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INTRODUCTION

Fear of crime is a major social problem in urban Amefica. Surveys
tell us that close to 50 percent of the adult urban population is afraid
to be out at night in their own neighborhood. The media informs us
through dramatic stories that fear has crippled individuals and limited
their freedom to lead normal, productive lives. Government agencies at
the federal, state and local levels have implemented programs to reduce
the fear of crime among selected populations. Some commentators have
gone so far as to label the féar of crime one of thg principal causes of
the decline of city life.* Yet our knowledge of that fear, and the
conceptual framework tbrough which we view it as a problem, have not,
for the most part, been scrutinized very closely.

This essay attempts to explain the distribution of fear of crime in
American cities and‘in doing so hopes to improve upon the theoretical
framework which has guided the scﬂolarly discussion of the fear of crime
- to date.

I approach the study of fear of crime from what I call the social

control perspective. This perspective is adapted from the "Chicago

School" of Sociology's‘orientation to the study of the city and urban
community life. I will argue that the level of fear in a community is
a consequence of the level of social disorganization perceived by its

residents. If an urban community has the capacity, through its local

*For example, '"fear of crime has made life in the inner city so
unbearable as to threaten the health of an entire city--especially
a city like Chicago with a large and growing black population."”
Chicago Tribune editorial (August 16, 1979).




institutions (families, churches, voluntary associations, etc.), to
combat the growth of the signs of disorganization then fear levels will
be modified. If local institutions cannot exert social control and
regulate these signs of disorganization then fear will be increased.

Through an analysis of four neighborhoods in Chicago I will demon-
strate that fear levels are higher, not merely as a function of rising
crime rates, but more as a result of the declining capacity of local
institutions to control the social disorganization residents perceive
around them.

I was drawn to this older tradition in the study of crime and its
’impact because of what I plan to show are the inadequacies of the con-

temporary, more conventional, approach to the study of fear of crime.

The recent literature on fear of crime has been dominated by what I

call the victimization perspective. This perspective, often implicit in
the major studies; treats fear as a response to victimization. It
assumes that an individual's report of being fearful is a direct con-
sequence of experiencing crime as a victim. I will argue on both
theoretical and empirical grounds that this approach is too narrow and,
by focusing on psychological responses to victimization, fails to take
account of the political and social structures which play an important
role in shaping the fears of citizéns. The central issue is not that
individualistic psychological perspectives are without utility, but
that when they are used in a vacuum they result in a partial (some
would say ideological) understanding of the issue.

The social control perspective treats fear as a consequence of the

incapacity of local institutions to exert social control. It analyzes



changes in the community as the precipitant of a fearful citizenry.

The victimization experiences of residents must be placed in a community
context in order to understand the impact of those experiences on fear.
Victimizations will only increase fear when local institutions have lost
the capacity to exert social control and maintain the integrity of the
local moral order.

In the chapters to follow I will describe the social control per-
spective and the victimization perspective and analyze their theoretical
assumptions and intellectual traditions. Chapter One describes the
development of the Sociél control perspective as it emerged as a general
theoretical orientation at the University of Chicago's Department of
Sociology in ﬁhe second quarter of the twéntieth century. Particular
attention is paid to the importance of urbanization and its impact on
_ community life as the central issue of the emerging discipline of
Sociology. 1In Chapter Two the sociél control perspective is applied to
the study of fear of crime. Building primarily on the work of Gerald
Suttlés (a contemporary scholar in the "Chicago School" tradition),

" "signs of disorganization" and "provincialism"

the concepts of "invasion,
are introduced to explain how and why fear surfaces in urban communities.
Chapter Three charts the intellectual decline of the social control
perspective‘and the transition to motivational theories of crime and
delinquency. I then discuss how this shift in emphasis affected the
social policy initiative of the 1960's, and led to the formulation of the
victimization perspective by the end of that decade. The theoretical

construction of the new perspective is discussed in terms of the work

- of Biderman, Ennis and Reiss. I describe the underlying assumptions



which they employed and relate these assumptions to the changes in
— criminologiéal theory which had taken place within the generation
preceding their efforts.

In Chapter Four the discussion moves to the idea of community.
Both perspectives treat the preservation of community as an important
objective. I discuss the different approaches to that objective which
are implicit in the construction of the two perspectives. I show how
community, or the lack of it, is treated as a consequence of fear within
the victimization perspective and how community is treated as a con-
textual variable within the social control perspective. I then discuss
the implications of these differing approaches for our understanding oi
the relationship.ﬁetween fear of crime and community solidarity. I
extend this discussion of community into an analysis of the policy
implications of the two perspectives. I argue that the victimization
perspective has spawned a series of policy initiatives commonly referred

to as Community Crime Prevention. I show how these initiatives are

guided by the perspective and what the consequent design limitations
are of these policies. I then discuss the contours of a policy which
would be informed by the social control perspective and outline some of
that perspective's policy limitations.

