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~ Murder and Violence
In Contemporary Criminology

The Subculture of Violence by MaRVIN E. WOLFGANG and FRANCO
FERRACUTI, London, Tavistock Publications: New York, Barnes & Noble,

Tune 1967, 635. Paperback 30s.

Reviewed by MARK BEESON

A REVIEWER once carelessly wrote
of a psychology book that it filled
amuch needed gap. He was writing
In the bad old days when psycho-
10g_y had no integrated approach.
Cnminologists are now acknow-
edging that their subject has been
SUff'ering the same malaise. The
Mmain culprit has been identified
as the multi-causal ‘“‘explanation™.
his erstwhile virtuoso has been
Particularly powerful in Britain,
aving pained from Burt’s early
Support. It took Wilkins’ Social

eviance! to expose the anti-
SCientific character of this man-of-
Straw:  Wilkins also seized the
Opportunity to press for a less
confusing, lessdefeatist formulation
of theory.

Mannheim’s Comparative Crimi-
nology>—the most comprehensive
text so far—was more cautious in
s comments on the multi-factor
Notion. Nevertheless, its author
Tepeatedly expressed his hope that
Criminology would embrace an
Interdisciplinary approach. In the

typological field, for example,
Mannheim declared that the need
“for cross-disciplinary team work is
particularly urgent in criminology.
In theory this has become univer-
sally accepted; in actual practice it
still very often remains a distant
ideal to which mere lip-service is
paid atinter-disciplinary congresses
and conferences” (p. 18). Anticipa-
ting the publication of this book,
Mannheim credits the authors with
presenting in chapter 1 ‘“much
valuable material . . . on . . . prob-
lems concerning the object of full
‘integration”  between different
scientific disciplines, in particular
sociology, psychology and biology”’
(p- 287).

Wolfgang’s own faith in the
unitary nature of criminology is,
of course, well documented. He
suggested some years ago’ that,
in their contributions to the science
of criminology, the “‘separate disci-
plines” should properly be thought
of as nothing more than “artifacts
of analysis”. In the exchange, he
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argued, *“despite its acknowledged
indebtedness to other disciplines,
criminology has made important
contributions to the fuller under-
standing” of a wide range of other
social phenomena (p. 159).
INTEGRATION IN CRIMINOLOGY

In sub-titling the present book
“Towards an Integrated Theory of
Criminology™, the authors commit
themselves totally to their mission.
The first two chapters of the book
attack the general issue of integra-
tion. It is gratifying to anyone
interested in the field that one of
those to whom the book is dedica-
ted is Sellin. The other is Di Tullio,
reflecting Ferracuti’s origins and
the publication of the Italian
version of the book last year, For
Wolfgang, the work continues the
valuable tradition of trans-conti-
nental co-operation which he began
as a Guggenheim Fellow in Ttaly
with his classic reappraising paper
on Lombroso in Mannheim’s
Pioneers in Criminology*

The book offers a challenge to
those who approach criminology
from one of the specialities on
which the science depends. Inevi-
tably, the task of reviewing the
book must stimulate in the re-
viewer a proper modesty over his
own capacity to judge a work
which aspires to press integration
beyond the limits achieved so far.
WHAT 1S THE BOOK ABOUT?

The work appears as a blend
of the efforts of one author trained
in the social and cultural traditions
of Amercan criminology and the
other trained in the medical and

biological traditions of European
criminology. First, and at the
more general level, the book
is concerned to express the need
for an integrated approach, parti-
cularly in criminology but also
more generally in the social and
other sciences. Only secondly, at a
more particular level, the book
attempts the application of the
integrative approach to the issue€
which provides the title—the sub-
culture of violence. As Mannheim
notices, the authors acknowledge
that: ‘““The ultimate end of inte-
gration is grandiose and ambitious
but worth the candle” (pp. xvi and
6). The authors declare: “Qur
immediate goal is to examine the
techniques of scientific integration
and to demonstrate its application
by collating data and theory from
sociology, psychology and biology
relative to a major form of deviant
conduct” (p. 6).

