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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Probably crime is as old as the human society itself. 1In fact we
cannot even conceive of crime without society, so the lonely Robinson
Crusoe would not commit any crime. Man has learned, most probably by
necessity, how to live in societies and groups in order to take part in
and utilize the collective effort to save himself from the vagaries of
nature and to improve his standard of living. And yet this effort is
marred every now and then, if not hampered altogether, by the very
people whose well-being depends on this collective effort. Hence the
question: - Why do people commit crime?

This is an old question for which there has been less than a
satisfactory answer. Reformers and politicians, laymen and scientists,
law abiding citizens as well as those who do not always abide by the
law, are interested in this question. Thevanswers to the "why" of
crime are varied in nature and are embedded in superstitions, in lay
experiences, and in such scientific ;nd pseudo-scientific inquiries as
fall in the areas of psychiatry, psychology, and sociology. We reject
superstitions and lay experiences as having little empirical or theo-
retical foundations. Yet, even the very sophisticated inquiries in the
above mentioned disciplines have glaring weaknesses in their views of

crime and in. their tools of research.



There are three major dilemmas in cfiminology. . I1f criminology is
to be scientific, theory in criminology must provide answers to these
questions systematically and research must be able to test all the
hypotheses originating from that theory. First is the question of
crime causation: Why do people commit crime? Second is the question
of differential response or why do people with some traits and in some
circumstances commit crimes and others with the same traits and in the
same circumstances do not do so? Third is the question of crime selec-
tion, i.e., why do people commit certain crimes and not other crimes?

The second question - that of differential reéponse - is, in fact,
directly connectad with the first. Research done in this direction
shows that criminal behavior is associated with social and personal
pathologies such as poverty, bad housing, slum residence, lack of
recreational facilities, inadequate and demoralized families, feeble
mindedness, anomie, alienation, and several other conditions and
traits. What do thése conditions and traits have in commoﬁ which
apparently produce criminality? Research studies have also demonstrat-
ed that many persons with those pathological traits and conditions do
not commit crimes and that persons in the upper scocio-economic class
frequently viclate the law, although they are not in poverty and are
not necessarily mentally retarded or emotionally unstable. Obviously,
these are not the traits and conditions in themselves which cause crime
for they are sometimes present when criminality does not occur and
sometimes they are present when criminality does occcur. Hence the
dilemma of differential response. This dilemma, in my opinion, is not
so much an objective fact in itself as it is a result of our faulty

theorization. The more exclusive is the explanation of crime, the less



is the dilemma of differential response.

Basically, then, there are only two questions in criminology:
crime causation and crime selection. One way to answer these questions
is to look at criminal_behavior as yet another behavior in society. As
Howard Becker pointed out, until recently there has been a general
tendency in criminology to treat deviant behavior "qualitatively
differently from conforming behavior."2 When criminologists try to
throw light on deviant behavior, they automatically keep conformity in
the dark, thus letting both appear as if they are embedded in different
environments. This seems to be a little farther from the truth because
both deviant behavior and conformity occur in society. 1In fact, both
lose their meanings without society; and whatever goes on in society could
be summed up in terms of culture insofar as it predisposes to act, in
terms of personality insofar as it reflects more permanent résponse
pattern, and in terms of social situation insofar as it is responded
to. . In.a pluralistic society, as most societies today are, there are
different subcultures which predispose their participants differen-
tially. It is participated in by people who have different personali-
ties which are distinguished by their respective response patterns.

It offers a multitude of situations to be responded to. These factors
interact in a variety of combinations which provbke different behavior
in society, conforming or otherwise. . Each behavior pattern has its own
calculus peculiar to it., Any particular combination of factors should
be able to explain not only causation but also the selection of the
ensuing behavior.

In brief, insofar as both deviant behavior and conformity could be

regarded as two aspects of behavior in society, the explanation of



deviant behavior or crime should be embedded in the general theory of
behavior. Probably, this is what Becker was trying to suggest3 and
probably this conforms to the demands of Parsons4 and also‘Cohen;5
Socioclogical criminology is becoming more and more conscious of this
fact as is evident from innumerable hints in various commentaries and
explanations of crime.6 However, other than suggestions and hints,
little has been done in this direction.

What follows revolves around the two questions of crime causation
and crime selection. Thus, this project is not aimed at exploring the
patterns of relationship in some particular crime., Rather, it is aimed
at building an adequate theory of crime inside the broader framework of
a general theory of behavior,vand testing this theory by the data per-
taining to some crime in this society.

This project was carried out in three stages: (1) review of the
already published work on crime - in psychiatry, psychology, and in
sociology, (2) development of an adequate model for the explanation of
crime causation and crime selection, and (3) lastly testing this model
by collecting and analyzing the data from shoplifting among college
students which was selected for this purpose.

Chapter Two contains a critical review of the criminological theo-
ries and researches. Focus of attention has been the sociclogical
explanation of crime not only because of the societal rather than
individual relevance of crime, but also because of the factvthat, as
Cressey and Ward pointed out,7 sociological explanation is of the
widest variety and is scientifically more valid.

