Essay 1l

What Is Labelling Theory? Summaries And Evaluate Its Application To The Analysis Of Crime And
Criminal Justice

Introduction

Becker {1973) outlines labelling theory in his book "Qutsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance.” He
argues that the interactionist perspective views crime as a breach of societal rules and seeks to
understand why individuals break these rules based on their personality and social enviranment.
Howenwer, Becker (1973) disagrees with this perspective, suggesting that the f ould not be on the
individual's actions or charactesistics, but rather on society's labeling of certain belf8gors as deviant.
According te him, society determines what is considered lawful or unlawiul
deviance to an individual carries significant consequences.
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ally ensue. To comprohend the outcomes of labelimg, Edwin Lemert introduced a
distinction between primary and secondany deviance. Primary deviance refers to situations where
individuals commit criminal offenses due fo sociocultural and psychological factors. During this stage,
individuals typically do not perceive themsehwes as deviant but rather as temporarily deviating from
societal norms, Howewer, upan being apprehended tor a criminal otfense, these individuals undergo
societal condemnation and labeling through the criminal justice system. Consequently, they must
navigate the discrepancy between their self-perception and society's perception of them. This usually
imvolves embracing the label along with its associated meanings and consequences,




Labelling theary has faced cnticism on vanous fronts, with researchers endeavoring to substantiate it
through empirical evidence. Gove {1975), for instance, found no indication of negative sanctions
influencing sustained criminal trajectories. Sherman & Berk (1984) conducted a field axpanment
comparing individuals arrested for domestic wiolence with those who were not, revealing a decrease in
wiolence among the arrested group. Foster, Dinitz & Reckless (1972) discovered that self-reported issues
among apprehended boye did not alter the carredation between deviance and sanctions. Conversely,
some evidence supports the assertions of labelling theory, Kaplan & Johnson {2001) outling such
evidence, citing Palamara, Cullen & Gersten (1986}, who found that police and mental health service
interactions impacted juvenile delinquency directly and indirectly, with the effect garying depending on
the behavior measured.
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particular difficulty in explaining phenomena Like pedophilia, which is typically attributed to abnormal

psychology and thus may not be significantly influenced by labeling and self-fulfilling prophecies,

Philipson & Roche (1971} and others highlight several phenomenalogical challenges within labelling
theory, They emphasize that labelling theory often relies on numerous assumptions that may not he
adequately warranted, The societal response to labeling criminals is largely assumed by the oniginal
researchers without thorough investigation, Theoretical connections between everyday processes and
societal reactions are limited, with an overreliance on ideas considered ‘common sense’ and anecdotal




evidence. Plummer (1979} observes that labelling theory tends to downplay or overlook the role of
power in the criminal justice system. A broader critique concems its compatibility with social
determinism, suggesting that individuals may have limited choice in their behavior. These critigues also
axtend to moral considerations, as laballing theary may neglect the moral dimensions of erime, treating
the decision to engage in criminal behavior as solely a moral cheice.

Becker {1973) offiers a defense of labelling theory against its critics by outlining its more limited scope.

He argues that labelling theory was never intended to provide an explanation for why individuals
commit crimes; rather, its focus lies on understanding the interactive dynamics invoived. BEl-CIil:E'F {1973)
contends that labelling theory aims to highlight the significance of interactional B
explanations, which had previously been overlooked or underestimated. Ma i
theary stem from differing conceptualizations. In fact, contempaorary theor

opporiumities.
Conclusion

iminal and deviant acts.
al” la®-abiding behaviar,
members of society or a

sses invalved in traversing this
argurments and empirical

oses challenges, and Becker's (1973)
tical criticisms are complicated by

g, more detailed and precise research could

In conclusion, proponents of labelling theory ardee th
Instead of viewing them as distinct and separate c
labelling theory perceives them as part of a flui
collective. Tt recognizes a continuum and seeks
continuum. Critics of [abelling theary havg -
evidence against it. However, testing 13
defense sugdests it may be inheren
differing interpretations of labell

potentially yield clearer empi TS a@Ponfirming or refuting its premises.
Bibliography
Becker, H. 5, (1973) ! [ g sociology of dewiance, New York; Free Press,

Philpson, M, . omenalogy, Sociology and the Study of Deviance. In Carsan,
W.G,, Wiles, y of Crime and Delinguency in Britain, vol 2. Oxford: Martin

Foster, 1. D., Dinitz, 5., Reckless, W. C. (1972} Perceptions of stigma following public intervention fior
delinguent behawvior, Social Problems, 20, 202-209

Kaplan, H. B., Johnson, R. J. (2001} Social Deviance: Testing a General Theory. Mew Yark: Springer,

Lilly, 3., Cullen, F., Ball, R. (2002) Criminological theory: Context and consequences (3rd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA; Sage.




Plummer, K. {1979) Misunderstanding Labelling Perspectives, In Downes, . & Rock, P. (Eds.) Deviant
Interpretations: problems in criminological theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Lemert, E. (1951) Social pathology: A systematic approach to the theary of sociopathic behaviar, New
York McGraw-Hill,

Merton, R. K. (1968} Social theory and social structure, New York: Free Press.

Sherman, L. W., Berk, B. A, (1984) The specific deterrent effects of arrest for domestic assault. American
Sotiological Rewew, 49, 261-272,
Palamara, F., Cullen, F. T., Gersten, J. C. [1986). The effect of police and mental

juvenile deviance: Specifying contingencies in the impact of formal reaction Journal
Behavior, 27, 90-105.

h intervention on
a2alth and Social

Williams, K. 5. (2004) Textbook on Criminology. Oxford: Oxfond Uni Pre




Essay 2

How Do Feminist Criminologists Account For Gendered Patterns Of Crime And Victimization In
Modern Western Soclety, And How Successfully?