The book, we are assured, has
been “worth the candle”. The
potential reader needs to know
whether it is worth both ends of the
candle. To those who use the term
“subculture” with some glimmer-
ings of its inadequacy, chapter 3
is useful. To those who can face the
inevitable challenge of reducing
theory to empirical propositions,
the same chapter is invaluable, To
anyone with a specific interest in
violence and a sympathy for mea-
surement, chapter 3 onwards is
suggestive. Anyone who reads the
first two chapters closely is likely
to develop, through exasperation,
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AN abiding interest in violence.
apter 5 provides stimulation,
gﬂrtlcularly to those involved in
Catment,
s {38 a preliminary, it must be
o that both authors are suffi-
cently - established to withstand
lstifiable attack. In particular,
hisoggang‘s paper on Lombroso,*
> “Allerns in Criminal Homicide,
(1); editorial role with Savitz and
Nson on The Sociology of Crime
] Delinguency$ and The Sociolo-
Y of Punishment and Correction?
i EOt .least, his ‘““Race and
me™ in  Klare’s Changing
m"”CsfPts of Crime and its Treat-
c(;”m. cannot be gainsaid, as signal
tributions to the literature.
% € present book, however, stirs
tome of the anxieties which attach
The Measurement of Delin-
qUency® and, at its worst, babbles
ESoterically.
CRASH AT THE CROSSROADS
& he first, orienting chapter is
Seoft bu} disastrous. The first
tamence. is perhaps only arguably
Utological, the second begs the
?VUestnon and is declamatory in a
Su“y that is not unequivocally
th_PDOrted by what follows. The
Ird sentence ignores the dynamic
ratUl‘e of the discipline and the
" Mework within which the scholar
al?fks. This is not a good start by
ar)', Standards, even if it is an
tifice to provoke the reader. The
froV{)wtion stimulates a defensive
%action, ineffectively challenged
Y the authors expression of fajth.
) at singular benefit is to accrue
Om this vaunted “integrative

approach”? This becomes a haun-
ting question, linked with the
tendency noticed by Mannheim
for the authors to be more success-
ful in showing what they do not
mean by integration than they are
in showing what they do mean. This
threatens to reach idiot proportions
as they quote in their notes: *“Nor
does our use of the term integration
have any relationship to Sorokin’s
reference to ‘integral truth’, which
he refers to as . . .”” (p. 14). They
refer the reader to 17 pages of one
of Sorokin’s volumes to explicate
the non-meaning, although Sorokin
is anything but central to their
argument.

The authors take shelter by
declaring that they are making a
restricted analysis. They are per-
haps not properly respectful of
some earlier unmentioned workers,
notably Moles, Lippitt and Withey!©
of Michigan and, more historically,
even Cabot of the Cambridge
Somerville project!!. Equally, the
authors show no appreciation of
the possibility that they may set
their readers a greater task of
assimilation than that set by “un-
integrated writers”. The new style
approach that the authors hope for
may also let loose yet another
different, albeit integrated, stream
in the contemporary cacophony.
Against this, what is so amiss in
the modest attempt of those enga-
ged in interdisciplinary research:
“not focussing their efforts at this
time upon the building of any
single social science map but . . .
seeking to relate some of the
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disciplines that deal with similar
or related problems in connection
with similar or related phenomena
and in this way to bring an increa-
sing inter-relationship among these
data, phenomena and conceptua-
lisms?” (p. 9 quoting Tyler). Cer-
tainly, in the short run, it is better
to read Growth to Freedom'? and
Homeless Borstal Boys'’ as sepa-
rate texts than to hold off, waiting
for an integrated volume. Given
too, the intervening variable of the
reader’s capabilities, the reading
of two separate texts may always
be preferable, The authors observe
that: “the assumptions on which
an individual discipline is based
may be matters of doubt or may
even be empirically improbable
when treated in a different context.
This does not invalidate a disci-
pline as a science but it limits its
range of explanation and predic-
tion” (p. 6 quoting Tyler). There
is, however, no evidence adduced
to show that these limits are a
severe handicap or that the inte-
grated approach can effectively
avoid the handicap. It may simply
incorporate the handicap into the
integrated text, The standard of
chapter 1 as a whole must throw
doubt on whether Mannheim’s
respect truly applies to the chapter.
On balance, it is likelier that his
remarks apply to the existing
chapter 2.

