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Note to Teachers and Students

This pack has been produced by Chris.Livesey. Chris studied sociology at Lancaster University (BA) and the London School of Economics (MSc). He is a Member of ATSS, teaches at Bournemouth and Poole College and runs the Sociology Central web site (www.sociology.org.uk).
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Among the services which the ATSS offers to teachers and lecturers is the Annual Conference which is held at a different venue each year. The journal, Social Science Teacher offers a forum for academic articles and teaching ideas. In addition, there are a variety of teaching resources and marketing materials to support the teaching of social sciences.

This Pack

This pack is designed to support teachers who are delivering AS and A Level Sociology with either OCR or AQA. It can be used as a discrete teaching package to cover a short element of the course or it can be used as a revision aid for independent learning by students.

The emphasis is on active learning exercises so that development ideas and activities are included in the materials.

If you feel that you would like to contribute a pack to this series, please contact the Resources Editor c/o ATSS. 

	This is the first of two Study Packs dealing with the concept of Deviancy Amplification. 

The emphasis in this Pack is on the theoretical / conceptual background to Interactionist sociology, while a subsequent Pack deals more-specifically with the concept of Deviancy Amplification itself.

The Pack has been designed to do a couple of things:

1. To provide students with some basic background notes relating to Interactionist sociology as it has been applied to the concepts of crime and deviance.

2. To provide examples of class / individual exercises that can be used to complement and reinforce the background information contained in this Pack. These exercises can also be used by teachers to provide Key Skills (Communication Level 3) opportunities for their students.


	Introduction


	When studying this topic you may need to consider the following points to make sure you understand the key issues and debates. These are:

Social Issues

Interactionist perspectives on deviance (and the concept of Deviancy Amplification in particular) allows for the discussion of social control in both a general sense (for example, definitions and theories of social control) and a particular sense as, for example, in a consideration of the role of formal and informal agencies of social control in our society. The focus here, for example, can be placed not only on the nature of policing but also on the less immediately obvious relationship between formal control agencies such as the police and informal agencies such as the media.

In the latter respect, an obvious link is the relationship between deviance and the media; more specifically, discussion of both Interactionist theories and the Deviancy Amplification model allows for an exploration of the role of the media in both creating and sustaining folk devils / moral clampdowns / moral panics and, more generally, in the creation of deviant / criminal groups. This, in turn, leads to a consideration of the concept of ideology and the Deviancy Amplification model can be used to highlight aspects of dominant ideologies about crime and criminals.

Political and social administration issues

Interactionist perspectives also clearly touch on social policy (and, by extension, theories of crime and deviance) in that the relationship between increased social control and increased deviance has been well-known for the past 40 years. However, as recent policy statements from both the Conservative and Labour parties show, social policy appears rigidly-fixed around the idea that “crime” can be primarily dealt-with in terms of increased police numbers and more prison building, something that both Interactionist sociology (and the concept of Deviancy Amplification) bring into question.
Sociological dimensions

Deviancy Amplification has been a significant concept in the sociology of crime and deviance for the past 40 years and, in addition to applying the skills of knowledge, interpretation, analysis and evaluation to the model itself, a number of opportunities are presented for teachers to introduce and signpost links to other aspects of the Sociology specifications in the course of teaching the model.

In broad terms, the model offers the opportunity to introduce to students a number of sociological themes, theories and concepts. These include, in no particular order of significance, a consideration of:

· Interactionist theories of crime and deviance.

· The social construction and relativity of crime and deviance

· The concepts of primary and secondary deviation, 

· Moral entrepreneurs and folk devils

· Moral panics and moral clampdowns.


	Key issues for studying the topic




	Interactionist Sociology: The Background to Deviancy Amplification
We can begin to understand the concept of deviancy amplification – as both a specific model and general way of trying to understand the (delicate) relationship between crime, deviance and social control – by looking briefly at some of the general principles of Interactionist sociology which underpin it. In this respect, we can initially identify two main principles of an Interactionist sociology of deviance:

Firstly, the idea that deviance, as with any other aspect of human social behaviour, is socially constructed. In other words, how deviance is defined (for example, what does and does not constitute deviant behaviour) at any particular time and in any particular place, reflects the preoccupations and concerns of the society that produces and acts upon such definitions. Such definitions, as Interactionists have argued, differ from society to society, culture to culture and subculture to subculture, which suggests that the rules which govern acceptable and unacceptable forms of behaviour are culturally-generated, not biologically or genetically given.