In Chapter Five, Six and Seven, I operationalize the theoretical
discussion in an empirical analysis of fear of crime in four urban
communities in Chicago. My purpose is to explore the distinctions
between the perspectives by comparing their relative explanatory power
in the same settings. The analysis is secondary, that is, I am using

survey instruments and fieldwork data which were not designed to test



the efficacy of the two perspectives, but which can be applied to a
discussion of their relative ments. My principle aim is to sharpen
the distinction between the perspectives as explanations of the dis-
tribution of fear of crime. Consequently this empirical analysis should
be viewed as illustrative, and informative rather than definitive.
Chapter Five describes the four communities demographically and
‘outlines the crime problems in eachvof the areas. Then key concepts
within the victimization perspective are operationalized and with the
use of official crime reports, the amount and spatial distribution of
crime is carefully described. 1In Chapter Six,.I tﬁrn to data collected
with a random digit dialing telephone survey to determine resident
perceptions of specific crime problems in each community and how those
assessments are related to personal risk estimates. I then compare the
communities on scales of crime problems, risk assessments ang amounts
of crime, and find several inconsistencies in the relétionships one would
expect from the victimization perspective. In Chapter Seven the social
control Perspective is operationalized and applied to the communities.
The concept of "incivility" is introduced to explain some of the dis-
crepancies found in the previous analysis and to illustrate the relative
merit of going beyond the victimization perspective to account for the
fear levels in communities. Several other refinements are suggested to
enhance our understanding of fear through the social control perspective.
I conclude in Chapter Eight with a discussion of fear of crime as
a social problem. Guided by the sociological discussion of the con-
struction of social problems, I analyze several of the contemporary

works on fear of crime and note their concern about social control,



but their inability to link conceptually that concern with an analysis

of the problem. Finally, I suggest that the motivational theory implicit
in the victimization perspective,while imbedded in the mainstream of
conventional social science, is inadequate to the task of explaining fear

of crime in urban America.



CHAPTER ONE

FEAR OF CRIME AND THE IDEA OF SOCIAL CONTROL

Research interest in the fear of crime deveioped as a concomitant
of the interest in the late sixties in assessing the "true'" amount of
crime in our society. Funded by the National Commission on Crime and
the Administration of Justice, these studies attempted to determine
both the level of crime and the level of fear Americans were experiencing.
The primary interest of these scﬁolars was in assessing '"'the dark
figure" of crime, that is, those unreported and underreported crimes
whose magnitude was not reflected in the official crime statistics of
police departments. From the outset, rape, murder, burglary, robbery
and assault were the crimes on which attention.was focused. Fear, from
this pérspective, was of interest to the extent that it could be matched
to the true aﬁount of crime in an area. What emerged from this work
was a series of findings which deménstrated the lack of concordance
- between level of fear and the amount of crime in the study sites (Reiss,
1967; Biderman, 1967). As the official crime rate began to rise in the
early 1960's the Commission funded several scholars to take a closer
look at the impact of this increase on urban residents. These early
studies reported no simple, direct, linear relationship between victim-
ization and fear. The victimization experiences of an individual did not
predict his or her fear level. Building on this work, the Census Bureau
initiated what have come to be known as the LEAA Victimization Surveys.
These national surveys measured both the personal and commercial victim-
igation levels in the major U.S. cities. Again, as a secondary considera-

tion, fear of crime was measured, but here the emphasis was on the




distribution of fear among demographic groups. Analysis of these

data was limited to inter-city comparisons and reporting variations in
fear levels by demographic sub-population within large national samples.
Analysts of the victimization surveys discovered, just as their pre-
decessors had earlier, that fear of crime was often pre&alent among
precisely the groups (i.e., the elderly) which were least victimized
(Skogan, 1976). While young black ﬁales consistently reported the most
victimizations and the least amount of fear, fear was highest among

older females (both black and white) who reported the fewest victimiza-
tions of any demographic group. Scholars have attempted to explain

this apparent paradox by employing more and more sophisticated analytic
techniques to the questions of both_the amount of crime in the environment
and the dimensions of fear reported by respondents. Through the refine-
ment of measurement techniques‘and>more sophisticated analytic procedures
some progress was made in explaining the apparent discrépancy between

the amount of crime to which people were exposed and the level of fear
they reported (Hindelang, Gottfriedson and Garofalo, 1978).

The work of Biderman, Reiss and Ennis set the tone for the scholar-
ship on fear of crime in the 1970's. Most of the research on fear of
crime which followed this early work found no consistent relationship
between fear of crime and the victimization experiences of the respon-
dent (McIntyre, 1967; Boggs, 1971; Conklin, 1971; Fowler and Mangione,
1974; and Hindelang, 1974). There were also a few studies which did
report a positive relationship between victimization and fear (Feyer-—
hern and Hindelang, 1974; and Kleinman and David, 1973). In reviewing

this literature it becomes apparent that the implicit hypothesis that



victimizations predict fear is not substantiated. Some scholars have
begun to question whether this perspective is the most appropriate
framework for approaching the issue of fear of crime. Most recently
Garofalo and Laub (1979), after reviewing the literature, make this

point forcefully.

All of the factors discussed above--the ambiguous
relationship between victimization and the fear of
crime, the indications that crime is not generally
perceived as an immediate threat, and the mixing
of fear of crime with fear of strangers--point

to the conclusion that what has been measured in
research as the "fear of crime'" is not simply fear

of crime (Victimology, p. 246).

Biderman himself hinted at a potentially more useful perspective

over a decade ago.
We have found that attitudes of citizens regarding
crime are less affected by their past victimization
that by their ideas about what is going on in their
community--fears about a weakening of social controls
on which they feel their safety and the broader fabric
of social life is ultimately dependent (1967:160).

