or much of its history, crimigology as a dis-
Fcipline focused almost excl.ujc.lvely on crimes

mitted by men. Most empirical studies used
cota only on male offenders, and theories were
(Ciznstructed to explain why boys and men broke
he law (Belknap, 1996; Leonard, 1982; Sharp,
)009; Simon; 1975; Smart, 1977; Steffensmeier
and Broidy, 2001). Part of the. neglect of females
gemmed from the displtoportlo.nate involvement
of males in crime, especially serious offenses, and
trom the overwhelming maleness of the prison
pOpujation. Women's criminality thus was seen
s tangential to the crime problem—as not really
Lorth investigating and as having no implica-
tions for the understanding of males’ illegality.
A more salient reason for the failure to consider
gender in criminological analyses, however, was
that, as was the case in other academic disci-
plines, criminologists were nearly all men: males
were studying and writing about males.

Equally disquieting, on those infrequent occa-
sions when female criminals received scholarly
stention, the resulting analyses were decid-
edly sexist. Although exceptions existed (Stef-
fensmeier and Clark, 1980), prominent scholars
often viewed female criminality as a departure
from “natural” female behavior—that is, mater-
nal, passive, and gentle. What would cause such
‘odd” “unfemale” behavior? Female lawbreakers,
it was thought, could only have contravened their
feminine nature because of a pathological defect

in their biological makeup or within their psyche

269

(Klein, 1973; Smart, 1977). The traditional female
role thus was seen as normal; any departure,
such as crime, was seen as abnormal. In this per-
spective, social factors, especially gender-based
inequality, were accorded little or no causal im-
portance in the behavior of women—or, for that
matter, in the behavior of men.

Starting in the 1970s and continuing to this
day, such male-centered, asocial theorizing has
been challenged as sexist and as theoretically
impoverished. A revisionist approach, which ele-
vated gender to the center of theoretical analysis,
was fueled in important ways by the emergence
of the Women’s Movement and its fight for equal-
ity between the sexes. This movement had two
noteworthy effects. First, as educational and oc-
cupational opportunities broadened, increasing
numbers of women entered the field of crimi-
nology, bringing with them fresh insights rooted
in personal histories unlike those of male crimi-
nologists. Second, the Women’s Movement fo-
cused attention on the social situation of women
vis-a-vis men, including such crucial issues as
gender-based differences in socialization and
inequalities in power. For many criminologists—
especially female scholars—the idea that gender
was not implicated in crime and criminal justice
now seemed incongruous.

The rejection of male-centered traditional
criminology has resulted in the emergence of the
competing paradigm of “feminist criminology.” In
this approach, sex is not simply another variable
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adde‘c(i to a multivariate empirical analysis (usually
as a “control” variable). Rather, gender relations
Pecgme central to understanding human behav-
ior, mc!uding crime. There is a special focus on
how crime is related to gender-based inequality
between males and females. Finally, to a greater
or lesser extent, feminist analyses—similar
to those of critical criminology—are oriented to
the production of knowledge so as to unmask
and change the structural relationships in society
that result in the discrimination against and the
oppression of women (see Chesney-Lind, 2006;
Daly, 2010; Daly and Chesney-Lind, 1988; see
also Miller and Mullins, 2006; Ollenburger and
Moore, 1998; Sharp, 2009).

Feminist criminologists directed attention
to. several major questions about the causes of
crime. First, how can we explain female crime?
Some criminologists argue that traditional crime
theories are equally applicable to males and fe-
males (e.g., Jensen and Eve, 1976; Smith and
Paternoster, 1987), but feminist criminologists
argue that new theories need to be developed to
explain female crime or that traditional theories
need to be revised in ways that accord a central
role to gender. Second, how can we explain the
gender gap in crime and, related to this, changes
in the gender gap over time? Gender is one of
the strongest correlates of crime, with rates of
serious crime being many times higher among
males than females (Chesney-Lind and Shelden,
2004; Steffensmeier and Allan, 2000). The size of
the gender gap has decreased for certain crimes
in recent decades (see Heimer, 2000), although
there is some debate over the extent to which this
is due to such things as changing police practices
(see Chesney-Lind, 2006; Lauritsen et al., 2009;
Rennison, 2009; Schwartz et al., 2009). Until the
1970s and 1980s, little effort was devoted to ex-
plaining these facts. Third, what role does gender
play in the generation of male crime? While tra-
ditional theories were developed with males in
mind, such theories devote little attention to the
role of gender in producing male crime. Finally,
how does gender “intersect” with race/ethnicity

affect crime (see Burgess.pmct
Or

2006; Corsaro €t al, £U° ;. er, 2008; .mpso
and Gibbs, 2006)? Feminist criminologists hayn
¢

:ncreasingly come to argue that a full und CtStang
ing of crime requires that we consider genge, )
Y

~ace/ethnicity and by class groups (e.g,, eXamiy
poor, white females separately from middle‘clas:

It is important 1O emphasize, however, that
there is a diversity of thinking within feming
criminology, as well as a dynamism that lead
to continuing theoretical developments (fo, i
analysis of recent contributions, see Burges;.
Proctor, 2006; Chesney-Lind and Shelden, 29q.
Daly, 1997, 2010; Davidson and Chesney-Ljng
»009: Miller and Mullins, 2006, 2009; SChWartz’
and Steffensmeier, 2015; Sharp, 2009). Over th,
past three decades, the most poignant split b,
been between “liberal feminists,” who focus g
the salience of sex-role socialization and equality
of opportunities, and feminists who take a mope
«ritical” or “radical’ approach, emphasizing
structural inequality in power between men ang
women. These latter theorists see male and female
crime as fundamentally linked to patriarchy—,
deeply entrenched system in which males exert
dominance through their power (financial ang,
if necessary, physical) and through a hegemonic
culture that defines male ways of doing things a
“normal” and male control of women as legiti-
mate. In general, liberal feminist views had the
most powerful influence in the earlier days of
feminist criminological scholarship, while more
radical approaches currently direct most theory
and research within the feminist paradigm.

Liberation and Crime

As the Womens Movement grew in strength
and swept across the nation, it was tempting to
conclude that substantial equality between men
and women was within reach. Although gender
socialization and inequalities ultimately would
prove difficult to transform, significant soci
changes did occur. Almost on a daily basis, I




women were breaking one gq cial or
onal barrier after another, Witnessin
hanges in progress, it became almost inev%
1o 10 85Ks How will this refashioning of the X
itabierlces of women affect their Criminality? For
Sf;se with a sociolog.ical ix‘nagination who saw
crime as rooted in their social experiences
e answer Seer.ned C.lea.r. If girls were raiSed,
boys and if in their life course they had the
came opportunities as b‘?YS’ thc?n it seemed logi-
gl that their behavior—including their crimina
Conduct—'WOUld t,)ec?rne more like that of boys.
i short, womens liberation ultimately would
esult in “equality on the wanted list””
These ideas informed Rita Simon’s important
1975 contribution, Women and Crime (see also
Gimon, 2002). “If ope assumes that the changes
in womens roles, in their perceptions of self
and in their desire for expanded horizons that
began in the latter part of the sixties will not
he abated, observed Simon (1975: 1), “then we
«ould expect that one of the major by-products of
the women's movement will be a high proportion
of women who pursue careers in crime”” Simon
contended that females’ entry into the job market
would prove particularly consequential because
+ would give them access to opportunities for “fi-
qancial and white-collar crimes,” such as “fraud,
embezzlement, larceny, and forgery” (p. 2). She
rejected the idea, however, that women’s partici-
pation in violent crimes would increase. Arguing
that women committed violent crimes largely
because of the “frustration, the subservience,
and the dependency that have characterized the
traditional female role,” Simon reasoned that
occupational advancement would reduce these
“feelings of being victimized and exploited” and
thus would blunt “their motivation to kill” (p. 2).
This liberation thesis was stated even more
boldly and eloquently by Freda Adler in her
dassic book Sisters in Crime, which carried the
revealing subtitle The Rise of the New Female
Criminal (1975 [Chapter 22 in this part]). Adler
proclaiimed that women not only were com-
mitting more crimes but also were engaging in

jike
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t::ieltlonally male offenses. She noted that be-
s N 1960 and 1972, female arrests increased
percent for burglary, 277 percent for rob-
€ry, 280 percent for embezzlement, and over
300 percent for larceny (1975: 16). She linked
these dramatic shifts in female criminality to
the transformation of gender roles that was then
oOccurring in American society. “Women are no
longer indentured to the kitchens, baby carriages,
or bedrooms of America” observed Adler. “Al-
lowed their freedom for the first time, women—
by the tens of thousands—have chosen to desert
those kitchens and plunge exuberantly into the
formerly all-male quarter of the working world”
(p. 12). But there was also a “shady aspect of lib-
eration’: the rise of new female criminals. “In the
same way that women are demanding equal op-
portunity in fields of legitimate endeavor,” con-
cluded Adler, “a similar number of determined
women are forcing their way into the world of
major crimes” (p. 13).

The work by Adler and Simon was critically
important in bringing gender into criminological
discourse and in prompting sustained research on
womens criminality (Hartman and Sundt, 2010).
Still, their versions of the liberation thesis have
been subjected to much critical scrutiny. Many
criminologists, including later feminist scholars,
have rejected this thesis (see, e.g., Belknap, 1996;
Daly and Chesney-Lind, 1988; Heimer, 2000;
Steffensmeier and Allan, 1996). Although several
concerns have been voiced, three criticisms of the
liberation thesis seem most important to review.

First, the empirical predictions of the thesis
have not proven correct (see Heimer, 2000;
Schwartz and Steffensmeier, 2015; Steffensmeier
and Allan, 1996; Steffensmeier et al., 2005). While
the percentage of all arrests involving females has
increased a good deal since the 1960s, the largest
increases involve the crimes of larceny, fraud, and
forgery—which include the traditionally “female”
offenses of shoplifting, passing “bad” checks, and
welfare fraud. The increased involvement of fe-
males in these offenses began well before the
Women’s Movement became popular in the late
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1.96.05. And certain data suggest that arrest sta-
tistics may exaggerate the increased involvement
f)f females in crime. In particular, some of the
Increase in female arrests may be attributable to
changes in police practices—with the police be-
coming more likely to arrest females.

Second, the liberation thesis implied (if not
stated directly in places) that females' labor
market participation and achievement of equal-
ity across a range of social opportunities would
foster criminality. The data showed, however, that
gender equality’s “dark side” was not to create of-
fenders. Instead, crime was more common among
those who did not achieve equality—among
women who were trapped in economically mar-
ginal positions (Davidson and Chesney-Lind,
2009; Giordano et al., 1981; Heimer, 2000; Wolfe
et al,, 1984). True equality, therefore, might well
reduce, rather than increase, women's criminal
involvement.

Third and relatedly, the focus of the liberation
thesis on gender socialization and occupational
opportunities did not consider the structural
roots of the inequality between men and women.
To be sure, as liberal feminists, scholars such as
Adler and Simon were critical of the barriers that
they and other women faced. More radical femi-
nists, however, contended that the analyses of
liberation theorists did not get to the core of the
problem: that patriarchy—a system of men’s dom-
inance of women—underlay how women were
socialized, why women experienced discrimi-
nation in the workplace, and why women were
consigned—often alone and with children—to
marginal economic positions. A feminist theory
of crime, they claimed, thus must move beyond
discussions of liberation to illuminate how power
affects the crime and victimization of women.

Patriarchy and Crime

Radical feminism, which places patriarchy at
the center of its analysis, has had a widespread
influence on criminological scholarship (see
Belknap, 1996; Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Davidson

.nd Chesney-Lind, 2009 G.root,. 2010; gp,
2009; Simpson, 1989). Within criming] jUStice’
for example, it has sgawned research on g, de;
inequities in sentencing and on hov'v the lay, i
used to reaffirm tradltlonal,’ subordinate fema],
roles and to control womens sexuality (e.g
«Jouble standard” in the juvenile justice Syste
of institutionalizing “promiscuous” girls byt
boys; Chesney-Lind and Shelden, 2004; Corsar,
et al, 2015; Daly and Tonry, 1997). This pe,.
spective also illuminatef:l t.he Importance o
investigating the victimization of womep by
men. Studies showed how male violence agajng,
women—such as nonstranger rape and the by
tering of intimates—was traditionally subject ¢,
virtually no sanctions by the state. Such violenc
was thus conceptualized as a means by whig,
men dominate women and, in doing so, repry.
duce the existing patriarchal system (Daly apq
Chesney-Lind, 1988).

In rejecting male-centered criminology, radica]
feminism also argued that there would be a neeq
to develop gender-specific theories. Because they
neglected gender and ignored the role of patriar.
chy as the underlying social context for behavior,
traditional theories were incapable of explicating
the gendered experiences that were central to 3
full understanding of female (and male) crimi-
nality. Radical feminism helped spur a number
of “qualitative” studies of female crime, wherein
researchers observed and conducted intensive
interviews with female offenders (e.g., Bottcher,
2001; Daly, 1992; Gilfus, 1992; Giordano et al,
2002; Miller, 2001, 2008; Miller and Mullins,
2006). Such studies shed much light on the social
world of these offenders and contributed to the
development of gender-specific theories as well
as to the revision of traditional theories.

Meda Chesney-Lind (1989 [Chapter 23 in
this part]) provides an important example of a
“feminist theory” in which considerations of pa-
triarchy illuminate the special causes of female
delinquency. She observes, for example, that
“girls are frequently the recipients of violence and
sexual abuse” (p. 23). Patriarchy is conducive to




buse because femal’t’e:i in general are objec-
. sex ual property. "In a society that ide-
- equality in male/fem.ale relationships and
8 youth in women, girls ar”e easily defined
ally attractive by oldc?r men" (p. 24). Escape
assel\this abuse, however, is not easy. Girls who
mawa)’ often are returned to their homes by
aun ate—a practice that ignores the girls’ genu-

es rs of continued victimization and serves to

(firm parental, patriarchal authority. The only
¢ ion thus for many abused girls is to seek refuge
? the “streets,” where they must commit crimes
:2survive- But patriarchy shapes their experience
and victimization here as well. “It is no accident
that (these] girls . . . get involved .in criminal activ-
ities that exploit their sexual object status” com-
ments Chesney-Lind (for similar accounts and
esearch, see Daly, 1992; Gilfus, 1992). “American
society has defined as desirable youthful, physi-
cally perfect women. This means that girls on the
dreets, who have little else of value to trade, are
encouraged to use this ‘resource” (Chesney-Lind,
1989: 24). It is noteworthy that considerations of
«exual abuse, its relation to patriarchy, and its eti-
ological role in crime have been virtually absent
in the major theories of crime authored by males.

The work of Chesney-Lind illustrates what is
perhaps the most prominent theme in feminist
theories of crime: the idea that the oppression of
women, including their criminal victimization,
is a major cause of female offending (Daly, 2010;
Davidson and Chesney-Lind, 2009; Groot, 2010;
Miller and Mullins, 2006; Sharp, 2009). In par-
ticular, some females engage in crime in an effort
to cope with or overcome certain of the problems
they face—with many of these problems stem-

ming from the gender inequality that character-
izes patriarchal society.

ine fe

Gendering Traditional Theories

Along with the rise of gender-specific theories,
there have also been numerous efforts to apply
traditional theories to the explanation of female
crime and the gender gap in crime. These efforts
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typically find that many of the variables that ex-
plain male crime also explain female crime. Such
variables include association with delinquent
peers, beliefs favorable to crime, low social and
self-control, strains, the perceived costs and
benefits of crime, and opportunities for crime.
In fact, reviews of the research have found that
there is a great deal of overlap between the lead-
ing causes of female and male crime (Agnew,
2009; Andrews and Bonta, 1994; De Coster et
al., 2013; Hubbard and Pratt, 2002; Lanctot and
Le Blanc, 2002; Steffensmeier and Broidy, 2001).
(Relatedly, the conditions that predict the suc-
cess in reducing crime for males are similar
to those for females [Dowden and Andrews,
1999].) Further, certain of these causes go a long
way toward explaining the gender gap in crime.
In particular, studies suggest that most of the
gender gap in crime is due to the fact that males
are more likely than females to associate with
delinquent peers, be low in self-control, be low
in social control, and so on (e.g., Agnew, 2009;
De Coster et al., 2013; Haynie and Soller, 2015;
Jensen, 2003; Moffitt et al., 2001; Rowe et al,
1995; Zahn, 2009). Traditional theories, then,
have much to say about the relationship between
gender and crime.

