on children
versus, say, adolescents. But, at least traditionally,

questions of this nature escaped systematic study



The downplaying of childhood was probably

not a conscious conclusion that the early years
in life were uninvolved in crime; after all, who
would really say that what goes on in childhood
IS unimportant? Rather, it reflected the intellec-
tual evolution of criminology in directions that
simply placed childhood “on the back burner”—
just far enough out of mind that the implications
of taking childhood seriously did not have to be
entertained. Two factors contributed to this ne-
glect of the early years of life and, in turn, of con-
sidering crime as a developmental process.

First, research studies reveal that participation

In crime peaks during the teenage years. Crime is
highest around age 17 or 18, with violent crime
reaching its apex a bit later (Agnew and Brezina,
2012; Caspi and Moffitt, 1995; Federal Bureau of
Investigation, 2016). As Caspi and Moffitt (1995:
493) note, “the majority of criminal offenders are
teenagers; by the early 20s, the number of active
offenders decreases by over 50 percent; by age 28,
almost 85 percent of former delinquents desist
from offending” Given these empirical realities,
the relevance of childhood experiences was not

readily apparent. Rather, it “made sense” to ask
what was special about the juvenile years—peer
relationships, school experiences, frustration in
the job market, labeling by police, threats to mas-
culinity, and so on—that suddenly compels large
numbers of American youths to break the law,
with some doing so at a high rate. This search
for the criminogenic conditions that are integral
to the teenage years is why a large proportion of
crime theories were actually put forth as theories
of “delinquency.’ ‘

Second, the focus on juveniles seemed not
only reasonable—given their high involvement
in crime—Dbut also practical. Studying crime and
testing criminological theories is often a daunt-
ing task. But teenagers are an ideal population
to investigate. Thus, in any community, most of
them congregate daily in one place: the schools.
Researchers found it convenient to arrive at a
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b}' social disorganlzatlon theorists (for an excep-
tion, see Sampson, 1997).

high school and, over a day or two, disg
questionnalres for students to comple, Fibyy,
survey instruments would contain by They,
tions measuring different theories ang au Ques.
measuring involvement in crime (caljeq :ssnon,
report delinquency scale”). Relying op, studSelf.
had one other advantage: They were yse4 toent,,
ing out pencil and paper “tests,” which - fill.
naires approximated. Not surprisingly, |.

ments of whether or not given theories
pirically supported.

It is important to note that the vast Majoriy
of these surveys were cross-sectional in deg;

that is, they did not follow youngsters over iy,

e s ; ¢
(a longitudinal study) but rather studied them b
taking a “slice” or “cross section” of thejr livesa);
one time and place. Again, cross-sectiona] stud-
ies are time and cost effective. Tracing what hap.
pens in an individual’s life over several years i
difficult and requires an ongoing team of re.
searchers. Studying the goings on in someongs
life from childhood into later years is extremely
challenging. The point is that surveying juve-
niles cross-sectionally was practical and within
reach of many scholars. But by choosing this ap-
proach, it was not possible to consider the role
of childhood and human development in crime;
such questions fell outside the dominant research
design employed by criminologists.

Gradually, however, findings from the limited
number of longitudinal studies gained notice
(see, e.g., Farrington, 1995, 2003; Farrington and
Loeber, 1999; Loeber et al., 2003; Robins and
Wish, 1977; Thornberry and Krohn, 2003). Most
notably, spurred by the work of Sampson and
Laub (1993; see also Laub and Sampson, 1991),
scholars paid renewed attention to the research of
Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck (1950; [Chapter 35
in Part XII]). Sheldon Glueck was a professor in
the law school at Harvard University; reflecting
the gender bias of the times, his wife, Eleanob
was consigned to a soft-money research assi
tant position. Their most famous investigatiot

are ém.-




longitudinal
;‘:1 4 a matched sample of 5, . n(()) :;lll[']quents
oyS Both groups consisteq of whit “linquent

YS were gel
tlw }uvemle reformatones iI‘l Mas:Ctehd from
whereas the nondelinque o ety

Although the Gluecks’ res

Iour purposes, three contri-
butions are most significant.

First, the Gluecks showed the Importance of

discovering empirically how delinquents and
nondelinquents differ from one another They

embraced an “eclectic” or “multifactor” approach
in which conclusions about the causes of crime
were not driven by any single theory but by
the data. This was a prelude to today’s scholars’
search for “risk factors” that place youngsters in
jeopardy of offending (see, e.g., Loeber and Far-
rington, 1998; Tanner-Smith et al., 2013). Second,
they established that early antisocial conduct was
tied to later criminal behavior. That is, there is a
good deal of stability in waywardness from youth
Into early adulthood. Criminal involvement thgs
ls developmental; what happens at one stage in
life influences what happens at the next stage
In life. Third, they demonstrated that antisocial
youths not only are shaped by their circumstances
(eg., quality of family) but also impact their
social world. Delinquent youngsters, for example,

friends who are similarly delin
they are architects of their futur

sions that potentially impoverish their lives. The

ab

raised by the writings of a limited group of con-
troversial but prominent scholars (Gottfredson
and Hirschi, 1990; Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985).
Their central observation was that relatively few
youths suddenly become serious, chronic offend-
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, and they choose

quent. As such,
e, making deci-

Contemporary criminologists’ consciousness
out these and similar findings were especially

ers during the juvenile years. Although what we
call “crime” may first emerge during adolescence,
a range of “conduct problems”—precursors to
crime, such as bullying, lying, and stealing—arise
during childhood. In short, childhood antisocial

behavior is perhaps the strongest predictor of in-
volvement in serious Juvenile offending.