Hunter was led to a similar conclusion in a more recent discussion.
(F)ear in the urban environment is above all a fear of
social disorder that may come to threaten the individual.
I suggest that this fear results more from experiencing
incivility than from direct experience with crime
itself (1978:9).

The notion that fear may be more directly related to the issue of
social control and the local social or moral order offers the possibility
of an alternative conceptual framework. The idea of social control has
a long tradition of theoretical development in sociology and the use of
that tradition to study fear of crime may not only explain more about

that problem, but also shed some light on the role of victimization in

the fear production process.



After developing ﬁhe concepts of social control and fear of crime
in some detail, I will analyze the victimization perspective and show
why the empirical findings in this perspective have been so limited.

The problems may be less a function of methodology and more an issue
of theorectical orientation.

Janowitz (1978) has recently discussed the history of the idea of
social control in sociological thedry. He argues that the concept
originally was defined as "a perspective which focuses on the capacity
of a social organization to regulate itself" (p. 29). The social

control perspective became a central theoretical concept for the American

discipline of sociology in the 1920's. Park and Burgess' (1925)
assertion that "all social problems turn out to be problems of social
control," takes on new meaning in the light of Janowitz's discussion.

The social control perspective developed theoretically through the
study of city life begun in the Department of Sociology at the University
of Chicago. The perspective was part of a reaction to the evolutionary
theories of Spencer and Comte which emphasized the historical development
of society from lower forms of savagery to the present heights of
civilization. Evolutionary thinking was viewed as inherently conservative,
anti-empirical and generally incapable of explaining the poverty, vice
and human misery so prevalent in American cities at the turn of the
century. WhileToennies and Durkheim extended the evolutionary tradition
into the twentieth century, a group of scholars at the University of
Chicago drew upon the metaphors of natural history and biology to
counter the pessimistic theorizing of European scholars. Reformist in

temperament, these men were developing tools to study the fast growing
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metropolis which was shooting up around them, and the changes which were
taking place in local urban communities. Led by Parks, Burgess and
McKenzie, whose The Citziwas published in 1925, the scholars formulated
an approach to the study of society which for the next twenty-five
years dominated the new academic discipline of sociology.

The "Chicago School" as they came to be known, borrowed from the
evolutionary thinkers a concern about social change and the nature of
community. Tﬁey sought to examine the changes which were taking place
in the structure of the local communities, and how these communities
were accommodating themselves to the pressures of city life.

Park, Burgess, Wirth and others focused on understanding the effect
urbanization (as a particular variant of social change) was having on
city dwellers, particularly the newly arrived poor European irmmigrants.
From that theorizing emerged the notion that crime was the "natural"
result of the process at work in cities and that urban communities faced
serious problems in maintaining social.control in the face of these
processes. The conceptual link between social change and social control

was the concept of social disorganization. For social change in the

city affected local communities in a variety of ways, disrupting social
control and introducing forms of deviance (including crime and delinquency)
as a consequence of that disruption. Carey (1975) gives us a good

working definition of social disorganization.

A socially disorganized community is one unable to
realize its values. The consequences of disorganiz-
ation (delinquency, dependency, desertion, truancy,
high rates of mental illness, etc.) are considered
undesirable by most of the citizens who live in the
disorganized community--they would do something about
them if they could. The characteristic response to
the question, '"disorganized from whose viewpoint?"
was "disorganized from the viewpoint of the people
who live there" (p. 107). '



Social control is '"the means of doing something about them" and as
such plays a pivotal role in how the major social forces of city life
effect the social organization of iocal communities.

Members of the Department of Sociology differed in how they
operationalized the concept of soci;l disorganization, Thomas and
Znaniecki (1939) were among the first to discuss how communities and
families became disorganized under.the pressure of urban city life.
Park, too, had an approach to social disorganization, specifying a
process of organization and reorganization, as the capacity to regulate
social life reemefged. There were a number of scholars working with the
idea of disorganization (Landesco, 1929; Shaw and McKay, 1942; etc.)
who treated the disorganization as an "objective'" judgement about the
state of the community. As Carey (1975) points out in his discussion
of the "social disorganization paradigm,' there were a variety of
approaches to defining and measuring the concept, but they all hinged
on analysis of how‘city life disrupted the local social order. Con-
trasting city life to folk ways, Wirth (1938), for example, argued that
density, heterogeneity and number increased mobility, insecurity, and
instability, leading to the establishment of formal controls to mitigate
the personal disorganization in the city.

The close living together and working together of
individuals who have no sentimental and emotional
ties fosters a spirit of competition, aggrandizement,
and mutual exploitation. To counteract irresponsi-
bility and potential disorder, formal control tends
to be resorted to (1938:15).
Given this general set of factors, the social and cultural institutions

at the local or neighBorhood level are not capable of performing their

socialization and social control functions, and criminal activity
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follows. The family, church, friends and neighbors cannot counter the
dysfunctional influences of the city which lead to social disorganization
and criminal activity in the urban community.