At the same time, some criminologists argue
that these theories are inadequate for several
reasons (see Belknap and Holsinger, 2006;
Chesney-Lind and Shelden, 2004; Davidson and
Chesney-Lind, 2009; Lanctot and Le Blanc, 2002;
Miller and Mullins, 2006, 2009; Sharp, 2009;
Steffensmeier and Broidy, 2001). While many of
the same factors cause male and female crime,
there is some evidence that certain factors have
a larger effect on crime among males or females.
For example, several studies indicate that as-
sociation with delinquent peers is more likely
to lead to crime among males (see Giordano,
2009; McGloin and Dipietro, 2013; Mears et al.,
1998; Piquero et al., 2005; but see Weerman and
Hoeve, 2012). Early puberty, however, is more
likely to lead to crime among females (Fishbein
et al., 2009). Traditional theories do not explain
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why this is the case. Also, there is evidence that
certain gender-related factors neglected by tra-
ditional theories may help explain female and/
or male crime. Such factors include the nature
of one’s gender identity, experiences with gender
discrimination, differences in physical size and
strength, romantic disputes and partner abuse,
the timing of menstruation, and—as indicated
above—sexual abuse (e.g., Belknap and Hols-
inger, 2006; Bottcher, 2001; Eitle, 2002; Haynie,
2003; Steffensmeier and Allan, 1996; Vaske et al.,
2015; Zahn, 2009). Finally, while traditional the-
ories may state that males are more likely than
females to possess those factors that contribute
to crime, they usually do not explain why this
is the case. Why, for example, are males more
likely to associate with delinquent peers or be
low in self-control? Given these inadequacies,
many criminologists have embarked upon the
task of “gendering” traditional theories; that is,
devoting explicit attention to the ways in which
gender might impact the causal forces identified
by these theories (see Daly and Chesney-Lind,
1988; De Coster et al., 2013; Haynie and Soller,
2015; Lanctot and Le Blanc, 2002; Steffensmeier
and Broidy, 2001; Zahn, 2009). In particular,
how might gender affect the nature of, exposure
to, and reaction to these forces? There have now
been attempts to “gender” virtually all of the tra-
ditional theories described in earlier sections of
this book.

There have been several recent efforts to
apply biopsychological theories to the explana-
tion of female (and male) crime and the gender
gap in crime (see Fishbein et al., 2009; and Vaske
et al., 2015, for overviews). The most promi-
nent is that of Moffitt et al. (2001). They find
that most of the gender difference in crime is
due to the fact that females are less likely to pos-
sess the personality traits of low constraint and
negative emotionality (see Chapter 37; see also
De Coster et al., 2013; Nofziger, 2010). They
argue that while these traits are in part socially
produced, they are also heavily influenced by
biological factors—such as genetic inheritance

as
injuries. Other biological factors have also t::d
n

used to help explain sex differences ip Crim
although such factors are typically said ¢ . >

- oith coctal § > Wory
in combination with social factors. For ex,,,

females who experience pL.lberty. at an eqy
are more likely to engage 11 delinquency,
cially acts such as drinking .un.der age, truancy
and disorderly conduct. 'ljhls. is partly becays,
their early physical maturity Increases the like.
lihood they will get involveq In romantic rel,
tionships, associate V\{ith de!mquent peers, ap
experience conflict with their parents (Fishbein
et al., 2009; Haynie, 2003).

Broidy and Agnew (1997) have applie “gen.
eral strain theory” to the explanation of female
crime and gender differences in crime (see
Agnew’s selection in Chapter 12; Agnew, 2009,
De Coster et al., 2013; Kaufman, 2009). Baseg on
a detailed review of the existing theoretica| apq
empirical literature, they state that the genge,
gap in crime cannot be explained by arguing
that males experience more strains than femaleg
Males and females experience similar amounts of
strains; in fact, some studies indicate that femg]e
experience more strains than males. Instead,
Broidy and Agnew explain the gender gap i
three ways. First, males are more likely to experi-
ence strains conducive to crime, such as criming|
victimization. Second, males are more likely to
react to strains with moral outrage, while females
more often react with a combination of anger, de-
pression, and guilt—which may be less conducive
to other-directed crime. Finally, males are more
likely to cope with strains and negative emotions
through crime. This is because they are higher
in negative emotionality, lower in constraint,
lower in social control, lower in social support,
more likely to hold beliefs favorable to crime, and
more likely to associate with delinquent peers—
among other things. Broidy and Agnew explain
the above differences in terms of gender ditfer-
ences in such things as social position and power,
socialization, and identity. Broidy and Agnew
also attempt to explain why some females do

ly age
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with many of these strai.ns being linked to gende;
inequality and oppr €ssion. Such strains include
sexual abuse, gender discrimination, apd partner/
dating violence.

Several theorists have applied social learning
and differential association theory to the exami-
qation of gender and crime (see Agnew, 2009;
Giordano, 2009; Heimer, 1996; Jensen, 2003;
McGloin and Dipietro, 2013; Mears et 3] 1998;
simons et al., 2002). A key assertion of these the-
ories is that association with delinquent peers in-
creases the likelihood of crime, with peers being
the major source for learning crime. Some theo-
rists, however, argue that gender influences the
relationship between delinquent peers and crime
(for overviews, see Giordano, 2009; Haynie and
Soller, 2015; McGloin and Dipietro, 2013). Fe-
males are less often exposed to delinquent peers,
partly due to their close supervision by parents
and others. Females are also less likely to respond
to such association by engaging in crime, partly
because of their stronger moral commitment and
the constraining effect of female “typescripts”
(rules about how females should think and
behave). However, association with male friends
and romantic partners who are delinquent has a
strong effect on female crime.

Another example of the gendered application
of social learning and differential association
theory is provided in the work of Heimer and
De Coster (1999; see also De Coster et al., 2013).
Heimer and De Coster (1999) embrace the cen-
tral insight of social learning/differential associ-
ation theory (Part III) that “violent definitions”
(ie., beliefs approving of the use of violence) are
related to violent behavior. Boys exhibit more
violence because they are more likely to learn
violent definitions. Their key insight is that the
causal factors that produce violent definitions
differ for males and females and are rooted in
gender position and associated cultural mean-
ings. For males, violent definitions are learned
When parents do not directly control them and
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Supervise the degree to which they associate
with aggressive companions. For females, vio-
lence is tied more closely to the quality of inter-
personal relationships and to patriarchal beliefs.
Feminists often portray women as being “more
concerned than males with interpersonal rela-
tionships” (pp. 284-285). Consistent with this
view, females are more likely to learn violent
definitions when there is a breakdown of “in-
direct control” or emotional bonds with the
family. Furthermore, girls who embrace tradi-
tional patriarchal values are less violent because
such conduct is inconsistent with the “meaning
of being female” (p. 303).

Costello and Mederer (2003) apply con-
trol theory to the explanation of gender differ-
ences in crime (see also Agnew, 2009; De Coster
et al, 2013; Hagan et al,, 1987, 2002; Heimer,
1996; Lanctot and Le Blanc, 2002; Payne, 2009).
Being control theorists, they do not ask why men
commit so much crime. Their crime requires no
special explanation, since it is “natural” for people
to pursue their self-interests in the most expedient
manner available—including crime. Rather, they
ask, “Why don’t women commit as much crime
as men?” (Costello and Mederer, 2003: 88). They
argue that the answer is that women are more con-
trolled than men. Women are socialized to exer-
cise more self-control and show more concern for
others. Women are more closely supervised and
are more likely to be sanctioned by others when
they display aggressive behavior. And women are
more involved in childcare and more closely tied
to the household, which limits their opportunities
for crime. Costello and Mederer argue that the
greater control of women stems from their ability
to bear and nurse children. Women’s historic role
as the primary caregivers of infants tied them to
the home and led to the equation of femininity
with self-control and concern for others. Costello
and Mederer, however, argue that this arrange-
ment has become increasingly dysfunctional for
women, and that “men must become more like
women and share the constraints of caretak-
ing” (2003: 90). This will allow women to better
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pursue goals that are not tied to the family and
will reduce the crime of men.

Criminologists have revised still other tradi-
tional crime theories in an effort to better under-
stand the relationship between gender and crime
(Agnew, 2009). Such theories include labeling
theory (see Bartusch and Matsueda, 1996; Braith-
waite, 1989), deterrence and rational choice theo-
ries (Blackwell and Eschholz, 2002; Richards and
Tittle, 1981; Tibbetts and Herz, 1996), life-course
theories (Daly, 2010; Davidson and Chesney-Lind,
2009; Giordano, 2010), and the routine activities
perspective (Schwartz and Pitts, 1995). In all such
cases, these theories are combined with feminist
insights to better understand why females engage
in crime and why males have higher rates of crime.

Masculinities and Crime:
Doing Gender

In Masculinities and Crime, James Messer-
schmidt (1993 [Chapter 24]) challenges both
traditional and feminist criminological theories
of criminal conduct. Traditional theories may
be male-centered, but they do not examine how
“being male” is related to crime. Men might be
strained, lack control, and differentially associate
with peers, but how their gender is implicated in
their behavior has not been analyzed. Feminists
have brought gender to the center of criminologi-
cal analysis, but their vision of men tends to be
stereotypical and unidimensional. In particular,
when the lens of patriarchy is employed, males
are conceptualized as dominant. This approach,
however, ignores the considerable variations
among men, especially in how they seek to affirm
their masculinity.

To Messerschmidt, criminality and masculin-
ity are intertwined. He argues that in social situ-
ations, men are constantly confronted with the
task of establishing their manliness. When le-
gitimate means of demonstrating masculinity are
denied, crime becomes a resource to accomplish
this task. Criminal behavior thus is best seen as a

way of “doing gender.’

Messerschmidt recognizes that maleg “do
” Jargely within the confines of “hegemonic

masculinity”-—-the prevailing idealized Cultyp,)

<« t L tel D .
conception that defines “masculinity” as inyo},

ing the dominance of women, heterosexuality, ¢,
ursuit of sexual gratification, independence, apg
<0 on (1993: 82). Still, this general masculinity
is specified by the intersection of age, class, an4

< » s, » —
race. Different “masculinities”—tied to structyp,)

locations—thus emerge and have varying impact
on the rate and content of criminal behavior, o,
example, middle-class white boys often engage i
petty delinquency to show their masculinity, by
they also have access 10 conventional ways to “|,
gender,’ such as through success in school anq
later, in the labor market. In contrast, lower-clag
minority boys, who face structural barriers and
dismal futures, are more likely to seek to demon.

strate their masculinity through repeated robber.
ies and acts of violence. As Messerschmidt notes,

the pursuit of these different masculinities both
reflects and serves to reproduce the existing class,
racial, and gender inequalities in society.

More recently, Messerschmidt (1999, 2004) has
suggested that the role of the “body” be considered
in the complex interplay between masculinity and
crime. In fact, he argues for a “body friendly crimi-
nology” (1999: 200; see also Daly, 2010: 239-240).
He notes that “our bodies constrain or facilitate
social action and, therefore, mediate and influence
social practices.” For adolescent males, for example,
physical size and strength are sources of opportu-
nity, and they structure the nature of both con-
formity and crime. Being large and strong allows
youths to accomplish or show their masculinity by
playing sports (such as football) and through het-
erosexual activities. It might also enable a youth,
however, to gain a reputation for being an effective
fighter and provide access to a gang. Alternatively,
boys small in size and stature may be defined as
“wimps” and be precluded from showing mas-
culinity through sports, dating, or gang contlict
They may be pushed into a painful “subordinate
masculinity;” and their deviance may take a differ-
ent form, such as preying on even more vulnerable




 (e.8o victimizing younger female relatives
?ourivate spaces). In a,r’xy event, by introducing the
in Pcept of “the body, Messerschmidt continues
con empt 10 specify the conditions under which
his 35 do gender” through crime.
aleessefs chmidt’s focus on masculinities and op
it 35 doing gendf:'r” Is an important contri-
Lo that is prompting schola.rl.y Investigations
0, ¢ Gadd, 2000; Hoqd-Wﬂhams, 2001; Jef-
forson and Carlen, 1996; Miller and Mullins, 2006;
i 2006, 2010; see also. Messerschmidt and
romsen, 2015, for a rewew).. Field studies have pro-
ided some support for his argument that crime
 sometimes used as a device for “accomplishing
asculinity and certain survey studies suggest that
threats tO on€e’s masculine status increase the like-
ihood of crime (e.g., Jakupcak, 2003). His theory,
however, risks overpredicting crime among men. By
inking masculinity so closely to crime, the theory
s confronted with explaining the thorny reality that
ost men do not commit crime most of the time
(Hood-Wnlliams, 2001). In addition, there is some
controversy over how Messerschmidt's perspective
might explain female crime (e.g., Heimer, 1994).
Messerschmidt (2002, 2004) argues that in
certain social environments and situations, fe-
males may construct and embrace a “bad girl”
femininity that involves crime. This is said to be
true of many female gang members. To quote

Messerschmidt (2002: 464, 470):

What is usually considered atypical behavior
by girls outside the social situation of the gang
is, in fact, normalized within the social context
of inter-neighorhood conflict; gang-girl vio-
lence in this situation is encouraged, permitted,
and privileged by both boys and girls. . . . Even
though gang girls situationally engage in similar
behavior as gang boys (physically violent prac-
tices), this does not . . . challenge their feminine
identity. . . . In short, for many adolescent girls
and young women, “acting bad” and femininity
are not incompatible. (our emphasis)

Jody Miller (2002), however, argues that
most gang girls embrace a masculine identity,
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as reflected in the title of her book about female
gangs, One of the Guys (2001). She explains this
by stating that “it makes sense that young women
would strive to adopt a gang identity as ‘one of
the guys; particularly given the status and respect
available within gangs to youths who exhibit char-
acteristics typically associated with the highly
valued cultural construction of gang masculini-
ties” (Miller, 2002: 445; see also Daly, 2010). In
any event, both Messerschmidt and Miller argue
that males and females sometimes use crime as
a device for “accomplishing gender”—that is, for
constructing and demonstrating their particular
conceptions of masculinity (and perhaps feminin-
ity) in certain situations.

Other work by Miller also converges with that
of Messerschmidt, not on female offending, but
on the issue of women’s victimization as an out-
growth of certain masculinities. In her book Get-
ting Played (2008 and Chapter 25 in this section),
Miller puts forth a theory of inner-city crime
that suggests that neighborhood structural dis-
advantage leads to ecologically structured norms
supportive of violence, particularly among com-
munity men (see also Sampson and Wilson,
Chapter 43, Part XV). Specifically, akin to An-
derson’s “code of the street” (Chapter 8, Part III),
the norms of the disadvantaged inner city pre-
scribe toughness, violence, and sexual prowess
as keys to masculinity and respect. Importantly,
Miller emphasizes that these ideas about mas-
culinity and respect align with the mistreatment
of women. In short, the victimization of women
establishes credibility. As such, young women in
disadvantaged communities often witness public
displays of physical, domestic violence against
other women and are themselves the objects of
sexual harassment and sexual assault (see also
Miller and Brunson, 2000; Cobbina et al., 2008;
see Wilcox et al., 2015, for a recent review).

Additional scholarship, some of which was
alluded to above, has also suggested that norms
about masculinity shape violence against women
(Daly and Chesney-Lind, 1988). Beyond Miller’s
work, a particularly noteworthy contemporary
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example of such scholarship is the work of
Walter DeKeseredy and Martin Schwartz. Over
the course of the past 30 years, they have artic-
ulated and tested a “male peer support theory”
that points to male subcultures that rationalize
the objectification of women and thus perpetu-
ate their sexual and physical victimization (for
a recent review, see DeKeseredy and Schwartz,
2015). At least seven variants of male peer sup-
port theory have been offered by DeKeseredy
and Schwartz, but the core of all of them is the
idea that, fueled by social patriarchy, attachments
among male peers legitimate, and even encour-
age, the victimization of women. Unlike Millers
focus on violence-supportive norms that emerge
in disadvantaged neighborhood contexts (and
she focused on a disadvantaged, predominantly
African-American community, more specifi-
cally), DeKeseredy and Schwartz (2015: 303) sug-
gest that “male peer pressure that perpetuates and
rationalizes the sexual objectification of women
and the sexual or physical abuse of them is found
within a wide variety of communities of all eth-
nicities” These settings might range from gangs

from impoverished city neighborhoods to frater-
nities in affluent private universities. According

to DeKeseredy and Schwartz (2013: 49-50), stud-
ies of males in diverse contexts reveal that

boys and men tell exaggerated stories of their
success sexually with females, their success in
dominating females, and their ability to control
other people to get what they want. The advice
that they are likely to give to a young man in
conflict over what he sees as a challenge to his
patriarchal rights in many groups will encour-
age and legitimate the physical, psychologi-
cal, and sexual abuse of women. They might
tell the young man to slap or hit a female who
talks back to him. They might insist that if she
refuses sex that he should force the issue, to
maintain his rights. In other words, the social
support that friends offer to their members in
psychological stress can be to abuse her physi-

cally or sexually.