To support this idea, Interactionists point to a second significant concept, that of the relativity of crime and deviance. The general Interactionist argument here is that no form of human behaviour is inherently deviant – and if this argument is valid it’s evident we must adopt a relativistic – as opposed to an absolutist – position in relation to deviance.

While the above may not initially seem particularly relevant here, it actually sits at the heart of Interactionist theories of deviance because it shifts the focus of analysis away from The Act (the things people do…) and on to The Reaction (how people react to the things others do…). Thus:

Absolutist notions of crime reflect the idea that some forms of behaviour are always deviant and any explanation of deviance must, therefore, focus on the group / individual – if some people break rules, but others don’t, then we must examine and compare the characteristics of each group / individual to isolate the factors that “cause crime” (whether such factors be the socio-psychological environment of the  individual lives or their biological / chemical / genetic make-up).

Relativistic notions of crime, on the other hand, reflect the idea that different cultures make different rules (although they make similar rules when they share similar cultural conditions – theft, for example, is considered deviant in many countries because they share an economic system based on the private ownership of property). According to this viewpoint it is pointless to look for “causes of crime” in the characteristics of the individual. Rather, to understand deviance we need to understand how and why some forms of behaviour (but not others) are considered deviant and how some individuals and groups (but not others) come to be considered deviant. 

Howard Becker (“Outsiders”) sums these ideas up nicely when he observes:

“Deviance…is created by society. I do not mean this in the way it is ordinarily understood, in which the cause of deviance are located in the social situation of the deviant or in “social factors” which prompt his action. I mean, rather, that social groups create deviance by making the rules whose infraction constitutes deviance, and by applying those rules to particular people and labelling them as outsiders. From this point of view, deviance is not a quality of the act a person commits, but rather a consequence of the application by others of rules and sanctions to an ‘offender’. The deviant is one to whom that label has been successfully applied; deviant behaviour is behaviour that people so label” [my emphasis].

Evidence for the Social Construction and Relativity of Crime and Deviance

Evidence to support the idea of the social construction and relativity of deviance can be found from two main sources:

1. Historical comparisons:

In this context we can point to the idea that at different times in a society’s historical development the same type of behaviour may be considered deviant and non deviant.

For example, Geoffrey Pearson (“Hooligan: A History of Respectable Fears”) describes how cyclists, in late-Victorian Britain, were viewed with a mixture of terror and outrage. As Pearson notes:

“The Times (15 August 1898) had given the broadest indication of the shock-waves produced by the push-bike when…the bicycle was accused of enlarging the scope for theft, and we were encouraged to linger over some of the more squalid details of profiteering and corruption which had accompanied the boom in the cycling industry”.

Present-day British society, with it’s shift of concern to the problems of the environment, is considerably less likely to view cyclists as deviants…

2. Cross-cultural comparisons

In this context we can point to the idea that different societies / cultures may view the same behaviour differently. For example, the question of appropriate forms of dress and behaviour for men and women produces very different answers in different societies. In England, a woman walking alone in the street, wearing Levi jeans and Nike trainers may be considered fashionable and would evoke little or no response. In Afghanistan, however, the same behaviour would be considered exceptionally deviant and would produce a very strong social reaction…

Activity

In a small group, brainstorm examples of historical and cross-cultural behaviour that:

a. Were considered deviant in Britain in the past but not the present (and vice-versa).
b. Are considered deviant in Britain but not other societies (and vice-versa).
To develop the above into a more-substantial piece of work, the following tasks can be completed:

1. Make notes on the social construction and relativity of deviance.

Suggested sources:

a. The notes in this pack

b. Any relevant textbook

c. Sociology Central (from Home Page, click Resources, then Notes, then Deviance)

2.  Write an extended piece of work using the following title:

“Using examples, discuss the idea that no form of behaviour is inherently deviant”. 