The theoretical implications of this insight are

profound. First, it suggests that the central causes
of crime likely lie in childhood and thus that the-

attribute crime to conditions (e.g., dropping out

of school, unemployment) that occur long after
individuals start a trajectory into crime during

childhood. Third, the link between childhood
and later deviance—although not ironclad—is
sufficiently strong to show that involvement in
crime is a dynamic, developmental process. Ac-
cordingly, criminological theory should become
largely a branch of “developmental criminology”
(see, more generally, Farrington and Loeber,
2013; Le Blanc and Loeber, 1998; Loeber and
Le Blanc, 1990; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber,
1996). Other scholars, making the same point,
preferred to label this paradigm—this fresh way
of thinking about and researching crime—"life-
course criminology” (Benson, 2013; Sampson
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af‘d Laub, 1990, 1992, 1993, 1995; see also Far-
rington, 2005). Another option, now growing in
popularity, is to combine this terminology. For
example, in the American Society of Criminol-
ogy, members interested in this area have created
the "Division of Developmental and Life-Course
Criminology” Often, scholars abbreviate this
name by using the acronym “DLC criminology.”
To date, the most sophisticated scholarship
within developmental criminology has been em-
pirical and descriptive, as researchers have used
longitudinal designs to document the factors that
place individuals at risk for crime at different
points in the life course. Biosocial criminology
has played an invaluable role in identifying fac-
tors (e.g., brain structure and function, genetics)
that had been neglected by traditional criminol-
ogists (see Part XII; see also Walsh and Beaver,
2009; Wright et al., 2008). Unfortunately, devel-
opmental theories of crime—attempts to explain
why people develop into and out of crime—have
lagged behind. Still, important conceptual frame-
works have been advanced (Cullen et al., 2012;
Farrington, 2005). We believe that it is useful
to separate these initial theories into three cat-

egories: (1) theories of continuity, (2) theories of

continuity or change, and (3) theories of continu-
ity and change.

Continuity

A developmental pattern over the life course can
be marked by continuity—the behavior is stable
and continuous—or marked by change—behavior
on one pathway departs and heads in an alter-
native direction. As noted, life-course theories
differ in whether they predict that the dominant
pattern in the development of criminal conduct
is continuity or change. As a group, these authors
tend to agree that childhood is a time during
which a criminal trajectory—especially for the
most serious, chronic offenders—starts. They use
the term “onset” to describe this initial entry into
crime. They also tend to agree that some indi-

vidual differences in the propensity for crime are

established. They use the ?er,x,n “heterog eneity>
(as opposed to “homogeneity ) to describe =l
people vary 1n their orientation toward crimjp,,
conduct. But despite these points of agreemeny
theorists begin to part company when deciqjp,
the importance of the role played in crime Caus;f
tion by the criminal propensities that emerge o
childhood.

For example, are criminal propensities dev]_
oped in childhood carried by a person through,.
out life? If some people enter a life course of crip,
in their early years, are there others who start of.
fending later in life—such as during adolescence?
If so, do these early and late starters into crip,
differ from one another? Furthermore, among
those who show signs of criminal Propensity
during childhood, are there some who continye
:nto serious delinquency and others who do
not? How might we explain how youngsters—or
adults—escape the life of crime that seemingly

lay ahead for them? It 1s challenging questiong
such as these that developmental theories of
crime seek to answer.

Individual trait perspectives (see Part XII) tend
to be continuity theories. Typically, the reasoning
is that once a trait emerges or becomes part of
someone’s personality, this trait is difficult to “get
rid of” A- person thus carries the criminogenic
trait across time and, within any one time, across
social contexts. Because the trait is enduring, in-
volvement in crime also tends to be enduring. In
short, the trait produces continuity in criminal
behavior.

Within criminology, sociological perspectives
tend to be implicitly continuity theories. We say
“implicitly” because the issue of continuity is not
directly addressed and thus the theory’s stance
on the issue must be inferred from its logic. In
any event, most sociological theories imply that
once people become criminal—whether due to
strain, a broken social bond, or perhaps differ-
ential association—they will tend to stay crimi-
nal. They rarely address the issue of “Jesistance’
or the process whereby people stop committing
crimes.




.4ing crimes (see, e.g., Agnew, 1997. Sam -
;nnflnLagub, 1993; Th.OT nberry, 1987; Warr, 1898;1.
ndeed, these theories are more amenable to ex-
plaiﬂing change than are tralt.theories: If social
cjtuations change (e.g., Strain is eliminated,
vonds are established), then it would seem logi-
cal that crime w1ll decree.lse Or stop. To explain
Jesistances individual trait theorists would have
1o explain how the crime-inducing trait some-
how vanished—a. more. difficult task than ex-
plaining 2 change in social conditions externa] to
the mleldual. '

In this context, within the existing develop-
nental models, the most important continuity
perspective is Gottfreflson and Hirschi’s (1990)
Sezf.control theory, which they published in their
now classic A General Theory of Crime (see also
Gottfredson, 2006; Hirschi and Gottfredson,
1995). We are reviewing their thinking here be-
cause of its relevance to life-course criminology.
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory, however, was
previously studied in Part V, where “varieties of
control theory” were presented (for a review of
this work, see the introductions to Part V and
Chapter 15). It might be advantageous for read-
ers to revisit these earlier materials.

As may be recalled, Gottfredson and Hirschi
suggest that an enduring propensity to commit
crime, which they call “low self-control,” emerges

in childhood (by about age 8). They link the fail-
ure to develop internal controls to the failure of
parents to supervise their children, to recognize
behavior that is deviant, and then to punish and
correct such conduct when it occurs. Individu-
dls with low self-control “will tend to be impul-
Sive, insensitive, physical (as opposed to mental),
fisk-taking, - short-sighted, [and] nonverbal”
(1990: 90), Further, “since there is considerable
‘endency for these traits to come together in the
"4me people, and since the traits tend to persist
:ﬁ?“gh life, it seems reasonable to considf:r

M as comprising a stable construct useful in
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the explanation of crime” (pp. 90-.91). }t al;o is
relevant that Gottfredson and Hirschi believe

that, once established, low self-control is highly
resistant to being altered—even if individu.als ex-
perience fortuitous changes in their life circum-
stances (e.g., acquire a good job) or the planned
interventions of the criminal justice system (e.g.,

rehabilitation programs). o
Thus, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi,

individuals with low self-control carry this
bundle of traits with them wherever they go and
for however long they are on this earth. In child-
hood, they bully, lie, and steal; as teenagers apd
adults, they avail themselves of the opportunity
to become involved in a range of delinquencies
and crimes. Low self-control—their tendency to
seek immediate gratification, to take risks, to be
unmindful of future consequences—infects vir-
tually every aspect of their lives. They not only
break the law but also are more likely to create
public disorder, to drink and take drugs, to drive
under the influence of intoxicants and get in acci-
dents, and to become ill and die young. They are
poor at forming and sustaining quality friend-
ships and marital relationships, father or mother
children out of wedlock, suffer more divorces,
drop out of school more often, and have diffi-

culty finding and keeping employment. Those
with low self-control are, in short, architects of a

- life that is replete with crime, deviance, and social

failure.