Introduction

The realm of feminist research methods within criminology lacks a singular orthodoxy. Instead of strict
adherence to particular methodologies, feminist research is defined by its methodpiogical and ethical
considerations concerning theory, ontodogy, epistemalogy, and political imvalvem INce ifs inception,
teminist inquiry has grappled with methodological concemns, embracing botjl nd traditional
research approaches. Central to feminist cnminology is the interrogation of i
validation, questioning wha holds the authority to know, what constit
parspectives are valuad. While overlapping with other eritical crim|
issues, feminist resaarch is distinct in its focus on sex/gender-
theoretical advancements, such as intersectionality, ane inc
criminology, feminist methodologies are not consistently
discourse, Nevertheless, teminist ciminology advocat
vanous research methods, Carol Smart contends §
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realm of research on violent vichim hemes are explored in detail; the complexities
of intersactionality, transcen maintaining research integnty throughout data
interpretation and analys hiplications of the "textual tumn." Through case
studies drawn from o & the complexities of engaging with these
methodological ehal : Smart, 2009).

ik logical approaches aim to spothight the unique expenences and roles of

stice system, eancompassing their roles as victims, offenders, and agents.
ain attentive to the intricate intersections of gender with ather facets of identity,
vers® and sometimes conflicting ways in which gender interacts. Additionally, they
critique and a ta for reforms in the treatment of women within the criminal justice system.
Drawing on insights from gender theory, feminist criminology seeks to challenge and recanstruct
prevailing theories of crime and the conventional paradigms through which criminological knowledge is
constructed, The foundation of this scholarship owes much to early feminists who chalienged both
dominant and emerging radical criminological perspectives for their neglect of gender considerations,
actively participating in debates that shaped terminist developments in criminology and beyvand (Carlen,
1983; Chesney-Lind, 1986; Heidensohn, 1985; Klein, 1973; Smart, 1976). This progress would have been




unattainable without the response of some criminologists to the feminist imperative to develop novel
research methodologies. The evolution of theories, research questions, subjects of study, and data
collection methods necessitated feminist criminalogists to seelk inspiration and practical guidance
beyand the confines of criminolagy, initially finding resonance in the burgeoning field of feminist
methodology and epistemology that permeated varous disciplines {Harding, 1987, Stanley and Wise,
1983]). As methodological paradigms underwent fragmentation, feminist criminologists diversified their
methodological toolkit, including reimagining approaches from traditional criminology such as
ethnography, qualitative interviews, and crime victimization surveys, and adopting guantitative methods
with greater deliberation (Kelly, 1990; Gelsthorpe, 1990).

The dynamic and multifaceted nature of ferminizm has engendered diverse perspec
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objective truths, and inst , . and truth as constructed through discourse,
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stages nor mutually exclusive; rather, feminst criminological
range of methodelogical preferences and imperatives that shape

rand analysis. While some preferences are unigue to feminest research,
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Traditional criminology has predominantly pursued an eticlogical, explanatory approach to crime,
focusing on understanding crime patterns and assessing the operations of law enforcement agencies
with the aim of enhancing the efficiency and efficacy of the ciminal justice system (Gelsthorpe, 2002).
This endeavor has primarily relied on empirical investigation and the construction of thearetical
frameworks grounded in such research. Ferminist criminology emerged in the 1970s and 1980s to
address twa significant deficiencies within mainstream criminological discourse: the oversight of women
in crime studies and the propagation of distomed, stereotypical, and aversimplified narratives




conceming women's criminality and the subsequent challenges in managing female offenders within the
legal system (Gelsthorpe, 2002; Morris, 1987; Smart, 1976; Heidensohn, 1985).

The underrepresentation of women and girls in afficial crime data facilitated their exclusion from
conventional ciminalogical thearies, which wera largely built upon research conducted on male
subjects and crime trends. As noted by Daly (forthcoming), feminist criminology identified a
"generalizability problem,” revealing that purported universal explanations of crime were, in reality,
theories centered on male offenders that failed to adeguately explain criminal behavior (or its absence)
among women and girls. Misrepresentations of women's experiences of crime stemmed from
sterentypes about female psychology and behavior, along with traditional gender that shaped
assumptions regarding “normal® and *deviant” conduct for women (Gelstho arly feminist
criminpdogy aimed to expose the influence of thase stereatypes an criminal
and within attempts to comprehend erime invalving women. Addition i
the confines of criminology {Cain, 1990).
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broader study of erime. Male offending was frequently anal
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Conc

It wa clude & chapter on feminist research in criminology with a sentiment
sirmilar s Tecent observation about sociology, noting that feminist approaches have

tandard practice in sociological research (Smart, 2009; 297). While there is now a
MONe respec tionship between feminist and mainstream criminology, it would be prematurs (o
claim the same lavel of influence of feminism on criminology. Neverthelass, just as feminism, both as a
paolitical movement and theoretical framework, has reshaped our understanding and analysis of crime
and the criminal justioe systam, faminist-informed research methodologies have also left their mark on
the practices of many criminologists. As feminist methodologies are increasingly applied to diversa
criminlogical topics like terrorism, hate crime, and state crime, the debates outlined above in the
cantext of research on genderad violence will persist, challenging criminalogists across vanous fields.
These debates encompass issues such as the operationalization of intersectionality in research,




reconciling the victim/agent dichotomy while recognizing the entrenched patterns of victimization and
criminalization, addressing power differentials inherent in the research process, and designing research
propacts that authentically capture the nuanced experiences of crima and criminalization as both raal
and socially constructed, While faminist methodology may not offer immediate solutions ta these
knowledge production dilemmas, it underscares the importance of continually posing these questions
(Mason, 2002: 111).
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