A GRAB-BAG WITH HICCUPS

There is a hint that the first
chapter was written more to pre-
face the second than as an exercise

.

in its own right. Ambiguously

titled “Criminology as an Integra’
ting Discipline”, chapter 2 opens
by expanding the first paragraph of
the book, with particular referenc®
to criminology. In doing so, th®
first quarter of the chapter dupli
cates entirely, though with minof
alterations and additions, including
a few references, Wolfgang’s earlief
article referred to above? without
providing a reference to it. TS
duplication throws doubt on the
role of the second author, since he
has effected so little change ®
Wolfgang's  original individual
article. It must be acknowledged-
however, that the two authors weré
collaborating at that time, whe?
they jointly wrote their brief piec?
in the British Journal of Crimino-
logy'. This piece is far from irrele’
vant for the present book, sinc®
it presented the design for a study
of violence in Puerto Rico. Th
present text, however, does not
present any findings from the pro’
posed study and merely refers 10
it once, although Mannheim’s for¢
word also does so parenthetically:
Incidentally, the more than occd”
sional inadequacy of the index be”
comes apparent in the attempt 10
confirm this.

The “old” section of chapter 2
then, should be familiar as af
earnest of Wolfgang’s faith in th®
integrity of criminology. To the
reader of Popper, the content may
smack somewhat of scientistics:
but this is more a characteristic ©
the introspective phase of the
science than of Wolfzang 85
spokesman. The new section of th®
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:hapter examines the major re-
carch trends in criminology. The
is st Section, on clinical criminology,
X _lntema.tlonal in scope and rather

. Tt is, in any case, acknow-
n?t'ged to be incomplete. Its inter-
o ltl)lnal ch.aracter makes it difficult
y Check—it may be the only care-
. SSnesg _ that the British borstal
eYStem is referred to as a good
Xample of the application of diag-
Nostic techniques in the juvenile
field. Thig also seems to illustrate
& confusion between diagnosis and
s rigorous application in a re-
fe?l'ch. or scientific sense. While
his clinical section raises the issue
of the utility of the multiple factor
approach, it does so with less clarity
than Wilkins® treatment. The clos-
g observation is that : “. . . the
clinical  criminologist is more
Tequently a consumer than a crea-
tor of theoretical formulations and
nstructs, On the other hand, the
SCientist, particularly the sociolo-
8ist, working at the macroscopic
theoretical Jevel must rely for proof
Upon the functions of the clinician
Working through individuals who
UItlmately are collected together
3s arrays of variables and attributes
Or statistical manipulation and
Analysis” (p, 36). Rather than being
3 clear, succinct, critical synthe-
Sising conclusion, this seems an
ambiguous, confused and question-
C8ging invitation to perpetuate an
old debate,

I?ext. the authors turn to an ex-
aMmination of the sociological tradi-
tion, The Gluecks, they imply,

epitomize the lack of integration
characteristic of the science. No
capital is made of the failure of the
Gluecks to integrate, even within
their own frame of reference, as
far as the arithmetic of their meth-
ods is concerned. Pursuing their
theme, Wolfgang and Ferracuti can
only declaim on the penalties of
isolationism, since there is no
comparable indication of the
benefits of a more integrationist
approach. In this context, the ten
pages (pp. 49-58) devoted to a
more intensive review of “Current
Developments in  Theory and
Research” are much more reward-
ing. Particularly gratifying is the
recognition of Wilkins’ contribution.
The section suffers, however, from
a rather uncritical approach in
which some questionable work is
included without any attempt to
appraise its true worth.

In the course of its wanderings,
chapter 2 does engage with, or
at least runs parallel to, a major
criminological problem. The case
for an explicit guiding theory
without which the “whole cosmic,
organic, psychic, and sociological
universes of variables are presented
in unmanageable form to the inves-
tigator” (p. 59) is certainly noticed,
but not expanded or zealously
pursued except in relation to the
inadequacies of the multiple factor
school. Adherents are given excel-
lent advice (p. 62) towards making
their procedures more explicit and
scientific. The “generalising theo-
rist”, too, is advised, though more
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toward “operationalising’ his analy-
ses. Yet both ideal types would do
well to heed both sets of advice.
Meanwhile, this most promising
section of the chapter is largely
sacrificed to concentrating attention
on parsonality as the intervening
variable between the attributes of a
social system and the nature of
individual behaviour. This concen-
tration links with the section
devoted to the confrontation be-
tween clinical and sociological
criminology (p. 67 ff.), and this
suggests that fuller discussion of
the general problem was excluded
for the sake of the more imme-
diate purpose.