Four final observations are required. First, it
should be clear why Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
perspective is a continuity theory. Individuals, it
is said, can never escape their low self-control.
People do not change, and if they do, it is merely
because opportunities to express their low self-
control have been limited. As a result, they tend
to be involved in crime and/or other manifesta-
tions of social failure throughout their lives. Sta-
bility of antisocial conduct—not change from
antisocial to prosocial conduct—is thus a core
premise of self-control theory.

Second, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s model
begins as a sociological theory but ends as an
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indiv { Htterancac
e m):d:“l:'lc t::)ﬂt()‘il‘; ll:)ce.sﬁthcory.. l,o\.«v self-control
‘ . gical deficiencies or to psy-
x.holuglcal dystunction. Rath it | o
by ditterential social e . ‘}. i p———
ool xperience: Good parental
g instills self-control, whereas poor
parental monitoring does not. But once im-
le‘\t.ed. these ditferences in self-control among
lp‘dlwdu.als are virtually intractable and set for
lite. Selt-:control thus differentiates who people
ax:e—thelr core individual traits—and, in turn,
dl.fferentia.tes the life course that these people
will experience.

Third, self-control theory is a rejection of the
fundamental premise of Hirschi’s social bond
theory (Evans et al., 1997; Taylor, 2001). Previ-
ously, Hirschi proposed that weak social bonds
caused criminal involvement. Now, Hirschi and
Gottfredson (1995) maintain that both weak
social bonds and crime are caused by the under-
lying trait of low self-control (i.e., people lacking
in self-control not only commit crimes but also
fail at school, jobs, and social relationships). In
methodological terms, the relationship between
social bonds and crime is held to be spurious

(Evans et al., 1997; Wright et al., 1999).
Fourth, Gottfredson and Hirschi do not deny

that, overall, crime increases in the teenage years
and declines as people grow older; in fact, they
assert that this age-crime curve is “invariant”
cross societies. This rise and fall in crime rates
d seem to contradict their theory; after all,
it means that some people must be entering and
leaving crime. Gottfredson and Hirschi do admit
that why the age-crime curve exists is a social
science mystery that has not yet been adequately
solved by any criminological theory—including
theirs. Regardless, they answer their critics in this
way: At any given point in the life course, individ-
uals low in self-control will have higher criminal
involvement—and other manifestations of social
failure—than individuals higher in self-control.

Thus, although “crime everywhere declines with
. differences 1n crime tendency across in-

dividuals remains relatively stable over the life
d Hirschi, 1990: 144).

woul
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Continuity or Change

Terrie Moffitt (1993 [Chapter 38 in this vo|,

approaches the age-crime curve in a ver me.])
ferent way (see also Caspi and Moffitt, lygglf.
She suggests that the jump in crime durip 3).
teenage years conceals two groups that takegvthe
different developmental pathways into cri::y
One group, which she calls life-course-persis, €.
offenders (LCPs), start antisocial acts early a:(;
continue their waywardness into and beygpgq
adolescence. The second group, which she ¢y
adolescence-limited offenders (ALs), start apg
finish their criminality during the teenage years
The age-crime curve 1s high during adolescencé
because of the high offending of the LCPs and the
temporary offending of the ALs. Theoretically,
the task is to explain why one group, the LCPs,
manifest continuity in offending, while the other
group, the ALs, manifest discontinuity or change
in offending. Because youngsters tend to take one
pathway or the other, her theory is a theory of

continuity or change.
Life-course-persistent offenders make up only

a small percentage—perhaps about 5 percent—
of the population. According to Moffitt (1993),
“continuity is the hallmark” of this group (p. 679),
with their antisocial behavior “stable from pre-
school to adulthood” (p. 680). Thus, at age 4, they
bite and hit others; at age 10, they skip school and
steal from stores; at age 16, they sell drugs and
steal vehicles; at age 20, they rape and rob; and
at age 30, they engage in fraud and child abuse
(p. 679). In her view, “the underlying disposi-
tion remains the same, but its expression changes
form as new social opportunities arise at different
points in development” (p. 679). Of course, this
leads to the question: What creates this “underly-
ing disposition” that is powerful enough to create
persistent offending across the life course?

Whereas Gottfredson and Hirschi link crimi-
ing, Mof-

process in which individual traits

the social environment to entrench youngsters
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ity i issatisfaction
opment and social maturity is a source of dissatisfac

. ending starts with and motivation for delinquency. The nlotlv.a-
“neUI‘OPSYCh.OlOglcal deficits?” Essentially, when tion is translated into behavior through “social
qormal brain development is disrupted—such mimicry”—a process whereby youngsters model
as through exposure to dr U8S and poor nutrition the delinquency conduct of other adolescents,
. the prenatal period or throy .

usually LCPs in their own age cohort or o.ldefr
youths. Delinquency also occurs becz.luse it is
self-reinforcing in that it shows, symbohcally, au-
» Irritability, poor tonomy from adults and maturity. Thus, “every
- ability” (p. 683). curfew broken, car stolen, joint smoked, and
These Lraits or individual diff | baby conceived is a statement of independence”
o Uure through-  (Caspi and Moffitt, 1995; 500).
out life. Again, this view is similar o G Adulthood, however, brings desistance from
crime. As the maturity gap closes, adult conven-
tional roles become available (e.g., jobs, mar-
riage), and the consequences for misconduct
escalate, there is a corresponding decrease in the
appeal of, and reinforcements for, delinquency.

control. But Mof-
fitt argues that these deficits a]5q lock individu-

Misfortune during the teenage years—such as
psychological deficits often evoke harsh and er- drug abuse, incarceration, or prematurely be-
ratic parenting, which in turp €Xacerbates their coming a parent—traps a few ALs in crime well
antisocial orientation. They are more likely to into the adult years. But unlike the LCPs, most
fail at school or to become pregnant as teens— of the ALs are able to take advantage of conven-
choices that restrict their ability to enter conven-

tional opportunities to change and move on with
their lives. Their antisocial conduct is thus char-

acterized by discontinuity, not continuity, and is
limited to their adolescent years.