It is probably the breaking down of local attachments

and the weakening of restraints and inhibitions of the

primary group, under the influence of the urban environ-

ment, which are largely responsible for the increase

of vice and crime in great cities (Park, 1970:25).
Primary face to face relations, which had been the basis of social control
in less complicated societies, are inadequate control mechanisms in the
context of the urbanization process (Smith, 1979). This is especially
true for second generation immigrants (those born in the United States)
who felt less tied to the traditions of the old country (Wirth, 1933)
and are pulled towards the deviant values of the metropolis.

Crime within this theoretical orientation is the direct result of
the pressures of city life. Rather than being an aberration_due to
individual character disorder, it is the anticipated consequence of the
effects of disorganization on local community. A theory of the city
"explains" criminality. For as city life disorganizes local communities,
crime increases. The Chicago scholars are clear as to how to solve the
crime problem, for that solution draws upon their general theory of
urbanization, social control, and social disorganization.

The distinctive features of the urban mode of life

are often seen sociologically as consisting of the
substitution of secondary for primary contacts, the
weakening of bonds of kinship and the declining

social significance of the family, the disappearance

of the neighborhood and the undermining of the
traditional basis of social solidarity (Wirth, 1938:21).

Against this setting, the individual is forced into "voluntary

associations" to achieve his ends.
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Being reduced to a stage of virtual impotence as

an individual the urbanite is bound to exert himself

by joining with others of similar interest into

organized groups to obtain his ends. This results in

the enormous multiplication of voluntary organizations

directed toward as great a variety of objectives as

there are human needs and interests (Wirth, 1938:22).
Crime could only be reduced if local communities could reassert the
primacy of their values over the insidious influences of city life. The
voluntary association is particularly well suited to the exercise of
social control for it allows the community to assert its values.

Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay adapted the social control perspective
to the particular problem of crime and community. The Chicago Area
Projects which were started in 1934 built on precisely the same theoretical
construct we have been describing, only in this case the scholars left the
classroom and applied that construct in the neighborhoods of Chicago
through a series of interventions. This practical application was
informed by a series of books on delinquency which were published in the
same period (e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942; Shaw et al., 1929).

The project "attempts to deal with crime as a natural phenomenon,"
and focuses on local community as the place to take action.

The essential logic of the Area Project becomes, then,
one of discovering the pertinent social processes and
significant cultural organization of the community as
expressed in the institutions of local residents them-
selves, and through these, introducing values consistent
with the standards of conventional society (Burgess,
Lohman and Shaw, 1937:23).

The prevention of crime is a matter of working through and with
local people and institutions to strengthen the community's capacity

to enforce 'values consistent with the standards of conventional

society."
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If juvenile delinquency in the deteriorated areas is a
function of the social life characteristics of these
situations, it seems that a feasible approach to the
changes in the attitudes, sentiments, codes, and moral
standards of the neighborhood as a whole (Burgess, Lohlman
and Shaw, 1937:22).

Through the Chicago Area Project the forces of urbanization can be
mitigated. '"Society has here an opportunity to discover and encourage
forces which will make the local community, insofar as is possible,
independently effective in dealing with its own problems" (Burgess,
Lohman and Shaw, 1937:23). As Kobrin (1959) pointed out, from this
perspective it is city life, not individual pathologies which generate
crime. And if crime and its consequences are to be alleviated, social
control, meaning the ability of the local group to control its members,
has to be reinstated.

Thus, the theory on which the Area Project program is
based is that, taken in its most general aspect,
delinquency as a problem in the modern metropolis is
principally a product of the breakdown of the machinery
of spontaneous social control (Kobrin, 1959:22).

The Chicago Area Project attempted to enlist indigenous leadership
working through local institutions in the fight against crime. This
emphasis on voluntary participation at the neighborhood level was
central, given a definition of crime as the process of value erosion.
Only by combatting social disorganization (as indicated by delinquency
and crime rates) could local communities become more decent places to
live.

Crime could be prevented if the community changed itself. The
forces of urbanization could be mitigated by local action. This link

between crime prevention and community was forged conceptually over

forty years ago. It was based on a theory of social disorganization



-16-

in which the city's influence was negative; weakening social control

and leaving the individual adrift. Crime was one of many negative
outcomes of this process and it followed from the theory that preventing
crime was a function of strengthening the local community in its
attempt to assert social control. The emphasis on voluntary associations
and local citizen action followed from an analysis of social bonds
which emphasized the importance of primary social relations over the
secondary relations manufactured in the métropolis. Crime could be
curbed only if social institutions rather than criminal justice
institutions (courts, probation, police, etc.) were strengthened. To
prevent crime the impact of city life has to be mitigated by the
strengthening of socializing and controlling institutions in the
community.

This formulation of the problem has structured the discussion of
crime and community for the last fifty years. If crime is by definition
the result of the introduction of de#iant values, then appropriate
values must be taught and reinforced by local institutions if crime
is to be reduced.

To summarize, the social control perspective explains the distri-
bution of crime and delinquency (as well as other forms of deviance) in
terms of the effects of city life on the local urban community's
capacity to regulate itself., Since this capacity varies in different
communities depending in part upon the external forces (demographic,
urban and economic) impinging on the community and in part on the
strength and-viability of those local institutions which exert social

control, the study of crime and delinquency is often comparative,
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assessing the levels of crime and delinquency iﬁ different communities
in one metropolitan area. It was hypothesized that social change led
to social disorganization in communities which could not exert social
control. Shaw and McKay (1942) described the higher rates of delinquency
they found in the communities most affected by the growth of the city,
and true to the logical assumptions of the social control perspective
they prescribed strong doses of local social control as the antidote to
~ that delinquéncy problem.