3. Students can be given the opportunity to create a class presentation built around the idea of historical and cross-cultural differences in the way differing interpretations can be placed on the same form of behaviour.

For example, students can make a wall-chart (or PowerPoint presentation) illustrating different interpretations of the same behaviour. This can be accompanied by a brief handout (based on the notes and extended piece of work) that puts the chart into a sociological context.

 What Does The Evidence Tell Us?

If what Becker claims is valid, then it follows that we must distinguish between:

1. What people do (“behaviour”). 

2. How others react to what someone does (“action”).

To help us understand this distinction – and it’s significance for both Interactionist sociology and the concept of deviancy amplification – we can look briefly at the ideas of Edwin Lemert and, in particular, the importance of his distinction between primary and secondary deviation.

In basic terms, the concept of primary deviation relates to the idea of rule-breaking behaviour, in the sense that the individual deviates, in some way, from the norms of a society, culture or subculture (this distinction is important, although not strictly relevant here, because as Plummer, amongst others, has noted, we need always remember that behaviour which may be considered deviant by the members of a society or culture may not be considered deviant by the members of the “offender’s” immediate subcultural group).

However, such primary deviation is relatively unimportant in itself, since all it signifies is that a norm / rule may have been broken. Of more significance is the concept of secondary deviation since this refers to the potential consequences of a primary deviant act and secondary deviation occurs, according to Lemert, when there is some form of social reaction to primary deviation. In other words, when someone or some group objects to some form of behaviour.

In this respect, “primary deviation” can be any form of behaviour, however gross or however innocuous we may believe it to be. “Secondary deviation”, on the other hand, represents the outcome of a social reaction and the application of a deviant label. In other words, secondary deviation involves some sort of acknowledgement – public or private – that behaviour is deviant. 

A classic example of the above process is Jock Young’s study “The Role of the Police as Amplifiers of Deviancy, Negotiators of Reality and Translators of Fantasy: Some consequences of our present system of drug control as seen in Notting Hill” (published in “Images of Deviance”, edited by Stan. Cohen). If you do not have access to this book, most of the main Sociology textbooks make  some reference to this study (for example: “Sociology in Perspective” by Kirby et al or “Sociology Themes and Perspectives” by Haralambos and Holborn).

Bringing It All Together…

Thus, we can summarise the significance of the relationship between ideas such social construction, relativity, primary and secondary deviance and labelling in the following way:

For Interactionist sociologists, no behaviour is inherently wrong or deviant, normal or abnormal. Rather, behaviour only becomes such things in the context of social interaction; that is, in a context in which someone is able to say “This behaviour is normal” and “That behaviour is abnormal”. 

If this is the case, it follows that to understand the nature of deviance it is necessary to focus sociological attention on how people do or do not react to particular forms of behaviour, rather than on either behaviour itself or the supposed qualities (psychological and / or sociological) of particular individuals and groups.

In addition, the concepts of primary and secondary deviation lead us to consider the possible consequences of social reactions to people’s behaviour, since it is evident that once a social reaction occurs it has many possible consequences and potential outcomes. In this respect, therefore, we have laid the groundwork for an understanding of the background to the concept of Deviancy Amplification and it is this model that we can examine in the second of these two Study Packs…

Activity

Interactionist sociologies of deviance provide numerous opportunities for further work (in the form of discussions, essays and the like). If you want to expand the scope of the work in this Study Pack, try some of the following…

Discussion

This can either be a whole class discussion or, if you want to integrate it into Key Skills, a small-group discussion. Students should be encouraged to take notes from the discussion. They can either do this individually or you could use a whiteboard to record the key points of the discussion in a MindMap format that can be photocopied for later distribution.

Ask the class / group to consider the following:

“If someone has broken a social norm, but has not been recognized and labelled as a deviant / criminal, is that person a deviant?”

To get the discussion started, you could prompt the group to consider things like:

A "thief" who has not been caught.