Motfitts two-group taxonomy—ALs and
LCPs—has come under scrutiny, with some
scholars questioning whether such groups exist
and others arguing that there may be more than
just two groups (see, e.g., Blokland et al.. 2005;
Laub and Sampson, 2003: Sampson and Laub,
2005). Moffitt (2006) has reviewed much of this
evidence (see also Bushway, 2013; Moffitt et al.,
2001; Piquero and Moffitt, 2005). Although not
denying the existence of other offender groups

that may have distinct developmental pathways,
‘hter adolescence, their chief developmen- she argues that a large proportion of offending

tal challenge is to overcome the “maturity gap’ can be explained by her theory. In particular,
Teated by the mismatch between their adult Moftitt (2006: 301-302) concludes that after a

biological development and modern society’s ex- decade of research, “what can be stated with some
Pectation that they refrain from adult behaviors certainty is that the hypothesized life-course per-

f sistent antisocial individual exists, at least during

tional social roles that might extricate them from
crime. Or they may lose jobs or end up in prison,
experiences that make exiting from their devel-
opmental pattern difficult. In short, individual
deficits or traits produce stability in offending in
two interrelated ways: first, by their constant or
‘contemporary” effects (i.e., always being “in” the
individual); and second, by the way they foster
‘cumulative continuity”—a mounting array of
lost opportunities, failures, and poor choices that
‘Prune away the options for change” (p. 684).
‘Adolescence-limited” offenders, as their label
Implies, restrict their criminality largely to the
teenage years. Moffitt contends that as youths

O several years (e.g., sexual activity, smoking, e
‘ONsuming );;oods). %his gap between biological the first three decades of life.
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Continuity and Change

In 1985, while researching the archives of Shel-
don and Eleanor Glueck (Chapter 35), John Laub
was startled to discover that the longitudinal data
collected by the Gluecks were gathering dust in
the sub-basement of the Harvard Law School Li-
brary. Stored in tens of boxes, this information
was an untapped source of detailed informa-
tion on Boston-area youngsters. Recall that the
Gluecks had collected detailed information on
500 delinquent boys and a matched sample of
500 nondelinquent boys. These youths, born in
the Great Depression, were between the ages of
10 and 17. The Gluecks then conducted follow-
ups with them at age 25 and at age 32 (Sampson
and Laub, 1993).

Along with his collaborator Robert Sampson,
Laub quickly realized the rich criminological
treasure that lay before him: He had rediscovered
one of the greatest longitudinal data sets ever col-
lected. But the information was in raw form and
reconstructing the files for use required years
of painstaking work. Later, Laub and Sampson
(2003) would add new information to the origi-
nal data set. They would follow up the 500 de-
linquents in the sample until age 70 and conduct
intensive interviews with 52 of them.

Based on the original and newly collected
data, the theorists published two classic books.
In the first, they presented their age-graded
theory of informal social control (Sampson and
Laub, 1993). In the second, they presented a re-
vised theory. This newer volume was consistent
with their earlier thinking but, based on a longer
view of adulthood (to age 70), introduced a more
elaborate theoretical model (Laub and Sampson,
2003 [Chapter 39 in this part]). In both works,
the authors emphasized the importance of a life-
course perspective that explained both continu-
ity and change in behavior.

In their first book, Crime in the Making,
Robert Sampson and John Laub (1993) set forth
an important paradigm for understanding the
development of crime (see the discussion of their

work in the introduction to Part V). Notab]
subtitled their book Pathways and Tury;, they
Through Life. By “pathways,” they were fll Po;:,,ts
to the fact that people can be caught in |jf, ud}ng
tories that form a continuous line over 5 Sugajec.
tial time period. With regard to crime, the Stap,.

that the trajectory may extend to chil dho())' (;loted
that there is “considerable evidence that ane:..

. . antiso:
behavior is relatively stable across stages O?Ctrl
¢

life course” (p. 11). By “turning points” they w
raising the possibility that entering a crimi;re
trajectory is not a life sentence. Research g}, al
that many offenders experience points at wh;:l:
they change and turn away from crime. In short
offending is characterized by both continuity g4
change. For Sampson and Laub and other schol.
ars, the theoretical task was thus to explain whgs
creates continuity along criminal pathways ang
what creates change at key turning points in life
Sampson and Laub (1993) hypothesized that
a complex set of factors combine to entrench
child on an antisocial pathway (see also Sampson
and Laub, 1994). They recognized that some of
these conditions are the kinds of individual dif-
ferences that psychologists emphasize, such as a
difficult temperament and early conduct prob-
lems. Other factors, however, are rooted in the
disadvantaged and unstable social context into
which a child is born. These individual and social
structural conditions coalesce to foster a family
life that is marked by ineffective and rejecting
parenting, to decrease the chances that children
will succeed at and be committed to school, and
to cause children to seek out and be exposed to
delinquent peers and siblings. For youths with
these individual traits and social experiences,
delinquent behavior is the likely result. In turn,
delinquency weakens social bonds, which makes
future delinquency and then adult crime mOr
likely. Incarceration also might occur, which 1n-
creases criminality because it, too, diminishes the
strength of ties to conventional society. |
This interactive process—one In which SO.C l
bondsweakened by crimein turnleadto more Crume
that further weakens bonds, and so on—crea‘®> the
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ind of “cumulative continuity” described by Mof-  course (Evans et al., 1997; Wright et al., 1999; see
it (1993) As time goes on and chances to establish also Laub et al., 2006; Pratt, 2016; Sampson and
social bonds—at school, at work, within the family, Laub, 1990, 1993; however, see Hirschi and Gott-
*ith a marriage—are “knifed off a criminal life fredson, 2000).

urse becomes probable. Even so, Sampson and Again, Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that the
b did not believe that people are consigned to trait of low self-control creates continuity of of-

be life-course-pet sistent offenders. Change, not fending across time. Moffitt proposes that some
¢ continuity; is possible. offenders—the LCPs—also show remarkable

P il .
continuity in antisocial conduct from childhood

In turning away from crime, the key agent of
change i establishing conventional social bonds, onward. But she suggests that another group—
the ALs—are marked by change: into offend-

Here, Sampson and Laub, once students of Travis
ing in adolescence and then out of offending in