An Integrated Theory of
Gengzr and Crime

In sum, a variety of theories have been yseq ,

explain female (and male) crime, the gendey ga0
in crime, and female victimization. These
clude feminist theories, the traditional theorije, of
crime described in previous sections of this book
and revised versions of these traditional theorie
One might wonder whether it is possible to i
tegrate certain of the theories to develop a mqy,
general theory of gender and crime. Steffens.
meier and Allan (1996, 2000; see also Schwart;
2010) have attempted such an integration.

They begin by noting that traditional theorie
of crime help us understand female offending anq
the gender gap in crime, but these theories haye
their shortcomings. Among other things, they do

not explain why the gender gap is largest for serj-
ous crimes, and they shed little light on gender dif-
ferences in the “context” of offending (e.g., the fact
that female offending more often involves relational
concerns). Steffensmeier and Allan then develop
an integrated theory that draws on both traditional
theories and feminist perspectives. In particular,
their theory considers many of the causal factors
identified in traditional theories of crime—such
as level of self-control, association with criminal
others, the perceived costs and benefits of crime,
and routine activities. At the same time, their
theory describes the many ways in which gender
influences the individual’s standing on these fac-
tors and sometimes the effect of these factors on
crime. Further, their focus on gender leads them
to identify additional factors that impact crime,
such as the opportunities women have to “exploit
sex as an illegal money-making service” and “the
consequences of motherhood and childcare” (Stef-
fensmeier and Allan, 1996: 474).

Their theory is designed to explain female and
male offending, the gender gap in offending, and
gender differences in the context of offending.
While their theory may not explicitly incorpo-
rate all of the factors said to affect female offend-
ing and the gender gap, their theory is the most




witious attempt to date to tully account for the

tionship between gen.der and crime, Adgdj.
ondl attempts at integration are under way, with
ortain of these tahng on one c?f the great chal-
enges Of crime theorles—c.iescrlbing the ways in
Jhich gender m'fersects with race/ethnicity and
Jass to affect crime. There has not been muych
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22. Sisters in Crime

Freda Adler

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

feminists, may find the specifics of Adlers liberation
thesis problematic, she still deserves much credit for

——

Excerpted with permission from Fr
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ushering in a feminist paradigm that shifted 4.
tention away from the supposed abnormalities of
individual female offenders and toward an appre-
ciation of the social circumstances in which womey
are enmeshed (Cullen et al., 2015).

Further, it may be premature to dismiss the pos-
sibility that long-term changes in gender roles wi|
influence the criminal participation of women, 4
strong liberation thesis may be untenable, but it
is not farfetched to theorize that the incrementa]
transformation of gender roles—a transformation
that affects the social experiences of women across
class and racial boundaries—might be implicated
in the amount and content of womens criminality
Indeed, several recent accounts relate female crime
to the adoption of nontraditional gender roles and
identities—although none of these accounts por-
tray female criminals as “liberated.” Rather, they
argue that some females assume roles and adopt
identities that allow for crime in certain situa-
tions (e.g., Messerschmidt, 2002; Miller, 2001). In
terms of social change, Adler’s Sisters in Crime i
still a “young” book. It will be interesting to revisit
her ideas a half century from now to see if she has
proven more prophetic than we now imagine.
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omen are no longer indentured to the

kitchens, baby carriages, or bedrooms
of America. The skein of myths about women
 unraveling, the chains have been pried loose,
and there will be no turning back to the days
when women found it necessary to justify
their existence by producing babies or cleaning
houses. Allowed their freedom for the first time,
women—Dby the tens of thousands—have chosen
to desert those kitchens, and plunge exuberantly
into the formerly all-male quarters of the work-
ingworld. . ..

In the same way that women are demand-
ing equal opportunity in fields of legitimate en-
deavor, a similar number of determined women
are forcing their way into the world of major
crimes. . .

It is this segment of women who are pushing
into—and succeeding at—crimes which were
formerly committed by males only. Females like
Marge are now being found not only robbing
banks single-handedly, but also committing as-
sorted armed robberies, muggings, loan-sharking
Operations, extortion, murders, and a wide vari-
?y of other aggressive, violence-oriented crimes
Which previously involved only men. ...

, By tvery indicator available, female criminals
Clr’fa‘;aef t}O be surpassing males in the rate of in-
or almost every major crime. Although
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males continue to commit the greater absolute
number of offenses, it is the women who are
committing those same crimes at yearly rates of
increase now running as high as six and seven
times greater than those for males. . . .

In summary, what we have described is 2
gradual but accelerating social revolution 1n
which women are closing many of the gaps,
social and criminal, that have separated them
from men. The closer they get, the more alike
they look and act. This is not to suggest that
there are no inherent differences. Difterences
do exist and will be elaborated later in this book,
but it seems clear that those differences are not
of prime importance in understanding female
criminality. The simplest and most accurate
way to grasp the essence of women's changing
patterns is to discard dated notions of feminin-
ity. That is a role that fewer and fewer women
are willing to play. In the final analysis, women
criminals are human beings who have basic
needs and abilities and opportunities. Over the
years these needs have not changed, nor will
they. But women’s abilities and opportunities
have multiplied, resulting in a kaleidoscope of

changing patterns whose final configuration
will be fateful for all of us. . ..

Social Differences

Whatever equality may have existed between
Adam and Eve before the Fall, there was a clear

distinction in their social roles afterward. Adam
was thenceforth required to till the soil and earn
his bread by the sweat of his brow; Eve was con-
demned to painful childbirth and total submis-
sion to her husband. In one august decree, her
reproductive role and social role were established
and fixed. To be a woman, then as now, meant
not just to be a distinctive blend of physiological
and psychological characteristics. It meant and
means that one is perceived differently, treated
differently, responded to differently, and the sub-
ject of different expectations. Given the varying
social forces that weigh unequally on the sexes
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In creatures as culture-dependent as humans, it
seems clear that the resulting differences in be-
havior owe more to wide disparities in social-role

than to the narrow differences in physical and
psychological makeup.

The answer to the nursery-rhyme question,
“what are little girls made of?” is revealing at
several different levels. The list of ingredients—
“sugar and spice and everything nice”—contains
both a biological theory and a social demand.
We are told, first of all, that little girls are good
because of their inherent structure, and sec-
ondly, that they had better be good if they hope
to enjoy the status of femininity and avoid the
social disapproval which accompanies deviancy.
Little boys, too, are under social pressure, but of
a different kind. They are made of “snakes and
snails and puppy-dog tails”—a combination de-
signed to contrast mischievously and dynami-
cally with the inert and saccharine constitution of
their female counterparts. They, too, are saddled
with social and presumed biological imperatives
which compress the wide-ranging human po-
tential for variation into the narrow confines of
social-role expectation. There is hardly any im-
portant individual or social area—play, personal
hygiene, manners, discipline, dependency, dress,
activity, career, sexual activity, aggressiveness,
etc.—which has not been polarized and institu-
tionalized as a sex-role difference. While it is true
that men have tended to stigmatize women as a
group, deviation from social standards is even
worse—e.g., the “effeminate” man and the “mas-
culine” woman.

Traditionally, the little girl and later the
woman are confined to a low level of noise, dirt,
disorder, and physical aggression. They must
be obedient, dependent, modest about their
bodies, and avoid sex play as well as rough and
tumble competition. But life is not all no-no’:
for her pains she is allowed to turn more read-
ily to others for gratification, to cry when hurt,
to be spontaneously affectionate, and to achieve
less in school and work. Whatever the natural
inclination of the sexes may be, society does

not depend on spontaneous acquisition of the
profile it considers desirable: besideg identjg;
cation with the parent of the same sex Whic

is probably the single most important deterp;.
nant of behavior, it selects out from the randop,
range of childhood activities those certajy Ones
which will be accentuated or discardeq The
shaping process includes toys—mechanicy] and
problem-solving for boys, and soft and nonchy|.
lenging for girls—social structuring, Individy,
rewards and punishments, and the satisfactigp,
apparently inherent in conforming to role ¢y
pectations. The development of aggressivye and
dependent traits, both of which are considereg
to be sex-related, is a case in point. One research
study found that while aggressive boys become
aggressive men and dependent girls become de.
pendent women, the reverse was true for depen-
dent boys and aggressive girls: as they approach
maturity, they reverse themselves and g,
become aggressive men and dependent women,
respectively. Similarly, there is a greater overlap
of sex-role personality traits when the sibling in
a two-child family is of the opposite sex, and this
effect is greater with the younger siblings than
with the older ones. Clearly, learning and social
pressure are influential in effecting sex-role ex-

pectations. Extending the argument that social
roles are related to biological processes only
indirectly, presumably a technology which per-
mitted father to nurture the child could result
In a complete social-role reversal. In a pithy
and accurate observation, Simone de Beauvoir
summed up the consensus of current thinking
when she said, “One is not born, but rather be-
comes, a woman.”

In the interests of clarity, I have spoken sepa-
rately of the major physical, psychological, and
social characteristics which distinguish women
from men, although obviously each molds
the final form of the other, both clinically and
theoretically. Investigations of animal behavior
demonstrate, for example, that rat pups who are
psychologically stimulated develop larger and
presumably smarter brains than those exposed




sory isolations; litter born to a low- dani
o wild dog 18 less likely to survive thap one
2 high-status female because the pups
gre 1€sS well fec-l and less protected by the Paci;
he MAle offspring f)flOW-SLatus baboon females,
“ jrdless of their (inna.te Characteristics, are less
jikely tO becomel oTnam than those born to
high.status .fema es ecause. tbe latter spend
qore time 1 physical proximity to the inper
rcle of dominant males and learn dominance
behaviors and the ovulatory cycle of a dove is re-
rded when a glass partition is placed between
her and the rest qf t.he flock, and it is stopped
Jrogether if she is isolated in a room, unless
dhere iS @ mirror. The interdependency between
hiological drive and learning is described in
Konrad Lorenz’s formulation of the concept of
«pstinct-training interlocking behavior”: he de-
ribes this as a blend of instinctive and learned
components, with instinct guaranteeing the
cadiness for certain kinds of learning and be-
havior to occur but experience shaping its final
form.

[n summary, females are smaller and meeker
than men, they are less stable physiologically, they
produce fewer androgenic hormones, and they
have been socially shaped toward passivity, de-
pendency, and conformity. Men are bigger, stron-
ger, More aggressive, achievement-oriented, and
more willing to break rules and take risks. This
profile of the “normal” male and the “normal”
female is consistent with the traditional ditter-
ences which, until the last few decades, have pre-
yailed for their criminal counterparts. However,
the increasing “masculinization” of female social
and criminal behavior forces us to reexamine
the basis for her previous feminine limitations.
A common-sense approach, and one followed by
even such uncommon men as Freud and Adler,
would suggest that what is natural to the female
could be inferred from a factual description of
the way the majority of females think and feel
and act. Understandably, this is what has been

done, and just as understandably it has been
Wrong. . .,
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Female Passivity: Genetic Fact
or Cultural Myth?

Inb.the past, aggression was thought to be chiefly
oy iologically controlled trait. As a matter of their
birth and ongoing internal chemistry, males were
assumed to be “naturally aggressive”—hence the
explanation of their historic roles as soldiers,
hard-boiled businessmen, and merciless crimi-
nal§. Women, on the other hand, were thought to
be innately timid, passive, and conforming. Their
general failure to be anything but mothers and
housewives was offered as proof of their inability
to be aggressive.

Of all the differences between the sexes, only
four—size, strength, aggression, and dominance—
have been implicated in any way with the overrep-
resentation of males in the criminal system.

The first two are biological givens; the other
two are largely, if not entirely, socially learned. Let
us examine them separately. In non-technological
societies, and in earlier periods in industrial so-
cieties, physical strength was often the final ar-
biter of social interaction, but even so, it was not
the only one. In man as well as in the apes, psy-
chological factors including social manipulation,
ruses, and group alliances were often decisive
for leadership and effective action. In animals as
well as men, the battle did not always go to the
strong nor the race to the swift. But even if it did,
this edge has been diminished by the technology
of modern weapons. The deadliness of a gun is
not necessarily less dangerous in the hands of a
woman—although some have claimed that her
lack of aggressiveness makes her a very unlikely
and ineffective gunslinger. This is an interesting
assumption because it is a common stereotype
and is grounded in studies of male hormonal in-
fluences on lower animals, which gives it a ring
of biological authenticity. There is much truth
in this, but it is only a partial truth which, when
stretched beyond its limits, conveys a falsehood.
The truth is that in lower animals males are char-
acteristically more aggressive, and this aggression
is so directly linked to male hormones that if the
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male is castrated or injected with estrogen (the
female hormone) he will stop fighting. Likewise,
the prenatal administration of testosterone to
pregnant monkeys results in pseudohermaphro-
ditic female offspring who even three years after
birth are more aggressive than normal females.
However, it would be misleading to formulate
the equation androgen = aggression or estro-
gen = nonaggression for all but the simplest and
least socially developed species. Furthermore, it
cannot be claimed that aggression is the exclusive
prerogative of males. Mature female chimpan-
zees regularly drive off lower-status males and
any female mammal’s defense of her cubs is as
fierce as it is legendary.

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

social primates, culture defines which Charge.
teristics will be labeled as dominant, Likewjg,
the distinctive sex-appropriate behaviors g, o
idly controlled by hormones in lower ANimg
have yielded to a rich variety of gender roe "
human societies.

In Sex and Temperament in Three Primitiy,
Societies, Margaret Mead described three reveql.
ing cultural variations. In one tribe, both ey,
acted in the mild, parental, responsive manpey e
expect of women; in a second, both sexes acteg
in the fierce initiating fashion we expect of Men,
in a third, the men were chatty, wore curls, ap4
went shopping in the manner of our stereotype of
women, while the women were their unadorneg
managerial, energetic partners. She concludeg
that sex roles were

mere variations of human temperament, tq
which the members of either or both sexes may,
with more or less success in the case of differ-
ent individuals, be educated to approximate.

She also concluded that regardless of what socia
role the male plays, it is always the lead.

Regardless of what his characteristic behavior
may be and even when it is imitative of “femi-
nine behavior,” it is considered high status when
he adopts it. While historically and universally it
is indeed a man’s world, it does not follow that
modern industrial man is innately more domi-
nant than modern woman. It could be argued
that the equalizing effects of a technological
civilization like ours is without historical paral-
lel and that the universal dominance of men may
have resulted more from the institutionalization
of man's superior strength than from any innate
feminine submissiveness.

Western history is replete with examples of
women who have risen above their cultural
stereotype to become leaders of vigor and ac-
claim. Nor has their reign or tenure in office
been particularly noteworthy for its tranquillity,
peacefulness, or lack of aggressive adventures,
all characteristics of their countrywomen in the
social role of housewife. These women have, in




splayed 2 remarkable talent for ruthless

" highly aggressive leadership. For Instance,
- Jorld lead‘el's havg ever been so renowned
o thei tYranmc:al,.bell1gerent rule as the Engligh
0 .ns, One can still be stirred by the Picture of
beth I attired with her gold crown ang

liza : shin-
eastplate, mounted on a white stallion, and

ng DI
:;‘f,ving like an avenging angel through her army
frwenty thousand men at Tilbury . . ; Cleopatra
fancient EGYPt 2 biological woman’s woman by
ny standards, was known for her shrewd politi-
-2 manipulations anc.l insatiable appetite for mjl-
tary cOnquests; Man.a Theresa was the founder
of the modern Austrian state; the Russian Em-
press Catherine, who mothered a dozen chil-
dren during her reign, still found time to annex
ever-widening territories and seek new armies to
Jefeat. In the present day, it is noteworthy that
the two major countries with female rulers have
both been at war within the last few years: Indira
Gandhi of India and Golda Meir of Israel have
shown no timidity—each, in wars across her
border, has wielded political and military might
s effectively as any man. Of course, such women
as these who have risen to national leadership
possess extraordinary characteristics which dis-
tinguish them from the mass of women—and the
mass of men, for that matter. The very capacity
and drive for ascension through a male world
involved a selection process which would have
discouraged weaker women. Notwithstanding
their small numbers, the resoluteness and forti-
tude of such women challenge the myth of innate
female passivity. On a broader scope, and one
which encompassed more ordinary women, was
the female incursion into criminal areas, previ-
ously considered male, during World War II. In
law-enforcing as well as law-breaking, it would
appear that social position and social-role expec-
tations are more important than sex in determin-
ing behavior.