As it is, the authors declare,
there is a danger of a serious split
between the two camps. Yet this
declaration pays insufficient atten-
tion to differences in what repre-
sents ‘“‘pay-off” to the two camps
as the authors define them. The
authors identify the clinical school
with the “practitioners”, wherever
they are operating, rather than
with the European school of crimi-
nology (p. 67). This narrowness is
not unhelpful, since it suggests that
“Social workers could have become
the functional liaison between disci-
plines that need one another”
(p. 72). The fruitfulness of this idea
is unfortunately not explored, but
the idea is one which confronts
anyone engaged in the training of
those assuming the role of social
worker. It would be a diplomatic
gesture for the theorist to declare
that until the social worker seizes,
or is acknowledged to have, this

liaison role, the theorist’s contribu”
tion to action is minimal.

The closing sections of the chap”
ter knit together the threads whi¢
the authors have picked upon in th
development of the science. Yéb
in the case of Wilkins, for examplé:
the authors have done little mor®
than flirt with his writings. Whef®
they have followed, there
coherence, Where they divert, cha0
re-establishes itself. The reader ¥
left to resolve precisely the sort ©
disorder which exists in the literd
ture as a whole. This certainly
leaves the following chapter with 2
real task. Chapter 2, incidentally:
perpetuates the worst traditions ©
scholarship and obscurantism apP°
parent in chapter 1. The readef
is referred to nine pages of a Wof,k
of the turn of the century to eluct
date the once-only use of the wor
“sympodial” to describe the way
separate disciplines merge and dé*
velop (p. 77, Note 14).

The perennial question of th¢
applicability of American writing
to Britain is raised in the closing
homily in the chapter stressing the
need for training for an integrat
criminology. There will be thos®
who already see this being achievet
here. They would be right to hest
tate before deciding whether to a¢
cept that the contrast as the author®
have drawn it applies to Britain.

SUBCULTURE THROUGH A GLASS,
DARKLY

With chapter 3, the content Qf
the book switches from quixoti
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Cpistemology to rather firmer ter-
Titory. The foremost issue is the
Meaning of ““subculture™: “Gener-
ally, we build upon the assumption
2lluded to briefly by Shils and by
Jaeger and Selznick, namely, that
not al} values, beliefs, or norms in
4 society have equal status, that
S0me priority allocation is made,
that the subcultural variants may
Partially accept, sometimes deny.
and even construct antitheses of,
elements of the central, wider, or
Ominant values, yet remain within
that cultural system” (p. 99). This
“annot for long pretend to be a
Careful statement, but it does at-
tempt explicitness and provides a
Starting zone, if not a starting point.
It is difficult to decide in what
follows whether the carelessness is
Mmerely an irritating distraction or
Whether it sabotages the entire edi-
fice. The crude anthropomorphism,
for example, as the authors “use
the term ‘parent’ to refer . . . to
2 larger culture that is willing to
adopt a subculture voluntarily graf-
ted to the parent because of a
Sufficiency in number and type of
Significant values commonly shared
between ‘parent’ and ‘child’”
(P. 100) js touching but dysfunc-
tional. The metaphors are mixed,
the causal clause is worse than
fedundant. The reader has to be-
1eve he knows what the authors are
Eetting at if he is to read on. If the
Ieader continues, he will notice the
authors identifying the obstacle
Presented by the absence of “ob-
lective and independent measure-
Ments of the norms of conduct”

(p. 102). This is followed by a simple
bridge: ‘‘Because a subculture
refers to a normative system of
some group or groups smaller than
the whole society, it should be
possible to examine descriptively
the composition of the population
that shares the subcultural values.
Individuals are, after all, culture
carriers who both reflect and trans-
mit through social learning, the
attitudes, ideals, and ideas of their
cultures™ (p. 103) to “We are, there-
fore, suggesting at this point that
there are two major types of subcul-
tural values: (a) tolerated concor-
dant values; and (b) untolerated
discordant values. This suggested
dichotomy is commonly recognised,
but has not been made explicit or
described value by value in suffi-
cient detail. It calls, first, for a
classification of norms assumed to
be different in kind. But beforc
this division can be empirically
performed, we need clear ideas of
the values that constitute the domi-
nant value system so that we have
a base line from which to determine
the category of values that presu-
mably are different” (pp. 110-111).