In the socioclogical literature it is mentioned that there are

three periods of major "breakthroughs" in the sociology of crime.



The first period of intensive theorizing about crime was in the late
1930's when Merton wrote his famous essay on anomie, Sutherland intro-
duced his principle of differential association, Sellin talked about
the conflicting subcultures and Stonequist reinterpreted "marginal man"
in psychological terms.  Two of these, i.e., anomie theory and the
principle of differential association, still provide the two master
currents in sociological criminology. They have given rise to a multi-
tude of research and further theorization.

The second "breakthrough" was in the late 1950°s when Cohen wrote
his treatise on the delinquent gangs and introduced the concept of
contraculture, and Cloward and Ohlin using the concept of subculture
formulated their theory of differential opportunity to explain crime
causation and crime selection in one proposition. This is also the
period which experienced intensive research inspired by the principle
of differential association.

These new dialogues were well projected in the early 1960's and
criminological researches were gaining new insights when the third
"breakthrough' came. . Matza wrote his provocative essay on delinquency
and drift in which he vebelled against the very positive methods in
criminology and opened the door to look back at the classical explana-
tion of crime which deals with such nonsocial factors as human instinct
and the nature of man.

Chapter Two contains a brief but critical review of all these
approaches plus some important psychiatric and psychological approaches.

Gl
7

Toward the end of the chapter a rather detailed treatment is given to

1

Parsons' theory of deviance which has been ignored by all but a few

criminclogists. Parsons introduced this theory in 1951 in his theory



of social system. The review of literature on crime would have been
left incomplete without any reference to this theory which not only.has
a much broader range but is also embedded in the more general theory of
social system, for, as it has been contended above, it is necessary
that an adequate theory of devianée stem from a general theory of
behavior. This made the review of the Parsonian formulation necessary
in this search for a better explanation of crime even though most crim-
inologists have ignored it.

After reviewing the literature on crime, a new model is developed
in Chapter Three. . This model is based on W. I. Thomas' theory of
definition of situation. In fact, the only two theories which can be
adequately used for the derivation of a criminological formula are the
ones presented by Thomas and by Parsons. Thomas' theory was preferred
over Parsons' because of the former's simplicity, because of its con-
cern for deviance, and beeguse of its use of situation and attitude as
independent variables which have a greal deal of specificity in them
for the emergence of any behavior. This, as we shall see later, helps
explain selection of behavior.

Briefly, this model explains that a situation objectively offers
some specific opportunities, attitudes of actor specific toward this
situation or physical and social objects in this situation take note
of this situation, and personality traits of the actor help him decide
whether the situation, in terms .of its ecological setting, is good for
action or ﬁot. This model, as is evident, is a modification. of Thomas'
model. Whereas Thomas was using only attitude of thé actor as the
deciding factor in making a decision to act, this model distinguishes

between the two subjective states of the actor, i.e., attitude and



personality.  One is used to select the specific situation and the
other is used as a decision maker.

Chapter Four‘deals mainly with the methoaology.' It contains a
discussion on why the method of self report is preferred over the
official statistics on crime and why shoplifting among college students
is selected as a test case. . It explains the sampling method used, the
instrument, and the statistical tests applied. Chapter Five deals with
the statistical analysis of the data which is explained and interpreted

in Chapter Six. Chapter Seven contains the summary and conclusions.



FQOTNOTES

1The exclusive character of the explanation of deviant behavior
has been more succinctly put forth by Albert K. Cohen, "A theory of
deviant behavior must not only account for the occurrence of deviant
behavior; it must also account for its failure to occur, or conformity.”
For detail see his Sociology Today. Robert K. Merton, Leonard Broom
and Leonard S. Cotrell, eds. (New York:  Harper and Row, 1959), p. 464.
Cohen's approach is the direct outcome of Parsons' theory of deviant
behavior which Cohen was commenting upon in the above. See Talcott
Parsons, ''Deviant Behavior and Mechanisms of Social Control" in Social
System (Glencoe, Ill,: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1951), pp. 249-341.

2Howard S. Becker, Qutsiders (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press of
Glencoe, 1963), p. 8.

3Ibid.

4Pafsons, 1951.
5Cohen, 1959.

6For instance see Howard S. Becker, ed., The Otherside (Glencoe,
I11.: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1965). Also see Robert Dubin,
"Deviant Behavior and Social Structure: Continuities in Social
Theory," American Sociological Review, Vol. 24 (April, 1939), pp. 147-
164.

7Donald R. Cressey and David A. Ward, Delinquency, Crime, and
Social Process (New York: . Harper and Row, 1969), especially Part I.