There are three general theoretical implications of this per-
spective which are important to bear in mind as the perspective is
applied to the study of fear of crime, First, the perspective focuses on

differences between communities rather than individuals in the occurrence

of criminal and delinquent behavior. The major orientation in the study

of causes of crime throughout this century has been towards explaining

why the individual commits deviant acts, Emphasis has been on articulating

the personal motivations and influences which lead the individual to |

.criminal activity. From phrenology through psychoanalysis, criminologists

have attempted to explain the occurrence of deviance by the interaction

of personal attributes and the individual's socialization experiences.

As Kornhauser (1978) points out in her discussion of theories of

delinquency, an over-reliance on personal motivatiorns and sub-cultural

influences has limited the explanatory power of most delinquency studies.
The social control perspective emphasizes institutional and

contextual variables in explaining differences in community character-

istics. This will be particularly important as the perspective is

applied to the fear of crime, for the study of fear has mostly focused
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on the demographic patterns of individual variations in fear rather
than the structural issue of its distribution among local communities.

Second, the social control perspective emphasizes social change
as a catalyst for the emergence of social problems, Thus, the investi-
gation must relate the structural transformation of the city to the
distributién of crime and delinquency. The differential distribution
of resources contributes to that transformation. Shifts in population,
density, business growth or decline all effect the development of social
problems. The impact of these forces is felt in varying degrees by
communities with varying raciai and income compositions as well as the
more subtle influences of institutional strength and indigenous
leadership. |

Finally, the criteria for assessing the extent of the social
problem are comparative. The seriousness of a social problem is a
function of the local community's capacity to cope with the relative
effects of social disorganization. Understanding the relative serious-
ness>of a problem means comparing the impact of social disorganization on
differing communities. Standards for description as well as treat-
ment are derived empirically from the differing levels of deviance and
not from an arbitrary judgement based on some ideal notion of health
or normality imputed to individuals. These three features of the social
control perspective should be remembered as the discussion now turns

to applying the perspective to the study of fear of crime.
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CHAPTER TWO

ADAPTING THE SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIVE
TO THE STUDY OF FEAR OF CRIME

Fear of crime is a problem in communities which do not have the
capacity to regulate themselves. Communities which can exert social
control through local institutions will have less fear than communities
which cannot. For fear is the consequence of changes in the social
organization of the community. As these changes are perceived by local
residents they become fearful. Fear can be modified by the exertion of
social control. There are many indicators of social disorganization . for

residents. Where these signs of disorganization go unchecked by local

institutions fear increases. Where the signs of disorganization are

checked by local action fear is reduced. Fearful communities are

communities which cannot defend the local '"moral order" in the face of

social changes in the area. An example of social disorganization should
help clarify the point.

Snodgrass (1976) and Molotch (1979) allude to the importance of
business growth in the social control perspective. The expansion of
business creates crime by disrupting the lives of city dwellers.

-Under the pressure of the disintegrative forces which
act when business and industry invade a community,

the community thus invaded ceases to function
effectively as a means of social control. Traditional
norms and standards of the conventional community
weaken and disappear. Resistance on the part of

the community to delinquent and criminal behavior

is low, and such behavior is tolerated and may even
become accepted and approved (Shaw, et al., 1929:24).

This notion of "invasion" offers an interesting, if undeveloped,

iﬁsight into the process which makes crime a problem for a neighborhood.
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First, this invasion implies the introduction of exogeneous influences
into the life of the community. Shaw hypothesized that business and
industry expanded into residential areas, weakening traditional norms.
Land which was originally used and controlled by residents was not
controlled by businesses, and that transfer of land destroyed in some
unspecifieé ways the operative social controls. This hypothesis was
developed in the 1920's in Chicago when the central business and commer-
cial district was expanding. The influence of Burgess' concentric
zone theory is evident in Shaw's approach (Burgess, Lohmen and Shaw,
1937). The intrusion of business into residential areas caused
significant upheaval.

Suttles (1968) has drawn upon and expanded that notion of invasion
in his contemporary work on the moral order of urban communities. He
sees diverse ethnic groups rather than businesses as the invaders and
argues that moral order is dependent upon the capacity of each host
community to modify if not control access to the area which it inhabits.
This shift from business expansion to population movements reflects the
decaying nature of the American metropolis in general and Chicago in
particular. Contemporary cities in the industrialized Northeast have
seen a steady erosion of their commercial base since World War II. The
massive migration of blacks to the northern cities has replaced business
expansion as the social force which most directly changes the shape
and composition of urban communities. Suttles reflects this change in
his emphasis on ethnic conflict and accommodation. He elaborates on
the methods which residents use to assert social control (e.g., ordered

segmentation).




Each ethnic section of the Addams area differs from the
others in the extent to which it possesses a standardized
routine for managing safe social relations. There is,
however, a general agreement upon the social categories
beyond which associations are not pursued. The boundaries
of the neighborhood itself form the outermost perimeter

for restricting social relations. Almost all the resi-
dents caution their wives, daughters, children, and siblings
against crossing Roosevelt, Halsted, Congress, and
Ashland. Within each neighborhood, each ethnic section
is an additional boundary which sharply restricts

movement (1968:225), ;

Suttles argues that fear and isolation are minimized to the extent

that "standardized routines for managing safe social relations" exist.

