PART I1

The Chicago School: The City, Socia]
Disorganization, and Crime

d States proceeded into the 20th

s the Unite
Acentury, individualistic theories of crime
bstantial popularity (Gould, 1981).
broso’s biological theory, for example,

d accepted (Lindesmith and
Harvard anthropologist

E. A. Hooton not only claimed boldly that “crimi-
nals are organically inferior,” but also proposed
that “the elimination of crime can be effected
only by the extirpation of the physically, mentally,
and morally unfit; or by their complete segrega-
tion in a social aseptic environment” (quoted in
Vold and Bernard, 1986: 6). Hooton’s work may

eme, even for its time (see Merton
d a way of

enjoyed su
Cesare Lom
was widely read an
Levin, 1937). In 1939,

have been extr
and Montagu, 1940), but it represente
thinking that persists nearly a century later: The
seeds of crime lie within people, and the only way
to protect public safety is to incapacitate this dan-
gerous class (see Herrnstein and Murray, 1994; cf.
Cullen et al.,, 1997, and Gordon, 1994).

Other social observers in the early part of the
century, however, criticized these individualistic
theories for their myopia. While criminal anthro-
polpgists like Lombroso and Hooton focused
their attention on discerning whether criminals
?:i(rjn:z;gl:rt }f(;reheads (;)r more tattoos tha'n non-
B e w'ere g’clgnore the larger changes in spcn-
(. dclumng flrognd them. The United
transformingpitse)l,fn;()wng . mOdem e'ra’
small, stable farmi o lan('i 'Spn.nkJed veth
Boinated ing CO{n'munmes into a land

y crowded cities that were centered

33

around booming industries and whose resid

were constantly in flux. For these social obs:: "
ers, it defied common sense not to see how the:'
vast changes were intimately implicated in t};:
cause of crime. In fact, they claimed that our
understanding of the origins and prevention of
criminal conduct depended on a careful study
of how the forces outside individuals prompted

their willingness to break the law.

Social Disorganization in the City

Perhaps nowhere was social change more rapid
and more dramatic than in the city of Chicago.
When first incorporated in 1833, Chicago had
a population of just over 4,000. By 1890, this
number had climbed to 1 million; and in just 20
years, the population had doubled to 2 million
(Palen, 1981). Sheer numbers, however, capture
only part of the changes that were taking place.
Like other large cities, Chicago was the settling
place for virtually every racial and ethnic group,
as African Americans traveled to the North
in search of a better life and immigrants from
Europe ended their journey in the “windy city”
that butted up against Lake Michigan. These

urban newcomers typically secured work at and
ted in the

settled in the shadows of factories erec
hard—they

center of the city. Their lives were
worked long hours in the factories and lived in
overcrowded tenements dirtied by industrial pol-

lution. Upton Sinclair captured the social reality
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In part, criminologists reconsidered the value
of disorganization theory because€ of a more
general interest in the “ecology” of crime. Ihis
approach analyzes how crime rates vary by
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links to external resources for understanding

neighborhood crime. For example,
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to extra-community economic resources in the
form of mortgage lending. Their analysis ™
that neighborhood-level rates of home mortgage
loans were negatively related to subsequent V;Z;
lent crime. Similarly, Ramey and Shrider (20 d
found that Seattle neighborhoods that acquire
external resources in the form © elg
Matching Funds appeared t0 redu
hood rates of crime. Ethnographic -
Carr (2003, 2012) in the Chicag®
“Beltway” also supports the importance ©

community linkages. There were a‘highl ProF
portion of dual-earning households i1 ‘Be tway;
vate ties diffi-

making the formation of strong private t1es
junction with

cult. However, parochia] ties in conju l
public ties were apparent and effective at control-

ling crime. For example, Carr witnessed a neigh-
borhood problem-solving 80P work (paltochxal
ties) with local police and politicians (public ties)

to close down a nuisance tavern.

Extending Social
Disorganization Theory

Theories of crime are not sacred icons to be wor-
shiped at the altar of criminology. No matter
how persuasive and elegantly stated, theoreti-
cal paradigms should be viewed as provisional
understandings of social reality—important in
what they allow us to see but not sacrosanct. The
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2013; Zhang et al,, 2007). Howeveb t .
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in The Hague, Netherlands. Further, @
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leagues (2014) found that higher perceived' col-

lective efficacy was actually positively associated
with victimization likelihood: Guch findings in-
dicate that the applicability of collective efficacy
should continue to be assessed in a variety of na-
tional contexts (see Bruinsma and Johnson, 2018;

Wilcox et al., 2018).
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ficacy’s ability to reduce crime is attenuated in the
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Legal cynicism is said to emerge from two
interrelated neighborhood conditions: (1) con-
centrated disadvantage, and (2) previous police-
resident encounters, Concentrated disadvantage
often leads to legal cynicism because it breeds
a general sense of alienation from society—a
feeling that “the dominant societal institutions
(of which the police and the justice system are
emblematic) will offer little in the way of se-
curity, either economic or personal” (Kirk and
Papachristos, 2011: 1198). Previous police-resi-
dent encounters, especially in disadvantaged
neighborhoods, often lead to legal cynicism be-
cause there is evidence that police are less likely to
file incident reports when called and more likely
to harass and use force (or threats thereof) against
suspects in such neighborhoods. Furthermore,
information and experiences with the criminal
justice system is exchanged among residents, cre-
ating collective cynicism that is independent of
individual values and experiences (see also Kirk
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