TO THE SLIDE RULE

Next, the proposal is to construct
a scale of values reflecting their
relative priorities and intensities
and their concordance or discord-
ance relative to the parent culture,
This is sketchy stuff, hampered,
for example by the introduction of
“belief”’ into discussion intended
to clarify the use of the terms
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“value” and “norm”. So ‘“for
operational theory we are inclined
to view values as normative stan-
dards that are part of the
repertoire of response which an
individual may use as alternatives
for action” (p. 114). Ensuing com-
ment indicates that the authors
selected the term ‘‘normative”
with deliberation, as referring to
“desirable”. They reject the alter-
native, ‘‘norm’’, since that refers to
“a standard to which a social group
generally conforms or which the
group manifests in conduct”
(p. 114). Unfortunately, the discus-
sion is not explicit on what is
meant by the words “‘inclined”,
“response’, “‘use”, ‘‘alternatives”
or “action”. The reader is left un-
certain how crucial these terms
are, The same criticism may be
applied to the authors selective list
of criteria of values (p. 115) al-
though it applies very much less
to the selective list of criteria of
norms borrowed, together with the
context of annotations, from Blake
and Davis (pp. 116-117). By some-
thing close to casuistry, the authors
then prise open an inconsistency
they see in Parsons’ use of his cate-
gorisation of values as cognitive,
appreciative or moral. They enlist
Parsons’ support as they propose
to: ‘“contend, values can be cap-
tured on the cognitive level by
socio-psychological investigation,
they can be operationally defined
and measured for intensity of sub-
scription by individuals and groups,
and they can be clustered in a way

that denotes relative consistency,
thereby promoting and producing
a social system and sub-system”
(p. 120).

The next step investigates the
foundations of the measurement
of values. The section is particu-
larly memorable for the reference
to Catton’s attack on the problem
of values assumed to be infinite
(viz. human life ijtself, worship of
God and acceptance of God’s will)
which notionally could not be sub-
ordinate (pp. 123-124). Catton de-
monstrated to his satisfaction that
clergymen could discriminate be-
tween such values, the values could
be scaled and could not, therefore,
be regarded as “infinite”, in the
mathematical sense. A crucial ob-
servation in the general discussion
concerns the use of the “available
phenomenologically perceived cul-
ture items, first, as exterior indices
of culture values, and, second, as
independent criteria for comparison
with the groups cognitive expres-
sion of their value orientations”
(p. 125). These items presumably
include the “language, art forms,
mass-communication etc.”, to which
the authors vaguely refer., Those
who find themselves in disagree-
ment with Hoggart’s Uses of Lite-
racy, for example, will shudder
at the difficulties of arriving at a
non-controversial account of a cul-
ture in such terms.

The authors next apply much the
same strategy in the field of values
as Wolfgang used with Sellin in the
Measurement of Delinquency®, The
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reader may-feel that thigds:a deve-
Pment- which- has. tocome? The
a?‘hOfs :do-not.disgtise :thein;own
Commitment;.:,ta ;. faiths (: $We
believe that: despite:the: plethora of
acts, tendencies ~toractinfeelings;
thoughts,;; fuattitydegin-despite 1.the
Multitndinoys. valuesy normsds. 2
a effort;to locate, ;lommamjva,lues
in g ‘culturg and, in. nts. subcultural
Suf& then, shgald and!/can r;bﬂ
madQ" (pa( 139)«(}1’ i oletonqr aenn