During the early 1940s, the mobilization of
Males from the civil to the military sector resulted
N the necessity for a large number of women to
fill posit; ; d fill

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

Zero population as a national goal and household
drudgery an accepted epithet, where was the
woman to go? The road back was blocked, and
while the road forward was not completely open
It was now more accessible than ever before.

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

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

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

Gender Equality and Crime

The old ways do indeed die hard, not only be-
cause we need our stereotypes and our subdomi-
nants, but also because cognitive systems tend to
become security blankets to which we cling most
tenaciously just when we are most threatened. It
is perhaps for these reasons that the coming of
age of the Western woman was not forecast by
the behavioral scientists who should have known,
but instead it caught us unawares and overtook
our comfortable prejudices with a fait accompli.
While most were predicting that it was impossible
and many were arguing that it wasn't happening,
it had already occurred. It is tempting to think no
deeper than an apparent fact, and it must be ad-
mitted that the “facts” of female inferiority were

supporte .
search out the reasons behind the figures, The,

were self-evident because they confirmed What

we already knew about.the natural Superiority o
men. If it were otherwise, we surely would p,,,
been told by this time. But, 1pdeed, we were bejp
told new “facts” in compelling ways by ney fig.
ures which were challenging old theories,

In the countless indices which measure femy),
output of degrees and income and factory prodyc.
tion, and in the Uniform Crime Reports wh;g,
tabulate her legal transgressions, these rising fig-
ures were intruding not only on our beliefs by
on the mores which supported them. At first, e
rising crime rates were greeted as an apparitiop
a mirage; at first, they were dismissed as an aber.
ration which would correct itself by statistica] ad.
justments; at last, they were recognized as ancient
female strengths which had always been latent ang
were just now, at this sociotechnological juncture
of history, realizing their potential. Everything we
know about the history of woman and everything
we see about her current behavior tells us that her
past limitations as a worker and law-breaker have
been largely, if not entirely, the result of her physi-
cal weakness and the cultural institutions which
derived from that fact. Save only her inferiority
in size and strength, her differences from men are
just that, differences. Some confer an advantage,
others a disadvantage, depending on the particu-
lar culture. In our own, given her education, aspi-
rations (these, too, have been liberated), freedom
from unwanted pregnancies, healthy assertive-
ness, and access to labor- saving devices, including
guns, she shares the same fortunate or unfortu-
nate criminogenic qualities as men.

[ have not contended here that women are
equal fo men, simply that they are potentially
the equal of men. There are many differences
which we have described and no doubt more
will be discovered, but all evidence points to
two complementary conclusions: First, the small
natural differences between the sexes have been
polarized and institutionalized in special ways by




ent cultures to produce a gender disparity
o eveals more ab0}1t emotional needs of the
" r than about the innate possibilities of th

50 a1. And second, when size and strengt]-el

- the sexes are fliscounted by technolo
g they have been within the ranks of men, socgiZi

ectations and social roles, including the crip-
tend increasingly to merge,

was a time early in the history of the

thSical sciences, before the concepts of mass
i gravit)’ were formulated, when the weight of
o object Was thought to r.eside within the physi-
al houndaries of the object. Because weight is
. Jpable and measu.rable, it was a conclusion
Jhich met the requirements of common sense
nd common experience. But the limitation of
ommon Sense is that it owes too much alle-
gance to the past to permit conceptual break-
droughs to the future. It is a better follower than
eader. As physicists later discovered, the weight

of an object is not inherent within it but rather
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Discussion Questions

1. How do you think that the Women’s Movement

and the corresponding changes that were occur-
American society affected Adler’s ideas

on female crime as she wrote Sisters in Crime?

7 What is the liberation thesis? How does this
elate to Adler’s views about the “rise of a new

fomale criminal”?

P-

ring in
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;}::in?iasgge'toi an outside gravitational Pull
tific thinll)d It. In an analogous manner, scien-
in the « ng ab01.1t huma.n behavior has evolved
ie ame centrifugal direction. From the pre-

cessors of Lombroso to the followers of Freud
and into modern times, the search for the causes
Of, female criminality have focused on her biology
with scant heed to her sociology. We have only
recently recognized that the clothes of social-role
expectations not only make the man, they also
form the woman.

Even ifit is established that humans have innate
biological drives, and even if it were confirmed
that females have a different biogrammar (i.e., a
behavioral repertoire of signals) from males, the

social forces which impinge on her from without
would still be decisive for her conformist as well

as her deviant behavior. In the profoundest evo-
lutionary sense, the social factors which sustain

and suspend us also create our destiny, and biol-
ogy must follow where society leads.

—a

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

female criminality?

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

males and females differ?



23. A Feminist Theory of Female D elinquency

Meda Chesney-Lind

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

The most defining feature of gender roles is “pa-
triarchy.” But it is precisely here that traditional
theories of crime are most wanting. Because they
were largely constructed to explain male criminal-
ity, the values and power relations inherent in male
domination simply are never given any causal con-
sideration. In methodological terms, one might say
that traditional theories are “misspecified”: they
leave out a key explanatory variable—not merely
women or gender, but what it means to be a female.

——————

When patriarchy is used to inform ones ¢y,
nological analysis, however, the special pathwgy,
that girls take into crime are suddenly jljy,,.

nated. An important feature of the “Patriarchy
context” from which female delinquency flows
observes Chesney-Lind, is that girls are Vulner.
able to physical and sexual abuse. Faced vy
constant abuse, females can do little to fight b
against their dominant male abusers. One optigy
is to run away. Here, however, they face a secong
manifestation of patriarchy: They are defined g
“runaways” and as sexually “promiscuous” Ac.
cording to Chesney-Lind, criminal justice agen.
cies have traditionally sought to criminalize the
behavior of these girls. They have played a role in
tracking down the runaways and returning them
to the very homes in which the victimization had
transpired.

Facing extensive physical and sexual victim-
ization at home and with little hope of protection
from the state, girls find escape in the “streets’
Their quest for survival, however, leads to crimes
of petty theft and panhandling. But patriarchy is
reproduced on the streets as well. Their sexuality is
another means of survival, and thus they risk being
lured into prostitution. As Chesney-Lind (1989:
24) notes, these girls have “little else of value to
trade” and thus ‘get involved in criminal activities
that exploit their sexual object status.”

The potential weakness of feminist theories
is not what they include but what they exclude.

SAGE Publications, Inc. Journals, from Crime and Delinquency: Girls’ Crime and Women’s Place: Toward a Feminist
Model of Female Delinquency, Chesney-Lind Meda, 35, pages 10-11, 19-27, 1960: permission conveyed through Copyright

Clearance Center, Inc.




1ot scholars risk .committing the same mis-
Femms it criminologists they rightly criticize by
akef st issing—often on a priori, ideological
simp") ds__,theories they do not like. By calling
grov” ves ‘male-centered” and ignoring the
search studies, they are free to neglect
sl SigniﬁC{mCB of conditions that haye
Jown empirically to affect not only boys’
50 girls’ delinque.ncy. Iraditional theories

cate useful in identifying factors that may, in
thl: ing degrees and in unique ways, play a role
" t)}; , crime and delinquency of females (Agnew,
‘2';) 09; De Coster et al., 2013; Heimer and De

Coster, 1999)'

put @

Eyent SO, Chesney-Lind has shown the value of

sing 8 feminist perspective to study delinquency
see als0 Chesney-Lind, ?015). She has demar-
ated pathway into crime—rooted in gender-
lated power inequities and the physical/sexual
dhuse girls endure—that would not be apparent
Jithout the lens of gender and patriarchy. Femi-
nist theories are essential, therefore, because they
force criminologists to take seriously the position
that, however overlapping their experiences might
be, boys and girls reside in different worlds that are
drcumscribed by the broader patriarchal system.
Gender affects so much in our lives; the notion that

rime would be the exception is, on its face, dif-
ficult to sustain.
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here is considerable question as to whether

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

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

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

arbitrary. . ..

Toward a Feminist Theory
of Delinquency

To sketch out completely a feminist theory of
delinquency is a task beyond the scope of this
article. It may be sufficient, at this point, simply
to identify a few of the most obvious problems
with attempts to adapt male-oriented theory to
explain female conformity and deviance. Most
significant of these is the fact that all existing
theories were developed with no concern about
gender stratification.

Note that this is not simply an observation
about the power of gender roles (though this
power is undeniable). It is increasingly clear that
gender stratification in patriarchal society Is as
powerful a system as is class. A feminist approach
to delinquency means construction of explana-
tions of female behavior that are sensitive to Its
patriarchal context. Feminist analysis of delin-
quency would also examine ways in which agen-
cies of social control—the police, the courts, and
the persons—act in ways to reinforce womans
place in male society (Harris, 1977; Chesney-
Lind, 1986). Efforts to construct a feminist model
of delinquency must first and foremost be sensi-
tive to the situations of girls. Failure to consider
the existing empirical evidence on girls’ lives and
behavior can quickly lead to stereotypical think-

ing and theoretical dead ends.
An example of this sort of flawed theory build-

ing was the early fascination with the notion that
the women’s movement was causing an increase
in women’s crime; a notion that is now more
or less discredited (Steffensmeier, 1980; Gora,
1982). A more recent example of the same sort

of thinking can be found in recent work on g,
«powercontrol” model of delinquency (Hagan,
Simpson, and Gillis, 1987). Here, the authors

hat girls commit less delinquency j;,

speculate t s
part because their behavior is more closely con.

trolled by the patriarchal family. The authorg
promising beginning quickly gets.bogged down
in a very limited definition of patriarchal contr|
(focusing on parental supervision and variatio
in power within the family). Ultimately, the ay.
thors’ narrow formulation of patriarchal contrg)
results in their arguing that mothers’ work force
participation (particularly in high-status occu.
pations) leads to Increases in daughters’ delip-
quency since these girls find themselves in more
“egalitarian families.”

This is essentially a not-too-subtle variation
on the earlier “liberation” hypothesis. Now,
mother’s liberation causes daughters crime.
Aside from the methodological problems with
the study (e.g., the authors argue that female-
headed households are equivalent to upper-
class “egalitarian” families where both parents
work, and they measure delinquency using a
six-item scale that contains no status offense
items), there is a more fundamental problem
with the hypothesis. There is no evidence to
suggest that as women’s labor force participation
has increased, girls’ delinquency has increased.
Indeed, during the last decade when both wom-
en’s labor force participation accelerated and the
number of female-headed households soared,
aggregate female delinquency measured both by
self-report and official statistics either declined
or remained stable (Ageton, 1983; Chilton and
Datesman, 1987; Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, 1987).

By contrast, a feminist model of delinquency
would focus more extensively on the few pieces of
information about girls’ actual lives and the role
played by girls’ problems, including those caused
by racism and poverty, in their delinquency be-
havior. Fortunately, a considerable literature i
now developing on girls’ lives and much of it
bears directly on girls’ crime.




Criminalizing Girls’ Survival

it has long been u?:ef;s;:o.cli that a major reason
o 1S PrESCee 7 JVEl € COUrS was the focy
" iheir parents insisted on their arrest In the
Sy YEArS c.onﬂlcts with parents were by far
e most signlﬁcanj‘ referral Source; in Honolyly,
y percent of the girls who appeared in court in
99 through .1930 were refer.red by parents.

Recent national data, while slightly Jess ey
Jicty also show tha‘f girls are more likely to be
refeffed to court.b}: sources other than law ep.-
orcement agencies (which would include par-
onts). In 1983, nearly a quarter (23 percent) of q]
. |sbut only 16 percent of boys charged with de.
inquent offenses were rfeferred to court by non-
. enforcement agencies. The pattern among
youth referred for status offenses (for which girls
e overrepresented) was even more pronounced.
well over half (56 percent) of the girls charged
+ith these offenses and 45 percent of the boys
were referred by sources other than law enforce-
ment (Snyder and Finnegan, 1987, p. 21; see also
Pope and Feyerherm, 1982).

The fact that parents are often committed
to two standards of adolescent behavior is one
explanation for such a disparity—and one that
should not be discounted as a major source of
tension even in modern families. Despite ex-
pectations to the contrary, gender-specific so-
calization patterns have not changed very much
and this is especially true for parents’ relation-
ships with their daughters (Katz, 1979). It ap-
pears that even parents who oppose sexism in
general feel “uncomfortable tampering with ex-
isting traditions” and “do not want to risk their
children becoming misfits” (Katz, 1979, p. 24).
Clearly, parental attempts to adhere to and en-
force these traditional notions will continue to
be a source of conflict between girls and their
elders. Another important explanation for girls’
problems with their parents, which has received
dttention only in more recent years, is the prob-
lem of physical and sexual abuse. Looking spe-
dfically at the problem of childhood sexual
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abuse, it
abuse is
Girls

s increasingly clear that this form of
4 particular problem for girls.
[ls are, for example, much more likely to be
tl}e victims of child sexual abuse than are boys.
Finkelhor and Baron estimate from a review of
community studies that roughly 70 percent of
the victims of sexual abuse are female (Finkelhor
and Baron, 1986, p. 45); they are more likely than
boys to be assaulted by a family member (often
a stepfather) (DeJong, Hervada, and Emmett,
1983; Russell, 1986), and, as a consequence,
their abuse tends to last longer than male sexual
abuse (DeJong, Hervada, and Emmett, 1983). All
of these factors are associated with more severe
trauma—causing dramatic short- and long-term
effects in victims (Adams-Tucker, 1982). The ef-
fects noted by researchers in this area move from
the more well known “fear, anxiety, depression,
anger and hostility, and inappropriate sexual be-
havior” (Browne and Finkelhor, 1986, p. 69) to
behaviors of greater familiarity to criminologists,
including running away from home, difficulties
in school, truancy, and early marriage (Browne
and Finkelhor, 1986).

Hermans study of incest survivors in ther-
apy found that they were more likely to have
run away from home than a matched sample of
women whose fathers were “seductive” (33 per-
cent compared to 5 percent). Another study of
women patients found that 50 percent of the vic-
tims of child sexual abuse, but only 20 percent
of the nonvictim group, had left home before the
age of 18 (Meiselman, 1978).

Not surprisingly, then, studies of girls on the
streets or in court populations are showing high
rates of both physical and sexual abuse. Silbert
and Pines (1981, p. 409) found, for example,
that 60 percent of the street prostitutes they in-
terviewed had been sexually abused as juveniles.
Girls at an Arkansas diagnostic unit and school
who had been adjudicated for either status or de-
linquent offenses reported similarly high levels
of sexual abuse as well as high levels of physical
abuse; 53 percent indicated they had been sexu-
ally abused, 25 percent recalled scars, 38 percent
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recalled bleeding from abuse, and 51 percent re-
called bruises (Mouzakitas, 1981).

A sample survey of girls in the juvenile justice
system in Wisconsin (Phelps et al., 1982) revealed
that 79 percent had been subjected to physical
abuse that resulted in some form of injury, and
32 percent had been sexually abused by parents
or other persons who were closely connected to
their families. Moreover, 50 percent had been sex-
ually assaulted (“raped” or forced to participate
in sexual acts) (Phelps et al., 1982, p. 66). Even
higher figures were reported by McCormack and
her associates (McCormack, Janus, and Burgess,
1986) in their study of youth in a runaway shel-
ter in Toronto. They found that 73 percent of the
females and 38 percent of the males had been
sexually abused. Finally, a study of youth charged
with running away, truancy, or listed as missing
persons in Arizona found that 55 percent were
incest victims (Reich and Gutierres, 1979).

Many young women, then, are running away
from profound sexual victimization at home,
and once on the streets they are forced further
into crime in order to survive. Interviews with
girls who have run away from home show, very
clearly, that they do not have a lot of attach-
ment to their delinquent activities. In fact, they
are angry about being labeled as delinquent, yet
all engaged in illegal acts (Koroki and Chesney-
Lind, 1985). The Wisconsin study found that 54
percent of the girls who ran away found it neces-
sary to steal money, food, and clothing in order
to survive. A few exchanged sexual contact for
money, food, and/or shelter (Phelps et al., 1982,
p. 67). In their study of runaway youth, McCor-
mack, Janus, and Burgess (1986, pp. 392-393)
found that sexually abused female runaways
were significantly more likely than their nona-
bused counterparts to engage in delinquent or
criminal activities such as substance abuse, petty
theft, and prostitution. No such pattern was
found among male runaways.