Hirschi in graduate school, essentially apply
Hirschi’s social bond theor).r to their life-course adulthood. By contrast, Sampson and Laub con-
perspective. As a o al principle, the presence tend that the same individual can experience both
or absence of soc1.al ties determines whether continuity and change in offending.
ple offend. B}f implication, if offenders are This focus on change is even more pronounced
Jble to secure social bonds, they will experience in Laub and Sampson’s (2003 [Chapter 39 in this
renewed social cont.rol that has the potential to part]) revised theory (see also Laub et al., 2006;
change their behavior. Social bonds can arise Sampson and Laub, 2005). As noted, this work
during childhood (e.g., attachment to parents), was based on a follow-up of the original Glueck
in adolescence (e.g., ties to school), and in adult- sample until age 70. Previous longitudinal proj-
hood (e.g., marriage). Importantly, Sampson and ects traced offenders into their 30s and perhaps
Into middle age. But Laub and Sampson pursued

Laub note that change is induced when offenders
acquire quality social bonds—such as a “good” a true life-course study! Notably, from this van-
tage point, their analysis showed that virtually

marriage or a “good” job.
all offenders desisted from crime. For even the

[ronically, Sampson and Laub’s use of social
bond theory placed them in opposition to the most persistent criminals, it appears that change
is inevitable. |

theoretical position that Hirschi had later taken
with Michael Gottfredson. Recall that Gottfred- In their revised theory, Laub and Samp-
son retain the core thesis that structural turn-

son and Hirschi (1990 [Chapter 15]) believed
Ing points—marriage, employment, military

that social bonds have no causal impact on crime.
Any relationship between bonds and crime was service—are potential sources of informal social
control that foster desistance from crime. But

seen to be spurious—a correlation that exists be-
cause low self-control produces both weak bonds they broaden this perspective to argue that such
structural positions involve multiple processes:

and criminal involvement (see also Hirschi and
Gottfredson, 1995). In contrast, although not

o Each of th t ituati

disputing that individual differences such as self- k;(i.:fe gﬂ, th:s;azefi Oe; I:;vai:;ﬁ?r(l;) t;lra;vi(;l

iglgm ol are important, S?mpson and Laub (.1 993, not only supervision and monitorin,g but oppor-
) asserted that social bonds—fresh ties to " tunities for social support and growth; (3) bring

C ¢ v . ' ,

0<\),Ie1vent10nal .soc1.et}.r—m1ght all.o.W peoplf—' Lo change and structure routine activities; and (4)

. fcome their criminal propensities and divert provide an opportunity for identity transforma-

- - j il
sea;nhfmm crime. Although not plentiful, re- tion. (Laub and Sampson, 2003: 148-149)
i ‘I Suggests that Sampson and Laub's version

. n}Ore correct, with both low self-control and Let us take marriage as an example. Once mar-
S0cial bondg implicated in crime across the life ried, an offender’s life is potentially transformed.




iy

N

496 PART XIII: Getting Into and Out of Crime: Life-Course Theories

The spouse provides emotional support to help
with stresses and rough times. She (or “he” in
other samples) also curtails her husband’s com-
Ings and goings. She makes sure he goes to work
and arrives home for dinner. These prosocial rou-
tine activities give him little chance to be in situ-
ations where trouble arises (e.g., in a bar getting
drunk, on the street at night). His affiliations with
former “bad friends” are stopped (see also Warr,
1998, 2002), especially if his wife and he move to a
"better” neighborhood. When children are born,
the now ex-offender might have a new “script”
or “identity” as a “provider” and “good father”
Crime thus becomes an increasingly distant pas-
time as the process of desistance runs its course.

At times, desistance thus happens virtually “by
default.” There is no conscious decision to stop
being a criminal. In Laub and Sampson’s (2003:
147) sample, many “men made a commitment to
go straight without even realizing it. Before they
knew it, they has invested so much in a marriage
or a job that they did not want to risk losing their
investment.” But in an important—and theoreti-
cally controversial—assertion, Laub and Samp-
son also suggest that the decision to desist (or,
for that matter, to persist in crime) also involves
human agency.

“Human agency’ is a somewhat vague con-
cept, but its core idea is that people are not un-
thinking billiard balls who are bounced in and
out of crime by the deterministic forces around
them. Instead, we all have a subjective real-
ity that affects our choices. To be sure, circum-
stances bound and shape what we do, for we can
only choose from the options available to us. For
many inner-city youngsters, the choice is not
between going to Harvard or joining a gang but
perhaps between working in a minimum-wage
job or stealing and partying on the streets. Even
s0, in situations where a turning point is possible,
offenders can act to move out of crime or to stay
in crime. For example, when a good marital rela-
tionship is possible, a person can prove unfaith-
ful, disdain his wife’s wishes by getting drunk
with his buddies, neglect his children, and walk

off his job in defiance of a boss he dislikeg_ Or},
can resist these temptations and build a mayy;, e
that persists and makes crime less Meaningfy] ge

The theoretical idea of “human agency; |
noteworthy for two other reasons. First, it is 'S
way of “bringing motivation back in” tq Cona
trol theory. Recall that control theoristg Suc};
as Hirschi (1969 [Chapter 14]) take the Moti.
vation or predisposition to offend for granted.
humans by their nature are gratification seekey,
and must be restrained from pursuing theijr self-
interest through crime. Laub and Sampson (2003
[Chapter 39]), however, assert that humang gy
in part because of what they “will” themselvesg to
do. They can decide to act difterently—or not.
Human agency thus is a conduit for the motiya-
tion to change.

Importantly, unlike with many alternative
theories, Laub and Sampson do not see moti-
vation as an enduring trait or orientation. And
unlike with rational choice theories, they do not
see motivation as a cold calculation of costs and
benefits. Rather, motivation is situational and
emerges from the person-environment interac-
tion. For example, if a male offender falls into a
close relationship with a woman, he may be in-
spired to “go straight.” If this relationship had not
occurred, the motivation to desist may not have
arisen. Conversely, meeting a potential partner is
no guarantee that conformity will follow. The of-
fender still has to exercise agency; he still has to
develop the will to change.

Second, the idea that change in a criminal
life course is contingent on situated choices and
human agency challenges more neatly packaged
developmental theories—most notably Moffitts
theory of ALs and LCPs. The very idea that crime
is “developmental” presupposes that offenders
enter into and out of crime in a predictable se-
quence of steps. Their lives are held to unfold in
defined stages.