OF NOX]OU‘S §‘I‘1Mﬂf.1'““" oo e

The maJor concer It/ th Mﬁﬂ)
SeCition b the chapter The Thesis
OF: & Subeulture. of Violence!! sis:
‘With, the, bulk, of homisidesm—the
Passion, .crimes, the., violent, slay-
ings—that .are;not.- premeditated
and, are npt psychotic manifesta-
tions”” (p. 141),. Slayings by those
recognised a5, psyghotic, or, legally
m‘lane. or by, psychiatrically, desig-
Nated abnormal Ssubjects are, elimi-
Rated from the d]sqqs&gm The
reader will ,notloe, as, the anthors
do befatedly (pp. 162 and 2704711
ha; wolencé in ursuxt of erceiyed

right§] e, g as»oc:ated Wlth { e cml
rights movement, poﬂtnqal en}a cx-
Pation 6r the corditions of fhe dls-
advantaz.get’l are'not excludéd f{’
the chos -2 tjef. Theybire, howevét,
hdrdly discusSed - oft their * fefids.
Lis wryly: amusing'that the authors
‘Should Jater wishfully declare: that
*commission of homicide by-actors
from the subculture at variance with
the prevailing culture. cannot , be

adequatelysexplained - in terms of
frusttationodue tor failure to obtain
nbrmativetgoals tof ' the - latter,. in
terms-of rirfability to succeed ade-
quatély. withtnormative-procedures
{means) for ‘attaining those goals,
or/in terms .of :an individual psy-
chological. :condition -of . anomie”
( p 152).

~Yrhd’ sectlon 'includes Vety brief
(,ommehfs on’ psychoanalytlc theo-
'ics, medxcaf and b1olog1ca1 studies,
psychometnqs, ‘the,, frustration-
aggressjon hygdthesns. containment
thcory - (after Reckless), catharsis,
ch:ld -fearing practices and aggres-
SIQH and social Iearmng and condx-
tioping. The brief .notes are all too
brief. , The bulk, of the discussion
cangerns. the, “‘cultural. context”.
This last fifth- of the chapter knits
the preceding sections wel], Men-
tion,.of; Selvin- is welcome (p. 151)
although the full implications of his
later: work - seemy: to be as. lost on
these authors as on most contempo-
rary bOClOlOngtS

[ET TR Y: SV STV SN

) ,
" On .one page xmthq mldst of the
sectiony, :however, . the readet’s
patience will be sorely tried (p. 156).
Jhe,, continuationy, paragraph is
.monumentally - myddled., The fol-
lowing tecters between considering
they social .approval of violence in
time of war andthg extent to which
similar,factors operate.in the con-
frontations., -between . individuals
which result in homicide. Yet in
the middle.of the paragraph even
the; authors -suspect they ate at sea
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as they suggest: “It may be rele-
vant to point out that in the Phila-
delphia study of criminal homicide,
65 per cent of the offenders and
47 per cent of the victims had pre-
vious arrest records”. Interesting,
yes. Even vital. But it is surely up
to the authors to make the rele-
vance apparent and in this they
fail. It is no coincidence that the
page also features a misprint, a
confusion of tense and the marvel-
lous word ‘‘allelomimetic” which
scems synonymous with “imitative”.
Meanwhile, the incidental reference
to the pre-arrest rate in Wolfgang’s
earlier study’® raises again the ap-
plicability of this book to the
British reader. Evidence on prior
convictions from Gibson and Klein!’
shows a much lower rate of prior
involvement in serious incidents.
From this flows doubt about the
exient to which “‘criminal homi-
cide” in Britain is “subcultural”
or continuous with violence or ag-
gressive offences.

Towards the end of the chapter
(pp. 158-161) the authors set out
seven propositions which they re-
gard as corollaries to their central
discussion. In the main, these are
more like independent statements,
come of them empirically based,
which qualify the sense in which
the terms ‘‘culture” and “sub-
culture” are to be understood. The
pages exceed a summary in some-
times introducing ideas which have
not previously been discussed. Fi-
nally, the text disposes of notions

about a biological basis of aggres
sive behaviour, prior to the relevant
discussion in the succeeding chapter-
The dialectical account is also dis*
patched summarily. The authors
have no patience with the suggestion
that a contemporary culture is 2
synthesis in which lie the dynamics
of an emerging contra-culture. This
seems a gratuitous swipe at Hegel
just to show how the authors stand
with respect to Marx. They go t0
this trouble although they simulta:
ncously write that they are not con
cerned with the genesis of sub
cultures, solely with their operation:

Throughout this long chaptef,
the uncertainty of what the authors
wish to convey by their use of the
word “‘aggression” is a serious
handicap. Although the reader is
made clear about the dramatic end
of the continuum, some of the quo-
ted studies (e.g, Bandura) refer less
obviously to aggression than to th¢
inherent properties of Bobo dolls-
It is true that the authors refer 10
Buss’s definition of aggression as:
“the delivery of noxious stimuli in
an interpersonal context” (p. 160)
but they do not declare their own
position relative to this doubtful
code. In this and other respects:
the book makes considerable as-
sumptions about the reader’s fami-
liarity with certain sources. In
particular, the reader would be
quite lost if he had not first read at
least Sutherland and Cressey’s
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Pr inciples of Criminology, Cohen’s
elinquent * Boys and Matza’s
elinquency and Drift.