A fearful neighborhood, then, is one in which the signs of disorganization

(e.g.,‘invasion) give rise to the sense that community standards are
no longer enforced or conformed to. Ii follows that the fear level in
a neighborhood can be reduced by attempts to control these signs of
disorganization. Where efforts are underway to reverse this trend
towards disorganization fear is often reduced. Communities which have
few signs of disorganization will have very little fear. Abandoned

‘ buildings, vandalism (disregard for property), kids hanging around and
perceived drug use (inappropriate personal conduct) all signal the
moral decline of the area. Where attempts are made to combat these
problems through collective action, fear levels are lowered. By
exerting control over land use and access to the area fear is lessened.
Suttles (1968) has termed this capacity "provincialism." 1In

areas where ethnic groups have the power, both privately through home

and business ownership, and publicly through locally based community

* .
As Bernard (1973:151) points out, -there is no guarantee that justice

will accompany this ordering activity.
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organizations, to manage access into their areas and the activities in
those areas, fear may be reduced even if the signs of disorganization
are evident. The reason for this is that the disorganization is not
conceived of as a consequence of invasion. The disorganization is
perceived as an internal problem which can be managed through channels
available to the neighborhood residents.

The ability of local institutions to resist the disorganization
process is a function of their capacity to assert the legitimacy of local
standards and to affect those activities inside the neighborhood which
" are contributing to the disorganization process (Suttles, 1968). When
a commdnity cannot assert its values, its residents become fearful. The
social and political organization of the local community is the fifst
line of defense against the encroachment of the "urban environment"
(Bernard, 1973). Since the assertion of those values means Fhe power
to, if not dictate, at least influence, the decision making process
in the public and private sectors which affect community life. Thus in
the modern metropolis the political organization of the local community
is equally as important as the social organization. In a great many
instances that political organization may serve as the means for
expressing the social organization.

Fear of crime from the social control perspective is a reaction to the
decline of an area. The signs of the decline are captured in the general
physical and moral disruption of community life. Those who are fearful
may in fact see their risk of victimization increasing but they see
this as a consequence of the moral decay of their community brought

about by the invasion of forces which disrupt the social order.
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To sum up, the soéial control perspective offers the following
explanation of the fear of crime. Crime for residents of urban neigh-
borhoods is a problem of the undermining of the conventional moral order.
Concern about crime, for the most part, focuses on the activities'of
"invaders"* or adolescents in the neighborhood as potential offenders.
Residents are concerned that the neighborhood is losing its capacity to
control its young as well as the oﬁher forces which undermine the social
value system. Residents evaluate the extent of that deterioration
through a variety of public indicators including the deterioration of
property (abandoned buildings and vandalism) and the inappropriate
behavior of adolescents (hanging out.and drug use). Fear of crime is
directly related to the signs of disorganization perceived by neighbor-
hood residents in that locality. As these signs become more prevalent,
fear becomes more prevalent. There are two factors which mgﬁiate this
relationship between fear and signs of disorganization. They are the
social integration of the neighborhood and what, following Suttles,

we call the provincialism of the area. The former factor is a social

dimension and the latter is political. In neighborhoods where there is
high social integration, signs of disorganization do not usually induce
high levels of fear. Communities which are integrated while reporting
that their risk is increased by these signs of disorganization, are

not as fearful as less integrated neighborhoods. The reason for this
is that risk can be managed through knowledge of the area. Knowledge

of the boundaries between ethnic groups in conflict, as well as

*
This notion of invaders parallels the "fear of strangers" concept
in the victimization perspective. ' ’
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knowledge of individuals and areas which are dangerous, allows the
integrated citizen to move through the environment carefully avoiding
the dangerous areas. Consequently, because he knows the people and
areas he should stay away from, his assessment of risk is relatively
high, reflecting that assessment, but his fear i; not proportionally as
high because he knows how to avoid the danger.

Provincialism also has a modifying effect on fear in areas with
many signs of disorganization. Provincialism is a political factor in
that the community's capacity to regulate the movement of populations
and land usage and to interact with those agencies which impinge upon
and affect the community (e.g., municipal building departments) empowers
residents to assert control.* The capacity to regulate and provide
linkage is especially effective in reducing fear when that capacity
is utilized to reduce the signs of disorganization (e.g.,. have abandoned
buildings removed). Taub, et al. (1978) point out the importance of
thgse linkages in the evolution of community organizations and emphasize
the role of "external agents" in that evolution. Whiie we are in
>agreement that community organizations are more an expression of local
political development than a consequence of social integration, the
ahility to cement those linkages is far more important for fear reduction
in the community than the fact that those linkages might have been
externally induced.

Fear then is a function of the signs of disorganization in an

area. Where those signs are extensive, their effect can be mitigated.