Research (Chesney-Lind and Rodriguez,
1983) on the backgrounds of adult women in
prison underscores the important links between

women's childhood victimizations and thejy |

criminal careers. The interviews revea|eq
virtually all of this sample were the victjp,
physical and/or sexual abuse as youngsters. -
60 percent had been sexually abused and g}, i

half had been raped as young women. Thjg g,
ation promoted these women to run away from
home (three-quarters had been arrested ¢,
«tatus offenses) where once on the streets th,
began engaging in prostitution and other fory,
of petty property crime. They also begin wha p,.
comes a lifetime problem with drugs. As adyj
the women continue in these activities since the):
possess truncated educational backgrounds gp4
virtually no marketable occupational skills (ge
also Miller, 1986).

Confirmation of the consequences of chilq.
hood sexual and physical abuse on adult femg]e
criminal behavior has also recently come fropy
a large quantitative study of 908 individuals
with substantiated and validated histories of
these victimizations. Widom (1988) found that
abused or neglected females were twice as likely
as a matched group of controls to have an adult
record (16 percent compared to 7.5 percent). The
difference was also found among men, but it was
not as dramatic (42 percent compared to 33 per-
cent). Men with abuse backgrounds were also
more likely to contribute to the “cycle of violence’
with more arrests for violent offenses as adult of-
fenders than the control group. In contrast, when
women with abuse backgrounds did become
involved with the criminal justice system, their
arrests tended to involve property and order of-
fenses (such as disorderly conduct, curfew, and
loitering violations) (Widom, 1988, p. 17).

Given this information, a brief example of how
a feminist perspective on the causes of female de-
linquency might look seems appropriate. First,
like young men, girls are frequently the recipients
of violence and sexual abuse. But unlike boys
girls’ victimization and their response to that vic-
timization is specifically shaped by their status
as young women. Perhaps because of the gender
and sexual scripts found in patriarchal families
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{ abus :
o both phy;lca and sexual abuse js heightened
by norms.t ?t .regulre that they stay at home
Jhere their victimizers have access tq them.

Moreover, their victimizers (usually male
i : | s)

yre the abilty t0_invoke official agencies of
cocial control in their efforts to keep youn
women at home and vulnerable. That s to sa)g
Jusers have traditionally been able to utilize thé
mcritical commitment of the juvenile justice
gystem toward pa)rental authority to force girls to
obey them. Girls' complaints about abuse were,
qntil recently, routinely ignored. For this reason,
satutes that were originally placed in law to “pro-
ect” young people have, in the case of girls’ de-
linquency; criminalized their survival strategies.
As they run away from abusive homes, parents
have been able to employ agencies to enforce
their return. If they persisted in their refusal to
stay in that home, however intolerable, they were
incarcerated.

Young women, a large number of whom are
on the run from homes characterized by sexual
sbuse and parental neglect, are forced by the very
statutes designed to protect them into the lives
of escaped convicts. Unable to enroll in school
or take a job to support themselves because they
fear detection, young female runaways are forced
into the streets. Here they engage In panhan-
dling, petty theft, and occasional prostitution.in
order to survive. Young women in conflict with
their parents (often for very legitimate reasons)
may actually be forced by present laws into petty
criminal activity, prostitution, and drug use.

In addition, the fact that young girls (but not
necessarily young boys) are defined as sexuall.y
desirable and, in fact, more desirable than their
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older s
Sisters tc}l]:iert;)i ;:e double standard of aging
s on the streets (and their
take on unique shape—once
atlziarchal values. It is no ac-
the run from abusive homes,
2:: toir:l \:(l:]i S(;rc.eets b.ec?use of profound poverty,
their sexuel Ln criminal activities that exploit
defined & ado J€ct status. American society has
e Tsh' esirable youth.ful, physically perfect
b o 1S means that girls on the streets, who
€ .l.ttle else of value to trade, are encouraged
to utilize this “resource” (Campagna and Pof-
tenberger, 1988). It also means that the crimi-

nal subculture views them from thi '
this perspective
(Miller, 1986). o

Female Delinquency, Patriarchal
Authority, and Family Courts

The early insights into male delinquency were
largely gleaned by intensive field observation of
delinquent boys. Very little of this sort of work
has been done in the case of girls’ delinquency,
though it is vital to an understanding of girls’ def-
initions of their own situations, choices, and be-
havior (for exceptions to this see Campbell, 1984;
Peacock, 1981; Miller, 1986; Rosenberg and Zim-
merman, 1977). Time must be spent listening to
girls. Fuller research on the settings, such as fam-
ilies and schools, that girls find themselves in and
the impact of variations in those settings should
also be undertaken (see Figueira-McDonough,
1986). A more complete understanding of how
poverty and racism shape girls’ lives is also vital
(see Messerschmidt, 1986; Campbell, 1984). Fi-
nally, current qualitative research on the reaction
of official agencies to girls’ delinquency must
be conducted. This latter task, admittedly more
difficult, is particularly critical to the develop-
ment of delinquency theory that is as sensitive to
gender as it is to race and class.

It is clear that throughout most of the court’s
history, virtually all female delinquency has been

placed within the larger context of girls sexual
behavior. One explanation for this pattern 1is
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tl?at familial control over girls’ sexual capital has
hlstc?rically been central to the maintenance of
patriarchy (Lerner, 1986). The fact that young
women have relatively more of this capital has
been one reason for the excessive concern that
both families and official agencies of social
control have expressed about youthful female
de.ﬁance (otherwise much of the behavior of
criminal justice personnel makes virtually no
sense). Only if one considers the role of womens
c.ontrol over their sexuality at the point in their
lives that their value to patriarchal society is s0
pronounced, does the historic pattern of jailing
of huge numbers of girls guilty of minor miscon-
duct make sense.

This framework also explains the enormous
Fesistance that the movement to curb the juvenile
justice system’s authority over status offenders
encountered. Supporters of this change were not

really prepared for the political significay
giving youth the freedom to run. Horrgy o,
told by the opponents of deinstitutiong]; Z:‘:les
about victimized youth, youthful prOStitutt-lon
and youthful involvement in pornography (q flf?n,
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preyep, Ice
1985) all neglected the unpleasant reality :En,
most of these behaviors were often in direc at
sponse {0 earlier victimization, frequep dy rbe
parents, that officials had, for years, routinely
ignored. What may be at stake in efforts t, roﬂ
back deinstitutionalization efforts is not so mugh
“protection” of youth as it is curbing the right 5

young women to defy patriarchy.

In sum, research in both the dynamics of girly
delinquency and offical reactions to that behgy.
.or is essential to the development of theories f
delinquency that are sensitive to its patriarcha] 4
well as class and racial context.

s —ﬁ.
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Discussion Questions

1. What makes Chesney-Lind’s explanation of
crime a “feminist” theory? How does it differ
from a nonfeminist or “traditional” theory of
crime? In particular, how is patriarchy central
to Chesney-Lind’s theory?

2. Why would Chesney-Lind criticize the work
of “liberation theorists” such as Freda Adler
(Chapter 22)?

3. Does Chesney-Lind believe that the causes
of female crime are the same as the causes of

male crime? What would she say to theorists
such as Edwin Sutherland and Donald Cressey
(Chapter 6) and Travis Hirschi and Michael
Gottfredson (Chapters 14 and 15) who claim

" to have set forth “general” theories of crime
that explain everyones criminality—whether
they are male or female?

4. In Chesney-Lind’s theory, how does gender

affect why girls turn to specific types of
crime? Could nonfeminist theories explain

the types of crime engaged in by girls on
the street?




Joh sympathetic to radical feminism, James

hmidt observes that feminist analyses do not

1S »
Mezsfgriowl}’ the study of masculinity. The tendency

f ribute male behavior to patriarchy is redyc-
4 itic: it places all men in a single category—one
fi h “women are good, men are bad, plain and

that crime is most likely to occur when legitimale
means of demonstrating masculinity are stifled. It
is noteworthy that class and racial inequality re-
strict the conventional avenues for doing gender,
such as success in school and in the labor marlfet.
In response to their emasculation and humiliation

n whic 'y .

:?mple. And it is this essential badness that leads to ~ in these settings, juveniles and later adults develop
riarchy and violence against women” (1993: 43), “opposition masculinities,” which involve the rejec-

%ut men are not all the same. In particular, gender ~ tion of conventional ways of doing gender. Instead,

tersects with race and .class to create different
snasculinities” or conceptions of what it means to
he male. Understanding male behavior thus entails
understanding the historical and structural condi-
tions that construct the masculinities that structure
male social action, including crime.

Messerschmidt makes the important insight
that crime by men is not simply an extension of
the ‘male sex role” or, for that matter, of some male
trait (1993: 85). In any social situation that males
enter, they are faced with the ongoing task of show-
ing that they are manly, of “accomplishing” their

criminal acts—from vandalism to violence—
become vivid ways of showing their manliness. The
end result, however, is that these criminal displays
of masculinity only serve to restrict life chances and
thus to reproduce existing structural inequalities.
Messerschmidt does not offer a class-biased
theory. He recognizes that middle-class youths and
adults also break the law, whether it is through ju-
venile mischief, displays of drunkenness, sexual ha-
rassment in the workplace, or white-collar crime.
Still, in most ways, he sees more affluent white
males as having access to and using “‘accommodat-

masculinity. Precisely what this entails differs by
age-class-racial position in society. The meaning
of masculinity varies by structural location, and
in turn these meanings are “reproduced” or recon-
firmed as men in these locations act to reaffirm
their manly identities in the ways available to them.

In this framework, crime is seen as a resource
for ‘doing gender”—that is, it is a way of show-
ing that one is masculine. Messerschmidt argues

e —

ing masculinities” that allow them to do gender
in ways that accrue advantage and reinforce their

gender, class, and racial dominance.

Finally, Messerschmidt recognizes that, in one
way or another, all males act to do gender within
the confines of the dominant conception of mascu-
linity that teaches that heterosexual men are supe-
rior to women. Messerschmidt calls this “hegemonic
masculinity,” which is “defined through work in the

Reprinted from James W. Messerschmidt, “Masculinities and Crime” in Masculinities and Crime: Critique and Reconceptual-
ization. Copyright © 1993 by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers; reprinted by permission.
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paid-labor market, the subordination of women,
heterosexism, and the driven and uncontrollable

sexuality of men” (1993: 82). “Refined still further,”

he observes, “hegemonic masculinity emphasizes
Practices toward authority, control, competitive in-
dividualism, independence, aggressiveness, and the
capacity for violence” (p. 82). As men do masculin-
ity within these cultural scripts, they also reinforce
their dominance over females in society.

Messerschmidt’s theory can be questioned on a
number of grounds: Females are omitted from the
analysis; his menu listing the ways in which men can
demonstrate masculinity seems narrow, ignoring,
for example, being a good father, participating in
voluntary organizations, talking about sports, and
S0 on; conformity among disadvantaged groups is
not easily explained; and his motivational theory—
the need to do masculinity—may overexplain many
criminal acts that are committed simply because
they are fun or gratifying (cf Gottfredson and
Hirschi, Chapter 15). Still, for any male who has
given a “high five” after scoring a basket, who has
grunted with his fellows, who has exchanged sexist
jokes with “the guys,” or who has performed risky
acts to show he is not “chicken,” the idea that mas-
culinity is intimately involved in male behavior—
including crime—has enormous intuitive appeal
(see also Messerschmidt and Tomsen, 2015).
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Criminological theory—although tradition-
ally written by men and primarily about boys
and men—has been alarmingly gender-blind.

That is, gendered men and boys have Never |
the object of the criminological enterprige P eeef‘
nism has challenged the overall “Malestre ;"1;
nature of criminology by highlighting the -
peated omission and/or misrepresentatig, rz.
women in criminological enquiry. The result o
this critique is twofold: (1) it has increageq a(t)
tention to women in criminological theory an&
research but (2) when criminology addreg,,
gender it speaks exclusively of women, wit}, litt,
or no attention directed to the impact of gender
on men. Although some consideration has ¢,
cused on masculinity and crime, this relationgh;
has been examined through an essentialist, apg;.
quated, and fallacious sex-role theory.

[1 previously] demonstrated that radica] fep;.
nism is not a viable alternative theory. A fery;.
nism that insists upon alleged natural differences
between women and men, and goes on to explajy
crime committed by men in terms of that esgep.
tialism, not only homogenizes men (as does sey.
role theory) but also proves itself inadequate t,
explaining crime committed by men. Although
radical feminism is applauded for moving sexual-
ity and gender power to the forefront of feminist
thought, we are compelled to reject all forms of
essentialism and reductionism. . . .

To structure a comprehensive feminist theory
of gendered crime, we must bring men into the
framework. However, we should do this not by
treating men as the normal subjects, but by ar-
ticulating the gendered content of men’s behavior
and of crime. This approach requires a different
theoretical lens—one that focuses on a sociology
of masculinity—to comprehend why men are in-
volved disproportionately in crime and why they
commit different types of crime. In what follows,
I build on the critique. . . by employing the in-
sights of Giddens (1976, 1981), Connell (1987),
West and Zimmerman (1987), Festermaker,
West, and Zimmerman (1991), Goffman (1979),
and others to present new theoretical tools for
comprehending crime committed by men.

At least two significant theoretical undertak-
ings are suggested from the criticisms outlined
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p constituting pra tice; social structures, in turn,

permit and preclude social action. . . |

7o understand why men engage in more and
jifferent types of crimes than women and in dif-
ring amounts and forms among themselves,
e need an adequate account of social action.
We can begin by recognizing that in society all
-mdividuals engage in purposive behavior and
ponitor their own action reflexively. That is, we
comprehend our actions and we modify them
sccording tO (among other things) our interpre-
qtion of other people’s responses. Social action
i creative, inventive, and novel, but it never
occurs separately from, or external to, social
structures. Social structures are constituted by
social action and, in turn, provide resources and
power from which individuals construct “strate-
gies of action” (Swidler, 1986: 227). Social struc-
tures organize the way individuals think about
their circumstances and generate methods for

dealing with them.

€ type of

liSm plUS

Gendered Social Action and Crime

... Masculinity 1s accomplished, it is not some-
thing done to men Or something settled before-
hand. And masculinity is never static, never a
finished product. Rather, men construct mascu-
linities in specific social situations (although not
in circumstances of their own choosing); in SO
doing, men reproduce (and sometimes change)

24: Masculinities and Crime 301
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- Ol a structure is also an act of production,
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ch :
" ange 'bY altering that structure at the same
Ime as it reproduces it.

;)'f'rfl{:sieufﬁﬁfllc .masa'llinity .is thfe idealiz.ed forrp
cultgral hlty In a given historical setting. It 1s
hi “exzzit (?nored, gl.orlﬁed, and extolled, and

ation stabilizes a structure of domi-
nance”and oppression in the gender order as a
whole” (Connell, 1990: 94). In contemporary
Western industrialized societies, hegemonic
masculinity is defined through work in the paid-
labor market, the subordination of women, het-
erosexism, and the driven and uncontrollable
sexuality of men. Refined still further, hege-
monic masculinity emphasizes practices toward
authority, control, competitive individualism, in-
dependence, aggressiveness, and the capacity for
violence (Connell, 1990, 1992; Segal, 1990). Be-
cause “most men benefit from the subordination
of women, and hegemonic masculinity is the cul-
tural expression of this ascendancy, most men
engage in practices that attempt to sustain hege-
monic masculinity (Connell, 1987: 185). Indeed,
most men help maintain hegemonic masculinity
(and consequently the subordination of women)
by means of the practices that reflect their par-
ticular positions in society. . . .

When men enter a setting, they under-
take social practices that demonstrate they are
“manly” The only way others can judge their “es-
<ential nature” as men is through their behavior
and appearance. Thus, men use the resources at
their disposal to communicate gender to others.
For many men, crime may serve as d suitable re-
source for “doing gender”—for separating them
from all that is feminine. Because types of crimi-
nality are possible only when particular social
conditions present themselves, when other mas-
culine resources are unavailable, particular types
of crime can provide an alternative resource for
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accomplishing gender and, therefore, affirming 2
particular type of masculinity. For, although men
are always doing masculinity, the significance of
gender accomplishment is socially situated and,
thus, an intermittent matter. That is, certain 0C-
casions present themselves as more intimidat-
ing for showing and affirming masculinity. As
Coleman (1990: 196) states, “Such an occasion
is where a man’s ‘masculinity’ risks being called
into question.” The taken-for-granted “essential
nature” of a man or boy can be questioned, un-
dermined, and threatened in certain contexts,
those situations where he lacks resources for
masculine accomplishment.