By contrast, Laub and Sampson (2003) believe
that adult development is, to an important degree
unpredictable. Thus, itis impossible to predict from
childhood factorshowlong “life-course:--persisteﬂt




” will in fact persist j Ir criminali
fenders” Wi Persist in their criminali
iorl ,dulthood. All offenders eventually give ut[)),

rime—3ag& Of fieath,.seems to have that effect.
But at What preClse pOlnt PeOPle deSiSt 1S a matter
of good fortune (e.g., getting a good job), situa-

ional dynamics, and human agency. Thus, while
Jesistance 15 @ process with definable patterns, it

has an emergent, con.tingent quality that is not
capfured by the notion of universa] develop-
nental sequences. Put another way, lives do not
«ynfold” but rather are shaped and chosen, often

- idiosyncratic ways.

Understanding Change

(n developing their concept of “human agency,’
Laub and Sampson (2003) have revealed the im-
portance of understanding not only why people
enter crime (‘onset”) and stay in crime (“per-
sistence”) but also why they leave crime (“desis-
tance”). Scholars have now begun to explore in
detail the desistance process (see, e.g., Maruna,
1001; Maruna and Roy, 2007; Sullivan, 2013).
Findings from longitudinal research on the
timing of social bonds and desistance compli-
cate this issue. Sampson and Laub (1993) assume
that a good marriage or job acts as a catalyst
for desistance. Studies report, however, that the
causal ordering may be reversed—that offenders
desist from crime first and then acquire proso-
cial bonds such as a spouse and employment (see
Skardhamar and Savolainen, 2014; Skardhamar
etal, 2015). At the very least, it may be that a key
element in desistance is that offenders approach
such opportunities to establish social bonds
with a subjective openness for change to occur.
This insight suggests the importance of examin-
ing what offenders are thinking as they progress
through their life course. Several scholars have
explored the role of cognitions in the decision 10
esist from crime.
Thus, Peggy Giordano, Stephen Cernkovich,

and Jennifer Rudolph (2002) offer a theory o

COgnitive transformation. They agree with Samp-
onand Laub’s (1993) initial theory that acquiring
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social bonds, such as a marriage or a job, facili-
tates desistance. But they also concur with their
revised theory, discussed just above, that human
agency is involved in this process. Social bonds
are not simply magically developed or unwillingly
imposed. Career criminals must take advantage
of opportunities for desistance. A quality rela-
tionship or a decent job can be lost if an offender
chooses not to return home at night or to show up
for work. In essence, then, offenders must exer-
cise human agency by choosing to change.

However, for Giordano et al.,, such human
agency can be unpackaged into four “cognitive
shifts.” In their perspective, offenders encounter
potential social bonds, which they call “hooks
for change” These might include a budding in-
timate relationship or an offer of employment.
But these opportunities may be forfeited unless
an offender experiences a fundamental “cogni-
tive transformation.” This transformation, again,
occurs through four steps.

First, the offender must possess a general
openness to change. Second, the person must
look favorably upon a specific hook for change
and see embracing this hook (e.g., a new rela-
tionship) as being “fundamentally incompatible
with continued deviation” (Giordano et al., 2002:
1001). Third, the offender must begin to fashion
a new conventional identity, what Giordano and
colleagues call a “replacement self” (p. 1001).
Fourth, the individual must come to see contin-
ued wayward conduct negatively. Thus, a “devi-
ant behavior or lifestyle” is no longer viewed as
“positive, viable, or even personally relevant™ (p.
1002). In this way, the motivation to deviate van-
ishes as the offender is cognitively transformed

into a conventional member of society.

In short, desistance is a dynamic, interactive
process that involves both opportunities or hooks
for change and active efforts by offenders to in-
terpret their world and themselves differently.
The value of Giordano et al’s framework is that
it moves us beyond the broad view that offend-
ers exercise human agency to an understand-
ing of what such agency might entail. For them,
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humfn agency is not simply willpower but ways
of thinking—cognitive shifts—that motivate of-
fenders to act differently. '

| Other scholars have offered a related but dis-
tu:nct explanation for desistance: offenders quit
crime when they change their identity. As might
be recalled from Chapter 18, Shadd Maruna

‘(2001). argued that whether individuals persisted
In a criminal career depended on their narrative

identity—the story they told about who they were
and what their future might hold. Offenders who
embraced a “condemnation script” believed that
they were “doomed to deviance” and could not
escape a life in crime—and thus they did not. By
contrast, offenders who manifested a “redemp-
tion script” stated that their real self was good and
not criminal, were optimistic about their ability
to overcome dismal economic prospects, and be-
lieved that their life could serve a higher purpose.
This identity led them to abandon crime and to
try to “make good” in their lives.

Another identity theory of desistance has been
proposed by Ray Paternoster and Shawn Bush-
way (2009 [Chapter 40 in this volume]). They
argue that offenders make rational choices and
use human agency—“intentional self-change™—
to stop offending (2009: 1106). They also ob-
serve, however, that the decision to persist or
desist from crime is shaped by how offenders

view their current and future identities. At some

point, if being a criminal is seen as too costly, de-

sistance is possible.
Paternoster and Bushway propose that active

criminals have a “working self” or identity as a
person who commits crime—that is, as a drug
addict, thief, or perhaps robber. Acting consis-
tently with this identity provides motivation to
keep offending. Behavior is thus seen as an ex-
pression of who offenders think they are. Note
that this assertion differs from the view that,
like the rest of us, criminals are socialized into a
dominant conventional morality and thus must
neutralize controls in order to break the law (see

Sykes and Matza, 1957 [Chapter 13]). Rather, a
criminal identity is seen to provide a rationale

being me.’
Paternoster and Bushway also note, },
’ OWever’

that individuals have not only a current vy, 1 .
self but also a future “possible self” T}; frklng
identity can play a crucial role in desistan, iuture
ways. Positively, offenders might look ahea(ril two
see themselves someday being a spou . o parand
employed, and a respected neighbor. Syc, , ent,
social self can be a pull out of crime. Negatisr;)‘
offenders might look ahead and see themSeliy’
as constantly in and out of prison, strung o4 oes
drugs, victimized by the violent criminals then
encounter on the streets, accumulating no we alt});
or property to speak of, and without a family ¢,
love them. The authors call this the “feared g}
and it can serve as a powerful push out of crime
For Paternoster and Bushway, desistance is n(;t
a discrete event or turning point but rather a pro-
cess that typically unfolds over a period of time.
A likely sequence is that as offenders persist in
crime, the payoffs decline and the costs become
harder to bear. When dissatisfactions with being