*
Levi and Lipsky (1972) discuss this same capacity but from a
sociology of protest orientation.
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CHAPTER THREE

A SHORT HISTORY OF THE DECLINE OF THE
SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIVE AND THE EMERGENCE OF
THE VICTIMIZATION PERSPECTIVE

-The social control perspective has not been without its critics
iand critiques. Indeed the emergence of the victimization perspective
is directly tied to the general shift in emphasis away from the social
control perspective after World War II. 1In this chapter I will review
that shift in criminological theory and relate it to the major social
policies initiative of the early 1960's. I will then describe the
emergence of the victimization perspective as part of this general
shift of emphasis in a period of a rapidly rising national crime rate.

By the 1950's the social control perspective had been generally
discredited (Carey, 1975). Methodological difficulties (Gutterman,
1959) along with a critique of the perspective as inherently middle-
class and conservative (Mills, 1943) led to the general disenchantment.

The critique of the perspective began by the early 1940's. In 1939
two works had appeared which offered alternative theoretical explana-
tions for the emergence of crime and delinquency. Edwin H. Sutherland

published the third edition of his Principles of Criminology in 1939.

In that edition he outlined his theory of "differential association"
which described crime as a function of value conflicts between groups.
Educated at the University of Chicago, Sutherland depicted criminal
activity as the result of the socialization to values by one group which
clashed with the values of a more powerful group in the society. "The

conflict of cultures is the fundamental principle in the explanation of
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crime" (1939:52). The values of one's intimates dictated the extent to
which one respected the laws. Adherence to the law was learned from
one's primary relation and if one's primary group felt no bond to the
statutes then the individual could not. Rather than crime being a
violation of commonly held values it was the adherence to values, just
not the ones expressed in the criminal code.

Robert Merton, building on thé Durkheimian tradition, published
his '"'Social Structure and Anomie'" in 1938. 1In that piece Merton
develops a general theory of crime and delinquency. Merton assumes a
general agreement upon values among all members of the society and sug-
gests that deviance follows from the differential distribution of
legitimate ﬁeans to achieve those values. For example, all young men
agree that being rich is important but the poor lack means (e.g.,
education, employment opportunities, etc.) for obtaining the.end.
Consequently illegitimate means (e.g., criminal activity) are used to
achieVg the commonly agreed upon ends.

Both Sutherland and Merton develop theories of socialization in
contradiction to the social control perspective. Where the control
theorists emphasize how city life distorts and dilutes the values of
the local community, Sutherland and Merton emphasize the learned
nature of criminal activity. For Merton and Sutherland crime is a
consequence of learning all too well the lesson one's community is
trying to teach, while Shaw and McKay, among others, see the community's
incapacity to socialize as the catalyst for crime. Kornhauser (1978)
distinguishes Merton's '"Strain Theory" froﬁ Sutherland's ''Cultural

Deviance" approach on a variety of dimensions. However, for our
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purposes it is their common reliance on personal motivations and
socialization in their theorizing which is most important.

Both Merton and Sutherland explain crime and delinquency in terms
of the factors which motivate individuals to commit deviant acts and
both perceive the local sub-culture as the transmitting agent for the
particular form those motivations take. These approaches are explana-
tions of personal behavior based on cultural influences. Both men were
more concerned with the "interactive process" (Matza, 1969) in their
communities than with community differences in levels of social
disorganization and social control.

Merton and Sutherland take the analysis of the relationship
between crime and community in two very different directions. The
latter draws the scholars' attention towards the interaction between
peers in the community, while the former focuses on the differential
opportunities available to adolescents in the community. In neither
case are the particularly urbandimensions of the early Chicago thinkers
retained. Finestone (1976) points out "the fundamental concept for the
analysis of the delinquency problem has become social status rather
than social change" (p. 167). The changes brought about by city life
in particular were no longer part of the analytic framework; rather,
scholars in the 1950's focused on the interplay of values and peer
pressure to explain delinquent behavior (e.g., Cohen, 1955).

There was another critique of the social control perspective which
began in 1943, In that year C. Wright Mills and William F, Whyte
challenged the concept of social disorganization. Whyte suggests

that concern about disorganization had led sociologists to focus on
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a narrow range of aspects in lower class life.

For too long sociologists have concentrated their
attention upon individuals and families that have
been unable to make a successful adjustment to the
demands of their society. We now need studies of
the way in which individuals and groups have
merged to reorganize their social relations and
adjust conflicts (Whyte, 1943:34).

Building on his own work in Street Corner Society (1943), Whyte

emphasizes the newly created social bonds in immigrant communities.

If social disorganization involves a 'decrease of
the influence of existing social rules,' and the

- rules referred to are those of the peasant society
from which the immigrants came, then the slum is
certainly disorganized. However, that is only
a part of the picture. It is fruitless to study
the area simply in terms of the breakdown of old
groupings and old standards; new groupings and new
standards have arisen (Whyte, 1943:38).

Rather than focusing on the destructive forces in the community,
emphasis was placed on the institutions and habits which forged the
moral order. Reacting to the explicit bias in the social disorganiza-
tion perspective of emphasizing the deviant and pathological, Gans
(1962) and Janowitz (1967), among others, focused on the regulation of
daily life by conventional, although non-middle class, standards and
rules.

Mills (1943) challenged the criteria social scientists were using
in assessing these communities as disorganized. 1In his review of social
problem text books, he observed a bias which stemmed from the white,
rural, Protestant and nativist backgrounds of the scholars. That
background colored their understanding of urban, immigrant life. Social

disorganization was ncthing more than the deviation from norms these

men held to be correct and that judgement had been couched in scientific
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terminology. Both Whyte and Mills demonstrated that what the social

control perspective described as deficiencies in community life were

nothing more than differences in social organization.