In such predicaments, sex category is partic-
ularly salient; it is, as David Morgan (1992: 47)
puts it, “more or less explicitly put on the line,’
and doing masculinity necessitates extra effort,
generating a distinct type of masculinity. Under
such conditions, performance as a member of
one’s sex category is subjected to extra evaluation
and crime is more likely to result. Crime, there-
fore, may be invoked as a practice through which
masculinities (and men and women) are differ-
entiated from one another. Moreover, crime is a
resource that may be summoned when men lack
other resources to accomplish gender. . . .

Crime by men is not simply an extension of the
“male sex role” Rather, crime by men is a form of
social practice invoked as a resource, when other
resources are unavailable, for accomplishing
masculinity. By analyzing masculinities, then, we
can begin to understand the socially constructed
differences among men and thus explain why
men engage in different forms of crime. . ..

Social Structures, Masculinities,
and Crime in Youth Groups

I explore the way social action is linked to struc-
tured possibilities/constraints, identifying in par-
ticular how the class, race, and gendered relations
in society constrain and enable the social activity of
young men in the school and the youth group, and
how this structured action relates to youth crime.

“Boys Will be. boy§” diff.erently, depen din
upon their positloq in social structyres . §
therefore, upon their access.to power ang re:
sources. Social structures situate young ey
.1 a common relation {0 other young me, ng
:n such a way that they share §tructural Space
Collectively, young men expgrlence their dail'
world from a particular position in society 5.
differentially construct the cultl.lral ideals of .
gemonic masculinity. Thus, within the sch, o
and youth group there are patterned ways ;
which masculinity is represented and wh;q,
depend upon structures of labor and power
class and race relations. Young men situationauy
accomplish public forms of masculinity in p.
sponse to their socially structured circurnstances;
:ndeed, varieties of youth crime serve as a syj.
able resource for doing masculinity when othe
resources are unavailable. These forms of youth
crime, as with other resources, are determined by
social structures. . . .

In what follows, I attempt to identify certajy
of the chief class and race junctures in the socia]
construction of youthful public masculinities and
crimes—in particular, the important relationship
between youth crime and school. The focus is on
how some young men come to define their mas-
culinity against the school and, in the process,
choose forms of youth crime as resources for ac-
complishing gender and for constructing what I
call opposition masculinities. 1 begin with white,
middle-class boys.

White, Middle-Class Boys

Given the success of the middle-class Saints
and Socs in school [two youth groups studied
by other researchers], it is this very success that
provides a particular resource for constructing a
specific form of masculinity. In this type of mas-
culinity, the penchant for a career is fundamen-
tal: a “calculative attitude is taken towards ones
own life” and the crucial themes are “rationality
and responsibility rather than pride and aggres-
siveness” (Connell, 1989: 296-297). Throughout




ChildhOOd development, wh;
s are geared toward the 5

ity of the school. Within the g
¥

| for these boys, masculinity i normall

" lished through participation ip sport ¥y ac-
. success. This participation i (S and

.vid support for) sport creates ap env(i)rr N

for the construction of a masculinity t(;n-

stes toughness and endurance, inCessam?t

grocates competitiveness and shame of |

o «.onnects a sense of maleness with g ¢

te, midd]e.
mbiance an d

hool envirgp.

jeast
meﬂt

" aste for
olence and confrontation” (Kessler, Ashenden,

conneu’ Dowsett., 1985: 39). Yet, in addition to
seating this spec1ﬁ§ type of masculinity, sport i
evered and glorified within the schoo] that it

¢0 T
: uborchnates other types of masculinity, such as

the sort constructed by the “brains” who partici-
e in nonviolent games like debate (p. 39).

Over and above sport, white, middle-class
pasculinity in the school is typically achieved
through 2 reasonable level of academic success.
As Tolson (1977: 34-36) argues, the middle-class
qmily supports this trajectory: “books in the
home and parental help with homework provide
, continuous emotional context for academic
hievement”; moreover, middle-class families
Jso tend to emphasize the importance of obtain-
ing the appropriate qualifications for “respectable
areers” that guarantee the “security” of a “profes-
sion” As Heward (1988: 8) experienced in an Eng-
lish boarding school, white, middle-class parents

planned their sons’ futures carefully and then

pursued their plans very actively, with the aim
of placing them In suitable occupations and

careers.

For the white middle class, then, manliness is
about having a secure income from a “respect-
able” professional occupation. Thus, there is an
important link between school and family in
middle-class life, and both transmit class-specific
notions of hegemonic masculinity to whit.e,
middle-class boys—a particular type of work in
the paid-labor market, competitiveness, personal
ambition and achievement, and responsibility.
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gCCOmmodating and
PPosition Masculinities

‘Ijo‘;szsthelersas, t.l'w:gemonic ma‘scozulinity al.so in-
s Pa Z ices characterizing dominance,
line idéalsn independence. ... Such. frlascu-
bl are, however, the very qualities that
] oling discourages. Although white, middle-
class youth generally exercise greater authority
and control in school than do youth from other
class and race backgrounds, research on sec-
ondary schooling reveals that adaptation to the
social order of the school requires that all stu-
dents, regardless of their class and race, submit to
rock-hard authority relations in which students
are actually penalized for creativity, autonomy,
and independence (Bowles and Gintis, 1976;
Greenberg, 1977; Messerschmidt, 1979). In other
words, white, middle-class boys, like other boys,
experience a school life that is circumscribed by
institutionalized authoritarian routine.

In spite of this constraint, within the school
most white, middle-class boys conform, since
proper credentials are necessary to attaining ca-
reers. As Greenberg (1977: 201) notes, students

who believe that their future chances depend
on school success are likely to conform if
they resent the schools attempt to regulate
their lives.

Within the social setting of the school, then,
white, middle-class boys accomplish gender by
conforming to school rules and regulations and
by dominating student organizations, reflect-
ing a wholehearted obligation to the school and
its overall enterprise. White, middle-class boys
“accept” school values and therefore the school
exercises a prominent and influential restraint on
these youth, at least within its own boundaries
(Tolson, 1977: 39).

Because masculinity is a behavioral response
to the particular conditions and situations in
which we participate, white, middle-class boys
thus do masculinity within the school in a spe-
cific way that reflects their position in the class
and race divisions of labor and power. Their
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white, middle-class position both constrains and
enables certain forms of gendered social action,
and these boys monitor their action in accord
with those constraints and opportunities, thus re-
producing simultaneously class, race, and gender
Felations. Moreover, this particular masculinity
is sustained as a type of collective product in 2
particular social setting—white middle-class
schools.

However, because the school is “emasculating”
in the fashion discussed earlier, white, middle-
class boys who join a youth group act outside the
school in ways that help restore those hegemonic
masculine ideals discouraged in school. In this
process of “doing gender; these boys simulta-
neously construct age-specific forms of crimi-
nality. Youth crime, within the social context of
the youth group outside the school, serves as a
resource for masculine realization and facilitates
(as do such other practices as school athletics)
“dominance bonding” among privileged young

men (Messner, 1989: 79).
Successful “pranks,” “mischief, vandalism,

minor thefts, and drinking outside the school
validate a boy’s “essential nature.” Such behav-
iors reflect an age-specific attempt to reestablish
a public masculine identity somewhat dimin-
ished in the school, behaviors that are purposely
chosen and manipulated for their ability to im-
press other boys. Moreover, outside the confines
of the school, white, middle-class boys” mascu-
linity is still held accountable, not to school of-
ficials, but to other white, middle-class boys.
These behavioral forms help a white, middle-
class boy to carve out a valued masculine identity
by exhibiting those hegemonic masculine ideals
the school denies—independence, dominance,
daring, and control—to resolve the problem of
accountability outside the school, and to estab-
lish for himself and others his “essential nature”
2 “male” Indeed, most accounts of these forms
s the significance of gender:
it is young men who are overwhelmingly the

perpetrators of these acts (Chesney-Lind and
Shelden, 1992: 7-18). Accomplishing gender

as
of youth crime mis

by engaging in vandali§m, “pranks,” and -
chief” (as an age-spec1fic resource) irlcOntrs.
vertibly provides a public masculine reg| 0-
to the spectacle of self-discipline and emq
restraint in the school.

Thus we se€ that white, middle-class, yout
masculinity 1s accomplished ditferently in sep
rate and dissimilar social situations. For Whit&
middle-class boys, the problem is to pr du:;
configurations of masculine behavior that cap ,,
seen by others as normative. Yet, as the socia] s 5
ting changes, from inside the school to outside j;
the youth group;, SO does the conceptualization (¢
what is normative masculine behavior.

Through class appeal for educational credep.
tials, white, middle-class boys are drawn into a djf.
forent masculine construction within the schog}
they develop an accommodating masculinity—,
controlled, cooperative, rational gender strategy
of action for institutional success. The white
middle-class boy’s agenda within the school, then,
is simply to become the accomplice to the inst;.
tutional order, thereby reaping the privileges it
offers—access to higher education and a profes.
sional career (Connell, 1989: 295-297). In other
words, as white, middle-class boys accomplish
gender in the school setting, they simultaneously
reproduce class and race relations through the

same ongoing practices.

Being a man is about developing the essen-
tial credentials to obtain a suitable middle-class
occupation. However, because the school both
creates and undermines hegemonic masculinity,
within the company of peers outside the school
some white, middle-class boys draw primarily
on nonviolent forms of youth crime, thus con-
structing an opposition masculinity—a mascu-
linity based on the very hegemonic masculine
ideals the school discourages. In short, white,
middle-class boys are forming different types of
masculinity that can be assessed and approved in
both social settings (inside and outside school) as
normal and natural. Through this specific type of
youth crime in the peer group, middle-class mas-
culinities are differentiated from one another.

uti()n
tional




ty) in the

hey occur,

gocial control theorists argue that youth whq de.
yelop clos€ gy th.e school are the least likely
o engage in youth crime (Hirschi, 1969; Wias.
owski, Griswold, and Roberts, 1981). Yet the
Considerable amount of youth crime committed
by the gaints and the Socs (who were the school
«wheels” and high academic achievers) outside
e school justifies reasonable concern regard-
ing this argument. Nevertheless, middle-class
chools, like schools in other social settings, de-
velop a status system based on academic success.
Research has consistently shown that students
+ho fail academically (for whatever reason) and/
or who occupy the lowest status positions in
«chool, exhibit the highest rates of youth crime.
(See Messerschmidt, 1979 for a review of this
research.) Consequently, for white, middle-class
boys who are not successful at schoolwork and
who do not participate in school sports or extra-
curricular activities, the school is a frustrating
masculine experience as a result of which they are
likely to search out other masculine-validating
resources.

This view was demonstrated in one study of
an upper-middle-class, white neighborhood, de-
scribed by the authors as an “environmental par-
Jdise” that “harbors mansions and millionaires
ss well as deer and raccoons” (Muehlbauer and
Dodder, 1983: 35). The particular neighborhood
youth group, which called itself “the losers, was
composed primarily of boys who did not do well
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In schog
land who demonstrated little athletic in-

terest i«
time “Era:;‘:t)';m;l;he losers” spent considerable

Ut were notg Ny l]t(;gether at the town square,
lence ang Controlfa‘ ond of interpersonal vio-
chiefly in aore flrlg tur'f. Rather, they engaged
sreetlamps mok.vandahsm.—such as breaking
o d’oinadmg graffiti, destroying traffic
" M frs (:)r?ﬁ,s on the lawps of the more
Organizing dring, ¢ community—as well as
ks Todind ng parties at pupllc beaches and
e b. -y ed, the ’?nly serious violence commit-

. y the losers. was the firebombing of the
Personal automobiles of two representatives of
Ema§culating” authority: the chief of police and
the vice-principal of the school. Thus, the specific
types of youth crime engaged in by “the losers”
served as a resource for masculine construction
when other types of class-specific resources were
unappealing and/or unattractive (e.g., academic
success).

| Although this opposition masculinity out-
side the school is clearly not the only version of
white, middle-class youth masculinity, nor per-
haps the most common version, it differs consid-
erably from that of white, working-class youth,
especially because of its reduced emphasis on
the public display of interpersonal aggression/
violence. It follows that we must consider more
closely how this type of youthful, white, middle-
class, masculine construction and its attendant
youth crime differs from that of youthful, white,
working-class men.

White, Working-Class Boys

As exemplified by the Roughnecks and the Eses
[youth groups studied by other researchers},
white, working-class boys engage in such acts
as vandalism, truancy, and drinking because, as
demonstrated more precisely below, they also
experience school authority as an “emasculat-
ing” power. Not surprisingly, many of these boys
also turn to this age-specific resource for “doing
gender” outside the school And yet, they define
their masculinity against the school in a different
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way than do white middle-class boys, a way that

nevertheless leads to an in-school opposition
masculinity as well.

“The Lads” and the “Ear’oles”

Paul Williss (1977) classic study Learning to
Labour demonstrates how a group of white,
working-class British boys (“the lads”) reject
both schoolwork and the “earoles” (earholes, or

other young men who conform to the school
rules) because “the lads” perceive office jobs and
“bookwork” as “sissy stuff” The lads come to
school armed with traditional notions of white,
working-class masculinity: the idea that “real

men” choose manual, not mental labor. Because
of this particular gendered strategy, schooling is
deemed irrelevant to their working-class future
and “emasculating” to their conception of mas-
culinity. In other words, schooling is unmanly
In a different and broader way for these boys
than for the white, middle-class boys discussed
above. Accordingly, the lads evolve into an un-
structured, counterschool group that carves out
a specific masculine space within the school, its
overwhelming rules, and unnerving authority.

In resisting the school, the lads construct be-
havior patterns that set them apart from both the
earoles and also the school. Because the earoles
are enthusiastic about schooling and support its
rules, they are a major conformist target for the
lads. One such practice for opposing the school
and the earoles is “having a laff;” that is, devising
techniques to circumvent the controlled environ-
ment of the school. ...

Another activity that distinguished the lads
from the eardles is fighting. The lads exhib-
ited “a positive joy in fighting, in causing fights
through intimidation, in talking about fighting
and about the tactics of the whole fight situation”
(p. 34). Constructing masculinity around physi-
cal aggression, the lads—eschewing academic
achievement—draw on an available resource that
allows them to distance and differentiate them-
selves from the nonviolent earoles. As Willis
(p. 34) points out,

Violence and the judgement of violene
most basic axis of the ‘lads’ ascendance i,
the conformists, almost in the way thj; knowlf
edge is for teachers.

The lads reject and feel superior to the eary,
moreover, they construct such practices 5 havins;
a laff and fighting to demonstrate their pey eiveg
masculine eminence.

In this way, then, the lads accomplish, gende
in a specific relational way by Opposing botr
the school and its conformists. Whereag 1,
middle-class boys are more likely to ,
school outside its boundaries but conform Withiy
school, the social setting for the lads is differep,
They are the opposition both inside and Outside.
the school. Understandably, there is ng accon.
modating masculinity here. Because schooling A
conceived as unnecessary to their future whjje Si-
multaneously encompassing effeminate endeay.
ors, the lads earn symbolic space from the schog
by engaging in different forms of “pranks” and
“mischief” within the school itself, Such behay.
iors help transcend the “sissyish” quality of g
school day while simultaneously distancing th
lads from the conformists.

But the lads also draw on forms of physicy)
intimidation and violence to differentiate thep.
selves from the earoles and the girls. For the
lads, the fight “is the moment when you are fully
tested”; it is “disastrous for your informal stang-
ing and masculine reputation if you refuse to
fight or perform very amateurishly” (p. 35). In

fact, physical aggressiveness seems to be an insti-

tutionalized feature of the lads’ group. As Willis
(p- 36) notes,

isthe

hite,
Ppose

the physicality of all interactions, the mock
pushing and fighting, the showing off in front
of girls, the demonstrations of superiority and
put-downs of the conformists, all borrow from
the grammar of the real fight situation.