a criminal crystallize, they provide the impetus to
seek change. The feared self is no longer a distant
possibility but a fast-approaching future. Avoid-
ing the feared self thus motivates the change to
a more prosocial identity. As this transformation
occurs, offenders’ preferences also switch from

those conducive to crime (e.g., love of getting high
and the excitement of being on the street) to those

conducive to conformity (e.g., love of relaxing at

home and the honor of making an honest living).
Further, as part of their identity change, offenders
choose to spend more time with people who are
prosocial and supportive of their movement away
from crime. This support, which may be provided
by family members, coworkers, or treatmen!
counselors, isolates them from criminal iflﬂ“"
ences. Put another way, their prosocial identlt)"';'l
perhaps as a good worker, good parent, and goo
community member—organizes their life 10 7
new direction. Tentatively—taking “baby stepP>
in which they gradually experiment with beins
conventional—they relinquish their worKing

A



If and, in their own mind, become a different
. on. At this point, the choice to desist reflects

ho they are—their identity—and emerges as the
most rational course to follow,

criminology. Even if one takes issue with the main
theories that have been set forth, the fundamenta]

point underlying these perspectives is indisput-

able: Crime is a dynamic process that potentially
begins in childhood and occurs across the Jife

course. Accordingly, the challenge for all theoret-
ical criminology is to explain continuity and/or
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PART XIV

Positive Criminology

ost theories attribute crime to what are
.ommonly viewed as negative traits and
«jal experiences. For example, crime is said to
3 caused by traits such as low self-control and
ol Ltive emotionality, as well as by social experi-
nefes such as child abuse, weak bonds to family,
ﬁd sssociation with criminals. Further, it is
argued that the best way to control crime is to
nanage these traits and experiences and to exer-
cise greater control over the offenders with them.
By contrast, positive criminology proposes that
we should devote greater attention to the role that
positive traits and social experiences play in the
explanation and control of crime (for overviews,
see Ronel, 2015; Ronel and Elisha, 2011; Ronel
and Segev, 2014, 2015). o
As an aside, “positive” criminology, which is
a contemporary perspective, should not be con-
fused with the positive school of criminology
founded by Lombroso and others. As discussed

in Part I, this earlier approach heralded the use of

scientific or “positive” methods to study criminals.
Positive criminologists do not deny the im-
portance of negative traits and experiences, but

they claim that crime is not simply a function of

such traits and experiences. Crime is also influ-
enced by positive traits such as empathy, altru-
S, optimism, self-efficacy, prosocial identities
Such as parent and worker, and positive affect
(the .tendency to experience emotions such as
%‘?Ppmess), Likewise, crime is influenced by pos-
rtellv °Social experiences, especially involvement in

Alonships characterized by acceptance, trust,

ecurity, support, and justice. It is argued that

<k ¥

individuals with such traits and experiences are
better able to avoid those negative factors that
cause crime, are better able to cope with negative
experiences, and generally feel less need or desire

to engage in crime. In fact, such individuals often
feel an aversion to crime and an attraction to pro-

social behavior.

Further, positive criminologists argue that ef-
forts to control crime should not simply focus on
reducing negative traits and experiences or con-
trolling offenders, especially through imprison-
ment (Ronel and Segev, 2014, 2015). An effort
should also be made to cultivate positive traits and
experiences. Positive criminologists, for example,
endorse the restorative justice approach, which
tries to foster empathy in offenders and restore
their ties to prosocial others (see Braithwaite,
2002). They also favor treatment approaches,
such as the Good Lives model, that seek to build
on offenders’ strengths rather than simply try to
fix their deficits (see Ward and Maruna, 2007).
Further, the harsh punishment and isolation of
offenders should be avoided. These responses
undermine positive traits and experiences; in-
stead, they create feelings of anger and rejection,
disrupt ties to prosocial others, and lead to as-
sociation with other offenders. As such, they may
increase crime (Cullen et al., 2011).

In brief, positive criminologists argue that
we should focus on the positive as well as the
negative. Positive criminology is not a distinct
theory of crime, however. Rather, it is a gen-
eral approach that encompasses several theo-
ries and crime control strategies (Ronel and



338 PART XIV: Positive Criminology

Elisha, 2011; Ronel and Segev, 2015). Certain
of the theories that fall under the umbrella of
positive criminology have already been dis-
cussed. This includes peacemaking criminol-
ogy, which was discussed in the Introduction
to Part VII. Peacemaking criminology con-
tends that crime is less likely when individuals
possess certain positive traits, such as compas-
sion, and when they are involved in communi-
ties characterized by such things as acceptance
and social justice.

Braithwaite's theory of reintegrative sham-
ing (Chapter 16) is another example of posi-
tive criminology. Crime is said to be less likely
in communitarian societies, where individuals
are involved in interdependent relationships
characterized by trust and mutual assistance.
And crime is best controlled not by rejecting
offenders but through reintegrative shaming—
which fosters traits such as empathy and builds
positive ties with prosocial others. Certain as-
pects of life-course criminology also fall under
positive criminology. Researchers have found
that offenders are more likely to desist from
crime when they possess certain positive traits,
including hope, self-efficacy, and a positive
identity. Desistance is also more likely when of-
fenders develop positive ties to prosocial others
(see Part XIII in this text; Giordano et al., 2002;
Maruna, 2001; Ronel and Elisha, 2011; Ronel
and Segev, 2014).

Still other work in criminology exemplifies the
positive approach. Prominent here are recent at-
tempts to explain long-term trends in crime. In an
analysis of homicide trends over the last several
hundred years, Roth (2012, 2013) presents data
suggesting that declines in homicide are due not
to increases in self-control but rather to successful
nation building. Homicide is lower when citizens
view the state and social system as legitimate, trust
the government, and feel close to and empathetic
with their fellow citizens. And Pinker’s (201 1)
seminal book The Better Angels of Our Nature:
Why Violence Has Declined attempts to explain a
general decline in violence over the centuries by

Certain of the theories that £y und
criminology focus on the Positive g4 -5 Positi\,e
ences that reduce crime. Cuylleps a 9281 €Xper;_
of social support and crime, Presented?) theor,
ter 41, is an example. Other theorieg o 0 Chyy,.
positive traits that reduce crime. Agnec‘}s On the
theory of social concern and ¢ ime,ws (2014)
in Chapter 42, is an example. Byt mos}:resept.ed
theories, including those by Cullep and I:’t’sltlve
recognize that positive traits and social egne\t;,
ences mutually influence one anothep P(’:Ife.n-
traits arise in part from positive socja] Stive
ences. So, for example, Agnew argues th:fetﬁ;

types of social support described by Cy]jen are
major source of those traits that comprise Socis

concern. And positive traits contribute tq POsi-
tive social experiences. Individuals who are Con-
cerned about the welfare of others, for example,
are more likely to provide support to them.