Want A FIGHT?

, The overall content and certain
. 10syncracies of style suggest that
1€ next, short chapter is largely
Crracuti’s. It is narrower but also
More careful than the rest of the
0ok, The concern raised in respect
Of the end of the preceding chapter

At homicide may be discontinu-
?US from aggression or violence
S not stilled. The chapter endea-
Yours to present: “Biological,
PSychiatric and psychometric per-
]sP“«Ctlves on a subculture of vio-
ence from studies on homicide”
(P-. 186, Title). Having selected this
tief, it is perhaps not surprising
I 4t murder among kin receives so
ittle attention,

A related single-mindedness is
?Dl_)arent as the authors repeatedly
NSist that studies to which they
fefer do involve the operation of
Subcultural factors when there is a
"Otable Jack of evidence. For ex-
gmple: “The proclivity to violence
ir? the part of parents who engage
ch‘]thls type of offense (battering
Chf dfen to produce the ‘battered

ild syndrome) can occasionally
¢ subcultural” (p. 208).

vighe section on the biology of
i ence seems determined to dis-
no‘S§ the argument employing the
M\ tion of “instinct”. In doing so,

Perhaps pays insufficient attention
> Lorenzs” particularly. After a

Tapid excursus” (sic): “‘Although

some demonstrable correlations
exist, we are compelled to conclude
with Scott, McNeil, and Buss that
there is no basic need for fighting,
either aggressively or defensively,
unless adequate stimuli meet the
organism from the.externalenviron-
ment. In brief, there is no physio-
logical evidence of any stimuli for
fighting in a normal organism.
“The important fact’, says Scott,
‘is that the chain of causation
in every (well-studied) case even-
tually traces back to the out-
side’. Although there may be
individual differences in the reacti-
vity to external stimuli evoking
aggression, these minor character-
istics do not by themelves explain
aggressive behaviour. This general
conclusion, we find, is in agree-
ment with a behavioral, subcultural
approach” (pp. 200-201). Anyone
want a fight? Later, in the section
on psychiatric studies, there is a
marvellous piece of anti-metaphy-
sic: “In general, the less clearly
motivated a murder is (in the sense
that it is impossible to comprehend
the motives) the higher is the pro-
bability that the homicidal subject
is very abnormal. The easier it is
to ‘understand’ (in the sense of
both emotional and rational un-
derstanding) the homicidal motives,
the more normal the subject is
likely to be” (p. 209). Apart from
confusing the probability of abnor-
mality with the likelihood of greater
individual normality, this statement
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must . be as superficial as it seems.
Of course, the reader who, follows
up the sources will discover more
than. 150 references, and at that,
the list fails to include Truman
Capote’s In Cold Blood.

. The text next goes on to des-
patch the psychoanalytic case..The
breyity with which. it does so will
not commend. itself to the “‘ortho-
dox”. The authors, in the space
they allot to the issue, do not
attempt to penetrate the: “syllo-
gistic circle of the doctrinal posi-
uon” (p. 210).

The final comments in the chap-
ter deal with the psychological
diagposis of the homicidal person-
ality. Tt is perhaps simply bad
planning that only after discussing
studies employing the Rorschach
do the authors introduce the com-
pelling note that these analyses
‘have never involved “blind” pro-
cedures in which ‘the analyst is
unaware of the manifestation of
the:- homicidal tcndency in his
subject. ‘ .