These activities provide the fodder with which
to accomplish their gender and to establish (for
the lads) their “essential male nature” They are

designed with an eye to gender accountability




(ultingly construct Inequality among boys

| (e » 1
nd pting 0 place the ear’oles Masculinity

att ' withi ~
DY * ath their OWn n the Pub!lc context of

Is Signiﬁcantly

fferent from the white, middle-class in-schoo]

o dating masculi.nity and gaing Meaning
.al;relati on to the masculinity of the earoles,

White’ \ .n th .
" subordinate in the process of doing gender,

i WesterD industrializeq Societies, what haye
necome known as hate crimes—racist and anti-
gy violence—are dlSprop?Hlonately committed
by groupS of white, working-class boys, crimes
gt can also be. understood in the way dis-
ssed above (Beirne and Messerschmidt, 1991
562-563; Comstock, 1991: 72-92),

For some white, working-class boys, their
public masculinity is constructed through hostil-
ity to, and rejection ?f’ all aspects of groups that
may be considered inferior in a racist and het-
erosexist society. For example, the earoles are
onsidered inferior and subordinate to the lads
because of their conformity to, and seeming en-
joyment of, effeminate schooling projects. But
other groups outside the school are also viewed
25 inferior by many white, working-class boys.
willis (1977: 48) found that different skin color
was enough for the lads to justify an attack on,
or intimidation of, racial minorities. Indeed,
the meaning of being a “white man” has always
hinged on the existence of, for example, a subor-
dinated “black man.” Thus, a specific racial gender
is constructed through the identical practice of
racist violence; a social practice that bolsters,
within the specific setting of white, working-class
youth groups, one’s masculine “whiteness” and,
therefore, constitutes race and gender simultane-
ously. White, working-class, youthful masculin-
ity acquires meaning in this particular context
through racist violence.

24: Masculinities and Crime 307

Moreover, for
youth, hom
feminate S

some white, working-class
osexuality is simply unnatural and ef-
obireicy] €X, and many turn this ideology into
iy V1.01€“rlce. A.s one white, working-c}ass,
aroundpm t, "My friends and I go ‘fag-hunting

o the neighborhood. They should all be
killed (Weissman, 1992 173). Gay bashing serves
%S @ resource for constructing masculinity in a
Specific way: physical violence against gay men in
front of other young, white, working-class men
reatfirms one’s commitment to what is for them
Natural and masculine sex—heterosexuality. In
Sther words, the victim of gay bashing serves,
both physically and symbolically, as a vehicle
for the sexual status needs of the offenders in the
course of recreational violence” (Harry, 1992: 15).
Accordingly, gender is accomplished and norma-
tive heterosexuality is reproduced.

White, working-class boys such as the lads
construct public masculinities outside the school
in other ways as well. As with the Roughnecks
and the Eses, the lads also occasionally partici-
pate in various forms of theft. Because they want
to take part in the youth culture (go to pubs,
wear the “right” clothes, date, and so on) short-
age of cash becomes “the single biggest pres-
sure, perhaps at any rate after school, in their
lives” (Willis, 1977: 39). Through contacts with
family and friends, many of the lads acquired
part-time, after-school, and summer jobs; in fact,
Willis found that it is not uncommon for these
youths to work over ten hours a week during the
school year. Consequently, “this ability to ‘make
out’ in the real world’ ... and to deal with adults
nearly on their own terms” is seen by the lads as
evidence of their “essential nature” as “males”—
a practice that reproduces this specific type of
white, working-class masculinity (p. 39). In addi-
tion, because of their access to paid employment,
the lads” involvement in theft is irregular rather
than systematic, providing a little extra pocket
money when needed. . ..

In this specific context, then, intermittent
theft is a resource that helps construct an “out-of-
school,” autonomous, independent, and daring
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opposition masculinity. And with part-time
work available as a masculine resource, outside
the school these white, working-class youths
only sporadically turn to theft as a resource to
accomplish gender. Thus, theft not only provides
these youth with a resource for doing masculinity
in the specific social setting of the group, it also
helps construct a gendered line of action in which
future gender accountability may be at risk. That
Is, it contributes to the wherewithal for adequate
masculine participation in the youth culture.

Yet while the part-time workplace and
youth group are initially seen as superior to the
school—a milien where masculinity as they
know it is accepted—these working-class boys
eventually find themselves locked into dead-end
jobs, making less money than those who did not
participate in the group and who conformed to
the school. In this way, Willis’s books show how
white “working-class kids get working-class jobs.”
The initial context, and ultimate result, of the
lads’ opposition masculinity in the school was an
orientation toward manual labor. Through their
specific construction of masculinity, the lads
themselves (and, similarly, the Hamilton Park
boys) thus reproduced class, race, and gender re-
lations as the structures constituted in those rela-
tions constrain and enable their collective social

action.

Lower-Working-Class,
Racial-Minority Boys

Consider now how this white, working-class
opposition masculinity (and the white, middle-
class masculinity discussed earlier) differs from
youth masculinity of lower-working-class racial
minorities who engage in youth crime. Because
these youth have no access to paid labor (as have
the lads and Hamilton Park boys) and their par-
ents are unable to subsidize their youth culture
needs (as are the parents of white, middle-class
boys), the youth gang in lower-working-class,
racial-minority communities takes on a new and
significant meaning inasmuch as it is here where

resources are available with which to Sustay
masculine identity. Fo.r many f’f these Youth, (a]a
though far from all), life is neither the Workpl
nor the school; it is the s.treet. L
For many lower-working-class, racial-mjp,,

boys, the street group has.b.ec.ome both % col,
tive solution to their prohibitions and a hfe'Sty]e
that sometimes takes the for{n of street crime Fo
these youths, then, street crime becomes 5 Gl
of possibilities” for t.ranscendmg class ang i
domination and an important resource for ,

complishing gender.

lace

Opposition in School

Most white, middle-class boys envision a fyty,
i1 mental labor and members of the White,
working-class (such as Williss lads and gy,
livan's Hamilton Park youths) realistically an.
ticipate manual-labor positions. Consequently,
these youths have resources (and a future) fo
masculine construction that are unavailable ¢,
lower-working-class, racial-minority boys. Fo,
marginalized, racial-minority boys, no such qc.
cupational future can be realistically anticipateq
and, accordingly, hegemonic masculinity is ge.
verely threatened. Under such conditions, life
inside school takes on a significantly differep;
meaning. . ..

Because the school is seen simply as another
institutional impediment to a future in hege-
monic masculine ways and because they lack the
resources of white, middle-class and working-
class boys, these young men are more likely to
turn to those hegemonic masculine ideals that
remain available, such as physical violence.

Physical violence within the school is a re-
source employed for masculine construction. In
situations where class and race structural disad-
vantage are severe, ones taken-for-granted “es-
sential nature” is more likely to be undermined
and threatened; therefore, gender is held more
accountable. In short, at the level of personal
practice, this translates into a display of physical
violence as a specific type of in-school, opposi-
tion masculinity. . .




rhus, for JoWer-Wor king-class, racial-minority

. the process of OPPOSIng the scho]
boy? nasculinity necessitates extra effort; Con:
they are more likely thap other boys
mplish gepder WiFhin the schoo] by con-
ing 2 physmaflly violent opposition mas-
v And in doing so, they turn to available
monic masculine ideals with whjch to con-
uch masculinity. This physica] Violence
o the school is one practice that differentiates

- working-class ‘Opposition masculinity
lf(r)om the other types discussed earljer.

Opposition Outside School

ip addition to opposition wi.thin the school, be-
sse the school has less significance to thege
Juths than to young men in other social classes,
e street group a%so tal.<es on a distinct and Sig-
qificant meaning in W}}“:h. Opposition masculin-
y outside the school is likewise quite different
com that of other youths. Marginalized, racia]-
qinority boys are disproportionately involved in
such serious property crimes as robbery and in
«uch publicly displayed forms of group violence as
surf wars” (Steffensmeier and Allen, 1981; Elliott
1nd Huizinga, 1983; Tracy, Wolfgang, and Figlio,
1991). The roots of this violent street crime are
tound in the disconcerting nature of the school
and in the social conditions of poverty, racism,
negated future, and power accorded men. Be-
cause of these social conditions and their atten-
dant possibilities/constraints, young ghetto men
are the most likely to commit certain types of
street crime and thus to construct a different type
of opposition masculinity outside the school. . . .
Sullivan and others (Zimring and Zuehl, 1986:
Conklin, 1972) have reported that most robber-
ies are committed by a group of young street
men. Within this collective setting, robbery is a
means of getting money when other resources
are unavailable, and is particularly attractive for
young boys on the street. Robbery provides a
public ceremony of domination and humiliation
of others. Because young street boys are denied
access to the labor market and are relegated to a
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Social situation (the street group) where gender
Accountability js augmented, they are more often
Involved in crimes that entail actual or possible
confrontation with others. As such, robbery
Provides an available resource with which to ac-
complish gender and, therefore, to construct a
Specific type of public masculinity—what Katz
(1988: 225-236) terms “hardmen,” or men who
court danger and who, through force of will, sub-
Ject others to it.

“Doing stickup” is doing masculinity by man-
ufacturing ‘g angle of moral superiority over the
intended victim” and, thereby, succeeding “in
making a fool of his victim” (pp. 169, 174). . ..

The robbery setting provides the ideal op-
portunity to construct an “essential” toughness
and “maleness; it provides a means with which
o construct that certain type of masculinity—
hardman. Within the social context that ghetto
and barrio boys find themselves, then, robbery is
a rational practice for “doing gender” and for get-
ting money. . ..

Marginalized, racial minority boys—as with
white, middle- and working-class boys—produce
specific configurations of behavior that can be seen
by others within the same immediate social situ-
ation as “essentially male” As we have seen, these
different masculinities emerge from practices that
encompass different resources and that are simul-
taneously based on different collective trajectories.
In this way, then, class and race relations structure
the age-specific form of resources used to con-
struct specific opposition masculinities. Young,
middle-class, working-class, and lower-working-
class men produce unique types of masculinity
(situationally accomplished by drawing on differ-
ent forms of youth crime) by acknowledging an
already determined future and inhabiting distinct
locations within the social structural divisions of
labor and power. Collectively, young men experi-
ence their everyday world from a specific position
in society and so they construct differently the
cultural ideals of hegemonic masculinity.

Opposition masculinities, then, are based
on a specific relation to school generated by the
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interaction of school authority with class, race,
and gender dynamics. For white, middle-class
boys, a nonviolent opposition masculinity occurs
primarily outside school; for white, working-class
and lower-working-class, racial-minority boys,

- e —

Discussion Questions

1. How does the concept of “masculinities” help
to revise views of men held by both feminists
and traditional criminologists?

2. Why do youths in different class and race lo-
cations in society engage in different amounts
and types of crime?

.6 types of opposition masculinitjeg |
ts)%:;l?nsgg and outside SC}:lo.ol, Yet for eachp;:z“
of boys, a sense of masculinity is shaped by theiI;
specific relation to the school and by thej, spec
position in the divisions of labor and powe; |

_#— —

~——

3, Why is crime a matter of “doing gender™; Ar
there other ways to “do gender™?

4. Think back to your days in high schoo], ¢,
you give any examples of how mas culiniy
was involved in some delinquent act thy; Vo

witnessed?

u




23. Getting Played

Jody Miller

ork, Jody Miller builds off of Sampson gng
(1995) theory of race, urban inequality

| rime (see Chapter.43) and presents q theor},/
aﬂ,ace, yrban inequality, and gendered victim-
o2 . Much like Sampson and Wilson’ theory
ﬁ;ﬂeﬂ theory combinfzs an emphasis on the de]-
i effects ‘of nezghbor.h.ood-level structural
. Jyantage with a recognztzon that ecologically

(ctured norms supportive of violence also play
o important causal role in the violence racking

nany of today’s urban black communities. How-
e Miller goes a step further in exploring the im.-

I this ,
wilson

ph’cﬂﬁ"”s of this inner-city violence on the lives of

gung women, as they. are frequently the victims
of the violence stemming from a street code that
amerges in contexts of extreme disadvantage—a
ode that demands that men publicly command
respect through toughness, violence, and sexual
prOWesS (Anderson, 1999).

Miller presents qualitative data from in-depth
wterviews with 75 African American youths
(35 females, 40 males), ranging in age from 12
v 19. All subjects came from highly distressed
¢t Louis neighborhoods. Her interviews reveal
that young males” adoption of a street code often
means that young women are witnesses to physi-
«l domestic violence against women and are also
the objects of sexual harassment and sexual as-
sault, In short, Miller’s interviewees indicate that
public space in disadvantaged, African American
communities is men's space, by and large. Public

R —

Jody Miller. 2008. Getting Played: African American Girls Urban

University Press.

space is the stage whereon young men command
respect according to the rules of the code of the
street. Unfortunately, the victimization of women
often establishes credibility for men ensnared by
the code.

Miller’s qualitative research corroborates yet en-
riches previous quantitative research highlighting
the excessive rates of violent victimization among
disadvantaged, African American young women
in comparison to those among women in other
racial groups or socioeconomic settings (Benson
et al., 2003; Lauritsen and Schaum, 2004).
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ouths in disadvantaged communities

have few opportunities for socializing
with their peers—a normal facet of adolescent
development—that do not include some expo-
sure to delinquent peer groups. As discussed
[here], drugs, gangs, and the congregation of
young men in public spaces are an omnipresent
feature of youths’ neighborhood and commu-
nity action spaces, and unsupervised parties and
get-togethers are a primary means of spending
time with other adolescents. Participation in
such activities, particularly when combined
with delinquency, heightens young women’s risk
for victimization, including the types of gen-
dered victimization I examine here.

In fact, such social ecological factors have
been linked to the exceptionally high rates of
victimization of African American girls. In
recent analyses of the National Crime Victim-
1zation Survey, criminologist Janet Lauritsen
reveals this stark reality. African American girls’
risks for violent victimization are dramatically
higher than for adolescent girls from other racial
groups. In fact, their risks for nonfatal violence
are nearly equal those for African American
boys. These findings counter the conventional
wisdom in criminology that women’s risks for
victimization are consistently lower than mens.
Indeed, Lauritsen reports that African American
girls’ risk for non-stranger violence, including in
their neighborhoods, is higher than that of any
other group, including their African American
male counterparts. Importantly, her analyses
reveal that the relationship between race and
victimization is accounted for, in large part, by
factors associated with highly distressed urban
communities. Thus, it is acute poverty and its
associated social contexts that structure urban
African American young womens high risk for
gendered victimization. . . .

All of the youths interviewed for thjg -
lived in the city of St. Louis. The vast majojre-q
lived in neighborhoods that fit the ids ity

designation “highly distressed”: neigthrhor:(;z
characterized by intense racial segregation. 4.

proportionate rates of poverty, unemployp,e
and female-headed families; and high o, ,
crime. In fact, St. Louis was an ideal site i Whicohf
to conduct this research, because it typifiec ;
highly distressed urban city and includes larg:
concentrations of extreme disadvantage thg
result in social isolation, limited resources, o4
high levels of violence. We hear these descrip.
tions again and again in scholarship on heigh
borhoods and crime, but how do young Peopl
in disadvantaged communities—both femy,
and male—describe and experience their neigh.
borhoods? What is it like to grow up and ljye 0
such communities, and to navigate daily ado]es.
cent life in this terrain? An exploration of thege
questions can provide a more vivid portrait of the
study setting, which helps situate the subsequep
examination of how such social contexts are 4.

sociated with violence against young women, .

Disadvantaged Neighborhoods
and Violence Against Women

Studies of community violence rarely make djs-
tinctions between violence against women and
other violent events. However, youths’ discus-
sions of neighborhood risks clearly emphasized
its gendered dimensions. In fact, recent research
has found that—in addition to other forms of
violence—violence against women is also height-
ened in disadvantaged communities. Recall that
Michael Benson and his colleagues suggest that
the higher prevalence of violence against women
in disadvantaged communities is linked to both
the social isolation present in such communities
and the difficulties these neighborhoods have in
developing collective efficacy. In addition, re-
search on offender networks suggests that public
violence against females is quite common and

highly visible.




act three facets o’f violence against women

In esent in youths’ accounts of their neigh-
ere P is: exposure to public incidents of physi-
borh?cien ce against women, including intimate
al vlor sbuse; young womens complaints of
°deSPread sexual harassment in neighbor-
Wi Is: and incidents of sexual assault and coer-
hoo Most youths; like scholars, initially thought
cion-baln crime in their neighborhoods in terms
0? ;llra culine endeavors—gangs, drugs, and guns,
;){ T ever, ONCe they were asked directly about
f violence that target women specifically,

{Flir;;:d Plenty of storiesto r ecount.

witnessing Physical Violence
AgainSt Women |
Though scholars typically assume that intimate
partner violence occurs primarily behind closed
Joors, many of t.he you.ths here described wit-
nessing such il‘lCldCI.ltS in public view. Youths’
Lccounts of such inc1dent§ may seem somewhat
peripheral to their own lives, particularly since
quch of the public violence they described in-
wolved adults and rarely included individuals
they were intimately familiar with. In actuality,
qch incidents are quite meaningful, because
they impart essential messages about how vio-
lence against women is to be interpreted and
responded to. T hus, it is important to pay atten-
tion here not just to the descriptions that youths
provided but also to the tone and implications of
many of their comments. These provide evidence
of the interpretive lenses brought to bear on such
events, illustrating how youths were taught to
think about violence against women.