An "illegal parker" who has not been caught.

A "murderer" who has not been caught.

If the discussion doesn’t naturally turn to a consideration of “secret deviants”, you may like to prompt the group with the following:

Primary deviants can, of course, react to their own behaviour in a multitude of ways; they can, for example,  feel guilt (which may lead to psychological consequences) or their behaviour may change in the light of their (self-inflicted) deviant label].

Further Teaching and Learning Opportunities

The above can give rise to further teaching and learning opportunities, either as a precursor (and aid) to any discussion or as something that flows naturally from the discussion. You might, for example, like to consider the following:

1. Self-Report Questionnaire.

Asking your students to complete a questionnaire that probes their own deviance (crimes and misdemeanours…) is an interesting and fun way to get them to think about the nature of deviance and social control.  The appended example can be used for this task.

2. Study Pack

A Study Pack on  “Interactionist Theories” of deviance can be downloaded from Sociology Central (www.sociology.org.uk): from the Home Page, click Resources, then Notes, then Deviance.


	Specification Link

OCR: Macro and Micro Perspectives

AQA: Consensus, Conflict, Structural and Social Action theories.

Specification Link

OCR: Defining crime and deviance, their social construction and relativity

AQA: The social construction of, and societal reactions to, crime and  deviance, including the role of the mass media.
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	Thinking About Crime and Criminality…

	1. Focus your mind on the word “CRIMINAL” for a few seconds.

Now write down what the word means to you (e.g. What is “a criminal”, who are “the criminals” in our society and so forth).

	2. Do you consider yourself to be “a criminal”?
	Yes
	No
	

	a. If “YES”, briefly explain why you see yourself as a criminal.

b. If “No”, briefly explain why you do not see yourself as a criminal.

	3. Do your friends consider you to be “a criminal”?
	Yes
	No
	

	a. If “YES”, briefly explain why they believe you to be a criminal.

b. If “No”, briefly explain why they do not believe you are a criminal.

	4. Answer the following questions by ticking the appropriate boxes.  Have you:

	
	Yes
	No
	
	Yes
	No

	1. Driven a car or motor bike under the age of 16?
	
	
	18. Bought or accepted something you knew was stolen?
	
	

	2. Driven a car without Tax, MOT or insurance?
	
	
	19. Planned in advance to get into a house to take things?
	
	

	3. Travelled on public transport without a ticket or deliberately paid the wrong fare?
	
	
	20. Got into a house to take things, even though it wasn’t planned?
	
	

	4. Taken money from home without returning it?
	
	
	21. Taken someone’s bicycle (or other item) and kept it?
	
	

	5. Taken someone’s car for a joyride?
	
	
	22. Struggled with a police officer?
	
	

	6. Broken or smashed things in a public place?
	
	
	23. Fought with a police officer?
	
	

	7. Insulted people on the street
	
	
	24. Struggled with a police officer who was trying to arrest someone else?
	
	

	8. Broken into a large store, warehouse, etc.?
	
	
	25. Stolen school property worth more than 50p?
	
	

	9. Broken into a small shop or house?
	
	
	26. Stolen goods from your  work?
	
	

	10. Taken something from a car?
	
	
	27. Made  ‘phone calls from work, even though this was not allowed?
	
	

	11. Taken a weapon (such as a knife) out with you in case you needed it in a fight?
	
	
	28. Trespassed on someone’s property?
	
	

	12. Fought with someone in a public place?
	
	
	29. Taken money from slot machines, etc.?
	
	

	13. Broken the window of an empty house?
	
	
	30. Got money by lying to someone?
	
	

	14. Tried to set fire to a building?
	
	
	31. Taken illegal drugs?
	
	

	15. Used a weapon in a fight?
	
	
	32. Worked without paying income tax?
	
	

	16. Taken things from a shop  when it was open?
	
	
	33. Deliberately dropped things in the street.?
	
	

	5. What do your answers to questions 1 – 4 tell you about:

a. The distinction between “criminal” and “non-criminal”?

b. The idea that “a criminal” is someone who has been so labelled?
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