The critique of social disorganization and the development of
alternative theories of crime and delinquency reduced the social control
perspective to an obsolete approach to the study of social problems.

By the mid-1950's studies of cfime and delinquency focused either on
sub—culture or strain theories of motivation,

One of the most influential studies of that period was Cloward and

OChlin's (1960) Delinquency and Opportunity. A direct descendant of the

Mertonian approach, that book was used to orient the planning of

programs for delinquency prevention at the Ford Foundation and the

President's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency (Marris and Rein, 1967),

The authors argue that because adolescents in poor areas did not have

access to the means (opportunities) to achieve their goals (status,

money, recognition), they resorted to illicit activities to achieve

" those goals. Class differences are depicted as differences in relative

access to common goals. The task for those who would prevent delin-

quency is to improve the legitimate access for those potential delinquents.
This can be accomplished by improving the bureaucracies which served

the poor.

The processes of assimilation were breaking down, and
could only be repaired by an enlargement of opportuni-
ties. But this emancipation would only come about as
the enabling institutions of assimilation--the
schools, the welfare agencies, the vocational ser-
vices--recognized their failure, and became more
imaginative, coherent, and responsive (Marris and
Rein, 1967:53).




The very institutions which the Chicago scholars had dismissed
twenty years earlier as inadequate to the tasks of improving city
life were given the "opportunity" of reforming themselves.

In the Chicago tradition, the city has a negative influence on
community life. The problem of crime was a consequence of the social
disorganization which ensued. In this newer formulation crime could
be prevented if service agencies performed their functions better.
Bureaucratic ineptness was the critical factor rather than urbanization.

This switch from an urban analysis to a service analysis means
bureaucracies have to be changed, rather than the socizl and economic
forces shaping the city. Foremost in this shift is a radically different
notion of city life from the Chicago tradition. In the 1960's perspective
the city was seen as an essentially neutral or benign background
within which prevention strategies were developed.

As a whole, the strategy of the projects seemed to
assume...that urban society is essentially a benevolent
anarchy. Highly competitive, the city is yet open to
all ambitious enough to pit themselves in the struggle.
It's harshness is mitigated by social welfare, which
should not merely confront the failures, but encourage
them back into the race. And its justice is pro-
tected by an educational system which should ensure
to every child an equal state. The will to compete
is primary, and social agencies are to be judged, above
all by their ability to foster and sustain it., If
their middle-class prejudices make them at times,
insensitive, this is only an aspect of a more funda-
mental tendency towards bureaucratic introversion. Thus
liberal reform, like the radical right, seems to be
appealing to a tradition of individualism which
bureaucracy has corrupted (Marris and Rein, 1967:52).
The delinquency prevention projects at the Ford Foundation and

President's Committee saw general bureaucratic reform as their goal.

The programs naively called for comprehensive planning and bureaucratic
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cooperation in a world without conflicting groups or interests. It
seems as if the problems of the bureaucracy would be overcome by adding
a new bureaucracy.

Taken together, the conceptions of a poverty cycle and

of bureaucratic introversion explained the breakdown

of assimilation to. the opportunity structure without

presupposing any fundamental conflict of interest. Om

both sides, the breakdown was seen in terms of irrational

self-frustration. If this interpretation was right the

projects could appeal to all parties to support a non-

partisan program of reform (Marris and Rein, 1967:54),
Bureaucracies could reform themselves with the proper infusion of self-
awareness and the experimental mentality. Crime could be prevented
and community life improved by improving bureaucratic performance.

Shaw and McKay would reject this 1960's assimilationist reformism

as part of the very urbanization process which was weakening social
control in the communities. Assimilation is part of the process which
leads to crime, not part of the prevention process. Improving
assimilation, especially through bureaucratic intervention, may
exacerbate the problem it is intended to solve,

It is assumed that the reason for rapid increase in

crime in our large cities is due to the fact that the

foreign element in our population has not succeeded

in assimilating American culture and does not conform

to the American mores. This would be interesting, if

true, but the f-~ts seem to suggest that perhaps the
truth must be sought in the opposite direction (Park,

1925:27).
The irony of the evolution of the crime and community tradition
should now be apparent. At precisely the point at which "community"
programs became a central component of domestic policy, the theoretical

orientation which demanded an understanding of how community factors

"ereated" criminals had been replaced by an emphasis on bureaucratic
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ineptness. At the point at which community activists were supplied
with the resources to attack social problems, they were stripped of a
conceptual framework which potentially made sense of the urban processes
which affected those problems. While the rhetoric of these programs
demanded change, the analysis of social problems with informed

that rhetoric was inherently conservative. Or as Finestone (1976) put
it in his discussion of delinquency research, 'the conceptual primacy
of the local community was replaced by that of social class" (p. 93).
The 1960's social planners had also discovered the path from local
community to social class. But a class or an opportunity structure
analysis, without a concrete understanding of how those opportunities
are shaped by the structure of the metropolis, is forced into what
Zimmerman (1972) calls a strategy for "bureaucratic democratization"
(p. 6). For instead of reforming the local community the emphasis is
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