Asked whether she had ever seen a man hurt
awoman in her neighborhood, Tisha responded:

Yeah, it’s this girl next door. I don’t know if she
a crackhead or what, her boyfriend just always
beatin’ her up. She always comin’ [over], like,
“Call the police for me!” But then when the
police get there she don’t wanna press charges
or nothin’ like that. I don’t know, I guess she
stuck on stupid. She like getting beat up I guess.

25: Getting Played 313

Tisha said that the woman “done let him
[back] in [her home] over and over, and she know
what he gon’ do to her. So that’s on her. We don'’t
call the police for her no mo. Just let her get beat
up.” Because, in Tisha’s eyes, the woman had not
taken sufficient action to extricate herself from
the abusive relationship, she was seen as culpable
and thus unworthy of further assistance.

In addition, Tisha speculated about whether
the woman was a “crackhead” Other youths
also referenced substance abusers in their de-
scriptions of violence. Christal said she had
seen “crack-heads fightin’ they boyfriends,” and
Tawanna described seeing a “prostitute stand-
ing around” who got beat up. Such labels func-
tioned to distance the victims from the young
women who witnessed the events and to suggest
that the violence was deserved and the victim
blameworthy because of her status. Gail said it
was “lil’ drunk, alcoholics [that] be fightin’ up
the street . . . just lil’ drunkies, drunk people just
gettin’ drunk. Crackheads, drunks, you know. . ...

We'll be laughin’ at em or whatever.” . . .
Tami described a recent incident she wit-

nessed involving the man across the street, who
was routinely abusive toward his girlfriend:

I dont know what they was arguing about.
When he came outside he was telling her to get
her stuff, and she don’t run it, he run it. He be
hittin’ her upside her head and she be, “Why
you hittin’ me? Stop hittin’ me!” and stuff. But
she don't be fightin’ him back or nothin. He
be hittin’ her. .. upside her head, she was just

walkin’ down the steps.

Asked how she reacted upon seeing the man
hitting his girlfriend, Tami explained:

We was laughin. Then we was like, that’s a
shame and they shouldnt put up with that
stuff. They should go on, leave, but I guess they
ain't got nowhere else to go so they just put up
with the stuff. . . . But we figured it wasn’t none

of our business. It came outside [so] we was
just lookin’ to see what was goin’ on.
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Tami’s comments suggest that her reaction to
the event was complex. On the one hand, she and
her friends found it an amusing public spectacle.
On the other hand, Tami expressed some em-
pathy for the woman she felt was likely trapped
in the situation. Finally, she noted that it “wasn't
none of our business,” indicating the important
norm of staying out of others’ affairs. . . .

Sexual Harassment in Neighborhoods

In addition to witnessing physical violence
against women in their neighborhoods, a
common problem described by young women
and corroborated by young men was the rou-
tine sexual harassment of girls.... Two kinds
of neighborhood sexual harassment emerged in
youths’ accounts: sexual come-ons or comments
by young men in the neighborhood, and harass-
ment by adult men, which girls often found much
more ominous.

Sexual harassment by adolescent peets.
Young men’s behavior was described as problem-
atic in two situations: when they engaged in inap-
propriate sexual banter or touching with girls they
were friends with, and when they approached
young women they didn’t know. Cherise com-
plained about the behavior of some of the young
men she hung out with in the neighborhood:

When we be playing or something, they try to
touch me on the fly. But we usually don't fight
over it. We might, you know, I might just push
- him or something ‘cause they might be cool. . ..
I don’t know what they might be thinking, but
maybe they might try to take advantage of you
or something. ... I just know that they try to

touch me and I don't like it.

uncomfortable with tl?e young mens goy A
banter, she went along with some of it becayyg, she
enjoyed their company. She continued, “they)
make you laugh with em, you know. They like t,
have fun or whatever, make you laugh.” Thyg she
vacillated between interpr eting their behavig, as

« Playful” and problematic.
In fact, Nicole's ambivalence was even p,

apparent when we consider the questiop "
elicited her comments: “Do you t}.xink girls face
any particular dangers in the neighborhoggs»
While she ultimately interpreted her friepge
behavior as “playful,” her discomfort wag evi.
denced by the fact that her account was triggere
by a question about the risks young women fy¢,
in the neighborhood. Later in the interview, gp,
was more explicit about her concerns. Agkeq
how the neighborhood could be made safer fy,

girls, she said:

I think it could be made safer if the boys woulg
think ’fore they talk. You know, you should
always think. ... Like you come up to a lady,
you should approach her in a better way in-
stead of being like, “Ah, yo when we gon’ do
this? When we gon’ fuck?” Naw, un-un. You
ain’t suppose to do that. You should just ask
her, “Would you go with me? Would you be my
lady?” You know, ask her in a appropriate way,
you know, don' just come up to her like she 2
hooker or something.

When neighborhood friends were the ones
engaging in this behavior, young women would
typically negotiate the situation so as not to esca-
late to a conflict or damage the friendship, despite
their discomfort with the young man’s behavior.

Young men used “play” claims to explain their
behavior, which girls sometimes went along with,
though seemingly uneasily. Jamal explained, “we
don't try to take advantage of them. . . . We prob-
ably just have fun with them. Try to play with
them. Jamal emphasized what he described as
“joking” sexual banter, noting: “Taking advan-
tage [is] like grabbing or touching them, we dont
do that. You might catch one or two try to slap 2

Nicole exhibited a similar ambivalence when
describing the behavior of her male friends in
the neighborhood: “You gon’ have to watch out
for them boys though. ... They just got prob-
lems, that’s what I think. But they cool though,
I hang out with em. But they’ll say lil' [sexual
comments], but they won't say nothin’ nasty. ...
They be playin’ with you.” While Nicole appeared




1 the butt, that’§ the most” Likewise, Ray-
- <aid, “the. only time I”see girls get hit on [js]
" " they playing around.

Whlen addition to negotiating “play” hanter with
5 riends, 2 number of girls complained

girl

. happened
or 4 yOUNg Man came up to her friepq and

scaids ‘girl, you flne. ‘\‘Nhy den’t you back that ags
e Alicia’s friend .told him don’t come tq her
ike that, that’smreal d1§respectful,” but the young
an replied, “How is that disrespectfy]?” In
fct, some young men seemed oblivious to (or at
least feigned ignorance of) girls’ interpretations
of such sexual comments. For Instance, asked
hether he knew of males in the neighborhood
+ho tried to take advantage of girls, Tony replied,
s;aw, | don't know nobody that do that. . , They
just] be tryin' to mack. Probably be like, ‘Hey
baby, can I get your number?” or something, or ‘T
want to get to know you.” Reminded that during
the survey he indicated that girls could be un-
comfortable with such behaviors, Tony said, “oh
yeah, sometimes when they just be playin. But I
don't think they be meanin’ it though. . .. Prob-
bly be sayin, "You ugly, callin’ em B’s [bitches]
and stuff, then they’ll laugh.” Though he admit-
ted that such incidents may feel serious “to the
girl, Tony insisted that young men “don't be seri-
ous’ when they behave in such ways.

While Tony downplayed the significance of
such behavior, Dwayne was highly critical:

It was a girl walking down the street, she had
some little shorts on and a little top. And at first
[the guy] try to talk to her, and she didn't want
to talk to him. So he touched her and she told
him not to put his hands on her no more or she
gonna go get her big brother. He done slapped
this girl. So she went to go get her big brother
and stuff. That's how stuff be getting started.
That's how people be getting killed . . . putting
they hands on people they don’t even know. ...
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Sexual harassment by adult men. Young
WOIQen €Xpressed greater apprehension and less
amblyalence about sexual harassment by adult
MeN In the community. These incidents, more so
than incidents involving peers, heightened girls’
Sense of vulnerability and made them fear for
their safety. Nykeshia explained:

The one person I feel uncomfortable around
In my neighborhood [is a man that] always
askin’ me to do something [sexual] with him.
And I told my momma about it and she told
me, “Just stay away from him, as far as you
can, and I hope he stay away from you.” She
called the police about it ‘cause he had asked
me in front of my momma. . . . He just denied
everything and they was like, “We don’t have

proof that he asked you that . . . we [can’t] do
nothin’ about that”

Girls felt that they were a particular target for
adult men in the neighborhood because they
were teenagers and thus seen as easy to take ad-
vantage of. Young women expressed great dis-
comfort about being sexualized by adults and,
consequently, tended to be especially leery of
groups of men.

Young men also described the widespread
nature of adult male harassment of adolescent
girls. Andrew said in his neighborhood, “females
get harassed so much.” He believed it posed a real
danger for young women:

Like an older person come through and they’ll
see a young girl walking through. She can have a
pretty shape, pretty face or whatever, and they’ll
see her and they'll try to dog [her]. They try to
talk to her or whatever, and the female will tell
them no, or that theyre too young or they too
old for them, or they not interested. They get
mad and get to calling them bitches and hos,
disrespecting them. [Then the girls] get mad,
they get to cussing them back out. Sometimes
the dudes get mad and threaten em, saying, “T'll
do this to you,” or “Tlldo that.” ... And a woman

know they can't whoop a dude, so.



316 PART VIII: Feminist Theories: Gender, Power, and Crime

Andrew surmised that “older guys” targeted teen-
age girls because “I guess they feel like with a
younger girl they can take advantage of them.” He
described being upset when his younger sister was
targeted: “See like I got a little sister, and I feel bad
when she come home and say a man came and
did this to her and tried to do that or whatever. . . .
It makes me mad to the point where if I see the
dude that did it, it feel good to fight him. But it
ain't gonna prove nothing, so aint no point. ... I
mean, a man gonna be a man regardless.” . . .

Several young women described a final, re-
lated form of harassment that resulted from
living in areas with active drug markets: the
threat they believed drug addicts could pose to
them, and the dangers of being mistaken for a
drug-addicted woman themselves. LaSondra de-
scribed a recent incident:

It was nighttime. See, my mistake. I was walk-
ing by myself from my friend’s house, at first
she was watching. This man was a crackhead,
he ran up behind me and say, “You know
[where I can get] drugs?” And I said “No.” So
he ran across the street, bought some crack,
and ran back down her block. I turned and I
was walking, 1 was at the corner of my block,
and as I was going in the house, before I got in
the house, this man pulled up and said, “You
need a ride girl?” . ..

Sexual Assault and Coercion in
Neighborhoods

Sexual assault was also an ongoing neighborhood
danger for young women. In fact, the girls in this
study reported very high rates of sexual victim-
ization. More than one-half (54 percent) reported
some form of sexual victimization, including
rape (29 percent) or attempted rape (14 percent),
or being pressured or coerced into unwanted sex
(43 percent). Nearly one-third (31 percent) re-
ported multiple sexual victimizations. These are
staggering figures, especially considering that the
average age of the young women we interviewed

was just sixteen. ...

gexual assaults and sexually coerciye bek
iors in youths neighborhoods were qof.,
extension of the broader sexualized tye atme
young women experienced. This is largely w}?t
young women were so leery of groups of n. AZ
with sexual harassment, young womens rigj
sexual assault and coercion were varied, Ameg
peers, alcohol and drugs were often used tq 10w€§
a young womans level of awareness or incapa;
tate her. Rapes involving physical force Mor
frequently involved adult men, though they g,
pened with peers as well. ...

Ricky said young women in the neighborhgyg
were particularly at risk in the context of partje,
“They have to be extra careful about leaving 4,4
they have to watch what they do. [Watch the;,
drinking] and getting high. I mean, you got 5o,
smooth talkers in our neighborhood, so2 Agkeq
why he thought the guys in his neighborhood djg
that to girls, he explained:

ften an

fOr

I think it’s just to get a image, a name. To make
theyselves look big. .. . can't really explain it
A lot of guys do it just so other guys can be like,
“Aw, man, he’ll do this” or “He’ll do that” Like
for example, “We did this and we did that, and
it was [so-and-so's] gal.” Most of em just do it
for a name, man, just for a image. Try to look
like something they not.

Thus an important feature of girls’ sexual
abuse was the status rewards such behavior pro-
vided within male peer groups. In addition to
Ricky’s emphasis on young men’s attempts to
build a name for themselves through their co-
ercive sexual conquests, Lamont suggested that
disadvantaged neighborhoods gave rise to young
women he defined as “freaks”: “In the ghetto,
every ghetto I can tell you . . . you see all these....
freaks. ... It's babies, little bitty babies walking
around with coochie cutters [tight-fitting shorts]
on. You know that they gonna grow up to be
freaks. Just cause you know what they been influ-
enced by” In some cases, the early sexualization
of girls likely made them vulnerable to sexual
abuses in adolescence. . . .




Lason dra described being raped by a man ag
“alked home from her friend’s hoyse one
Sl-]eht she said “it was dark, nobody was oytgjge>
night: recaution, her friend “walk[ed] me half
As @ .y, and I crossed over to go home and she

theWY

4 back the othef way.” LaSondra wag pass-
. through a gas station Sn her way home whep
:hf man appt OacPed her. “He was just looking at
. and he said, T seen you and your friend ear-
el The man then got LaSondra into his car and
her: “He was heavy-set, he be holding me

raped , , ,,
Jown, like I can't run, I can't get away” Afterward:

He just dropped me off in this one spot ang
then he just pulled off. It was so scary, I was
chaking, I was crying, I was running, you know,
trying t0 find somewhere to go. I seen some
) eople that went to my school and they let me
use they phone and I called my momma. 1 tel]

my momina everything that happened and so
<he took me to the hospital and she called the

police. The detective peoples came over and
stuff and she talk to them and they didn’t find
him. . . . I was crying, shaking like all night in
the hospital bed having flashbacks. . ..

Conclusion

Three overarching themes emerge in youths’ dis-
cussions of the gendered dimensions of neigh-
borhood dangers. First, youths’ accounts indicate
that young men were much more likely to be
active participants in neighborhood-based street
networks. Their neighborhood descriptions
(where boys spoke of “I” and we,” while girls spoke
of “they”), their depictions of young mens (but
not young women’s) neighborhood risks being
explicitly associated with gangs and drugs, and
their accounts of girls’ treatment on the streets all
reveal that public community space was, in many
ways, male space. Though this was particularly
the case at night—when young women suggested
that dangers lurked largest—male domination of

public spaces was nonetheless ubiquitous.
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Second, many facets of neighborhood risk were
structured by gender, and youths brought gen-
fiered perceptual frameworks to their understand-
Ings of neighborhood violence. Like other forms
of violence, violence against women was both
widespread and highly visible. Youths recounted
Witnessing public violence against women around
their neighborhoods, and young women ex-
Pressed concern about the pervasive sexualization
they faced, including sexual harassment by ado-
lescent and adult men and their fears and experi-
ences with sexual assault in their neighborhoods.

Third, neighborhood residents’ (includ-
Ing adolescents’) responses to violence against
women were decidedly unhelpful to the victims,
as were their experiences with the police. Victim-
blaming attitudes were widespread, among both
young women and young men, and norms favor-
Ing nonintervention often won out, frequently
leaving female victims to fend for themselves. In
some cases, such violence even became a source
of entertainment, particularly when youths were
in the company of their peers.

For adolescent young women, the public nature
of violence against women likely had a mean-
ingful impact. Its visibility created a heightened
vigilance and awareness among girls of their own
vulnerability, but it also resulted in coping strat-
egies that included victim-blaming as a means of
psychologically distancing themselves from such
events. To the extent that violence could be seen
as something that happened to other women and
girls—those who could be understood as “deserv-
ing~ of it—young women could construct a sense
of self that they believed shielded them from such
risks. Moreover, in a setting where norms were not
favorable for intervention into violent events, the
result was that youths became desensitized to such
violence. Because the ability to stand up for oneself
is a key avenue for respect in disadvantaged com-
munities, girls who failed to do so—particularly
when their actions could render them culpable in
some way in the eyes of others—faced sanction, at
the very least in the form of lack of empathy.

[ —