Social Support Theory

Cullen (1994) drew his theory from a broader
theory of social support in the social sciences
(Vaux, 1988). This perspective was particularlyin-
fluential in the sociology of mental illness, whereit
was argued that social support buffered the impact
of stress on outcomes such as depression (see
Thoits, 2011). Cullen recognized that as a general
theory of human behavior, social support theory
might well apply to criminal conduct. One obv
ous overlap was with strain theories that exam
ined how people coped with the “stress” in their
lives (Cullen and Wright, 1997). But his approach
was also a reaction to other perspectives, such ea;
Hirschi’s (1969) social bond theory, that %%
to ignore the good in social life. Thu.s, " uﬁmg
Hirschi focused on the role of parents 1o r il
bonds that exerted indirect control oVer thelrente.l
dren, Cullen wondered how the most fundam




parenﬁng___hugs, kisses, alr:ld l(l)lving ones
et O F 1 be ignored. As a result, he was at-
] he concept of social. support !)ecause it
ed 10 .« void in the criminological enter-
Ugct ﬁuthls VO . { .
eeﬂ"d e (1988: 1) noted at that time: “Social
sris o, AS Vaut’(‘) do with everyday things—sharing
P ort ga; .clings, exchanging information and
ks an ,s well as dramatic but common
. ,erience s—the joy of love, the pain of
pumé? cxfzmﬂ)' ties, and bonds of friendship.”
i o also was writing in the midst of
Cuﬂean ceason in corrections in the United
the meAs 2 long-time advocate of rehabilitation
Stﬁfltn 2013), he believed that punitive policies
(W tized and excluded offenders, most
matiz€ ’
that Zttl;gc Jlly seen in mass imprisonment, were
(h'amt erproductive. He favored instead reforms
E;;ne mphasized social support such as correc-

] treatment programs and early intervention
- rams (Cullen et al., 1999).

P rogunen’s central thesis is that the level of crime
. inversely related to the level of social support.
This is true in the lives of individuals and in the
experiences of communities and nations. The
presence of quality social support is seen to be a
good thing. A growing body of empirical research
now supports this thesis, showing that social sup-
port reduces crime at the micro level and macro
level (for reviews, see Makarios and Sams, 2013;
Pratt and Cullen, 2005). The effects are not always
large, but they appear to be relatively consistent. It
may be that social support is not a single powerful
factor that is the most dominant source behind

whether someone becomes a criminal. In all like-
lihood, receiving social support is one facet of our
social relationships and thus affects our lives in
small but diverse ways from infancy to adulthood.

One challenge is to demonstrate precisely how
SOF‘al support is implicated in the reduction of
ﬁ;nne. With Robert Lilly and Richard Ball, Cullen
) csrguﬂlned five ways that social support might
encesaie Prosocial and decrease antisocial influ-
Fir or .lndmduals (Lilly et al., 2015: 144-145).
°Pm'ersl(t)qal Support fosters healthy social devel-
Among infants and children. This might

&
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Involve assistance for at-risk mothers during
Pregnancy and parents using supportive rather
than harsh management strategies with their
youngsters. Second, social support is a source of

social bonds to parents and others. Attachment
18 a product of receiving love and assistance with
problems, whether from parents during child-
hood or a spouse in adulthood. Third, the de-
livery of social support would model prosocial
learning, acting as a conduit for positive differen-
tial association. Fourth, social support insulates
against strain caused by negative life experiences,
making noncriminal coping possible. Fifth, social
support may help offenders deal with the stigma-
tizing effects of an arrest and help prisoners re-
entering society after years behind bars (see, e.g.,
Dong and Krohn, 2017). Cullen and colleagues
add that at the macro-level, supportive com-
munities and nations focus on fulfilling human
needs rather than consigning “individuals to deal
with personal and social troubles on their own”
(Lilly et al., 2015: 145). They are characterized
by “government welfare policies, cultural values,

and community integration that help to diminish
the effects of the root causes of crime” (p. 145; see
also Braithwaite, 1989; Currie, 1998).

Social Concern Theory

Agnew (2014) begins his theory of social con-
cern and crime by arguing that criminologists
focus on the negative traits of individuals. In
particular, it is frequently assumed that individu-

als are by nature self-interested. They have little
concern for others and are instead “focused on

the satisfaction of their needs and desires” And,
unless subject to proper control, they will satisfy
their needs and desires through crime when it is
expedient to do so. Perhaps most prominently,
Hirschis (1969; Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990)
control theories, for example, are based on this
assumption (see Part V). Agnew argues, however,
that this view of human nature is overly simplis-
tic. Drawing on research from a variety of fields,
he claims that while people are self-interested to
some degree, they are also socially concerned.
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Social concern refers to “a set of inclinations
that sometimes lead people to give more con-
sideration to others than to their own interests”
(Agnew, 2014: 5). Individuals high in social con-
cern care about the welfare of others, in large part
because of their empathy with and sympathy for

them; they desire close ties to others; they follow

certain moral intuitions, such as the inclination
to avoid harming innocent others; and they are

inclined to conform to the behavior and views of

others. These inclinations are in part “natural,’
meaning they have a strong biological basis and
are widely shared. And they are also influenced
by the social environment. They are learned from
others, are fostered by strong bonds to proso-
cial others, and are more common among those
who have experienced moderate levels of strain.
So Agnew contends that human nature is com-
plex; individuals are self-interested, socially con-
cerned, and malleable—being influenced by the
larger social environment.

Agnew then discusses the relationship be-
tween social concern and crime. The major
proposition of his theory is that those higher in
social concern should be lower in crime, since
crime runs counter to those inclinations that
comprise social concern. Agnew also states that
social concern affects crime in other ways. For
example, social concern has an indirect effect on

crime through its effect on strain, control, and
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