T}{E LAST ROUND-UP ‘

The final chapter includes “a
set of interpretative conclusions
generated by relatively systematic
research”, “‘culture case studies on
homicide from different countries™
and comments on the ‘‘control,
prévention, and treatment of vio-
lent crime” (p. 258). Age and sex,
social class and race are the key
issués mentioned. There is a neat
piece on anomie, regarding it as a
special case of culture conflict. The

“culture case studies” are fasct
nating guides to places from which
the tourist is. unlikely to. retor®
recommendable to less likeable col
leagues

In the course of thesc sections:
however, the authors .are dis
covered writing: **. | . there is N9
reason to believé: that ‘intensity 0
personal interaction 15 greater in
number or degree among speciflc
socia] groups, among lower classess
minority groups, the unskilled, of
the young adult or the male pop¥”
lation. The sentiments of attra.ctlon
and hostility are widely and prob
ably randomly distributed”” (p. 267)-
Puzzlingly, in the context of this
book,. this must mean the oppOSlte
of what it gays.

Tt is also in these sectxons that
doubt arises over just how “ylti-
mate” the usé of violence is. In th°
“hfe-style” of the ‘adult middle
class, this may be accepted, as they
sit in judgment on the disadvan
taged, But there are situations i
which to deny the indiyidual th®
last rites, to tie him to.a contract
of labour, to impugn his loyaltys
to seduce his wife: orotherwis
assault his “rep’ may:arguably b¢
more ultimate assaults than to kick
him downstairs. Certainly, there i
a large American minarity to which
the authors do not address them-
selves as they dismisg the ultimate
ness of non-violence, saying that
“the Negro non-violent protest if
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the Uniteq States has.been success-

Ul (sic) for the same reason that
Jandhi’s measures succeeded—the
administration respected the rights
of others’ ‘(pp. 270-271). What,
then of Newark, Detroit, New York,
July 196772 Besides this, the
uthors are far from showing a
Parallel between situations invol-
Ving collective support of violence
ag 3 sanction and situations in-
VQIVIng personal confrontations.

The text then takes a stimulating
OPerations ‘research ‘approach to
control, prevention and treatment,
felating this to the issue of predic-

lion. Oddly, these pages (pp. 284

89) are rather bare of references. 45 2 whole. It demands consider-

ilkins*f ‘who gave these ideas a lot
Of their impetus, is unmentioned.

N a piece on the application of

SYStems analysis, the authors carry
this approach forward, although
1 50’ doing they have miis-read 'the
Works of Greenhalgh (pp. 292-293).
- There is then quite'a banal piece
On the effect of changes in com-
Munication, - ‘transportation and
Medical technology ‘on the propor-

Hon of fatal* assaults, followed by of viclence. omprehensive
i0 , as a’ compr i

Social engineering” proposals. for
‘dispersing” . subculturists. . The
'®ader begins to wonder: how far
{he middle-class are prepared to go
M employing their command of
; € power-structure. Such scepticism
° nobbled as the authors quote
thumm' suggesting that to doubt

¢ problematic nature of social
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problems ‘is to envy the licence of
those who engage in_proscribed
behaviour (p. 308).

In their . discussion . of .. “‘treat-
ment”, the authars proppsals for
intervention are more legitimate
and less radical. It is not clear, how-

. ever, just what the “‘therapist” is

_to do ongg he appreciates the, role
of the subculture in the aetiology
of the presenting.behaviour.

The potential of this last chapter
is high. But the brief is 'merely to
throw out ideas for consideration.
The burden of providing the con-
sideration is thrust on the reader.

" Thig is the epitanh on the book

_able effort from the reader, its
. usefulness depends upon the reader
-crystallising the. meaning for him-
" -self. The traditional modesty of the

~ Jast paragraph of the book, how-
. ever, shames the savage reviewer:

“We hope that our work might be
considered * useful as a bibliogra-
phical guide, as a' review of the
current stage of criminological re-
search and theory, as a clear state-
«ment of our. thesis of a subculture

summary of criminological know-
ledge about homicidal and other
assaultive behaviour, and. as an
encouragement to the development
of integrated scientific theory and
research™ (p. 316).

The first of these is nowhere
mentioned as an objective of the
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book, the second is approached, shortcomings, may yet prove W

but

lamentably missed. The fourth has,
in some measure, been achieved.

The

incompletely, the third is have been “worth the candle”. A7
much and more perhaps, coul
readily be achieved by a greatef
. readership for Berger’s incompal”
fifth, despite the book’s able Invitation to Sociology''.
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