81bid.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

We generally carry>in our minds concepts of a variety of:phenomepac
The reference phenomena may be physical as well as social. Among these
concepts is one which we may generally label as criminal behavior. One
of the main.preoccupations of criminology has been to make this picture
as representative as possible. Traditionally there have been two
schools in criminology.  One of them is known as the claésical school
which was long dead before its recent revival by a provocative essay on
juvenile delinquency by Matza’,1 The other one and very much in vogue

today is the so-called positive school..
The Positive Criminal

It was Lombroso who in the fashion of the empiricists first tried
to seek causal relationship of crime in thé body charécteristics of
human beings.z, Even though his hypotheses are hardly accepted by any
criminologist today, yet his empirical approach in the explanation of
crime persists. Lombroso's criminology, which one may call "physical

13]

criminology,' is now replaced by ekplanations emanating from psychiatry,

psychology, and sociology.

PsychiatriC'Explanation

Psychiatrists have centered their interest in mental balance and
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mental processes. The assumption is that a mentally healthy person is
dlso socially healthy. Conversely, a mentally deficient or a mentally
disturbed person shall also be socially disturbed - a deviant. Thus
psychiatric theory is relatively oblique to the explanation of deviance
and crime.

- Psychiatric theory takes its basic inspirations‘from the Freudian
psychology. 1In American tradition, however, there is a marked tendency
to broaden the scope by dealing with more societal factors in etiologi-
cal formulations. There are at least five schools of thought in the
psychiatric criminology in America today. Here .it shall be impossible
to outline in detail the approaches of all of these. Suffice it to say
that American psychiatry of crime started from the explanation of crime
in neurosis in the early 1930's,3 followed by an explanation which
emphasized crime as a revolt and revenge against the undue repression
inside the circle of f‘amily4 mainly in connection with self-direction,
self-assertion, and independence. This school of thought has continued
to be most persisting even in the 1960's which have seen psychiatric
convergence upon sociclogy.  During the late 1940Q's and the 1950°'s two
more schools developed. They emphasized ﬁal-socialization and mal-
integrated personality as the leading factors in crime.5 More recently
research treatises are concluded with the note that most criminals are
psychologically healthy. Guttmacher calls them “normal criminals,”6
and this is one of the basic assumptions of this thesis.

The greatest weakness of the psychiatric explanation is its
assumptions which deal generally with the remote past of an. individual.
- Psychiatry has failed to develop any objective method which can success-

fully prove or even disprove any of'these'assumptions.7
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Psychological Approach

Psychélogists are more true successors of Lombroso since he was
primarily interested in the physical traits of criminals and psycholo-
gists are interested in the personality traits conducive to the commis-
sion of crime. In psychology crime is a form of behavior. It is a
response pattern which reflects aggfessivé, self-centered, and self-
confident personality traits.8 Reséarch, especially in delinquency,
subscribes to this.9 - Criminal action, may it be manslaughter or
cheque forgery, is not merely a response to a situation. Rather, it
is an acting out of a disorganized and malfunctioning personality, a
view which many psychiatrists have held as mentioned above. . In psy-
chology, the immediate situation serves only to trigger or elicit the
response pattern whiéh is latent in the personality.

‘The psychological approach, thus, emphasizes the process by which
a person becomes a criminal rather than‘looking at him as a born crimi-
nal.10 Crime in this sense is not the result of any defective birth in
general. It is looked at as a response of malfunctioning personality
which results from malsocialization mainly in the context of the family.

Having thus relieved man.of his "original sin," psychologists,
however, became victims of their own.myth.‘vPersonality became the
cause of primary importance in crime commission. . Other faqtors,llike a
.situation offering an opportunity to commit crime, do remain of some
importance but only insofar as they provoke the criminal personality.
This resulted in the psychologist shoving off other fgctors probably of
equal importance and their concentrating too heavily on one single
factor - personality. This brings about the dilemma of differential

response. There are too many exceptions to the psychological
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explanation.11 To this date, it seems that psychological enquiry of
crime has not been able to go beyond the reduced level of personality.

Also, as is evident, emphasis only on personality does not explain
crime selection at all. Cloward and Ohlin put it more succinctly.

. . psychological theorists commonly - and erroneously -

-assume that an explanation of the motivational basis for a

deviant pattern also explains the resulting response. . That

is, they assume an identity between the pressure toward

deviance and the subsequent solution.

« . « Whether or not we accept the theory of motivation

. . » the final statement is anything but self evident., Why

do persons who expect to fail of realizing their aspirations

and who have incompletely internalized cultural normg,neces-

. . s 2

sarily become delinquent rather than, say, suicidal.

To accept the psychologists' over-emphasis on personality in
crime, quite clearly, is not fruitful; but to reject the importance of
personality altogether in the explanation of crime causation would be
as great a fault. . In my opinion, the dilemma of differential response
is present in the psychological explanation of c¢rime not because person-.
ality is irrelevant in the explanation of crime; rather, it is because

personality is not a. sufficient criterion to explain crime-causation

and crime-selection.

. Sociology of Crime

.The distinguishing feature of the sociological theory of crime, in
. contrast to formulations stressing personality, lies in the prominence
of the social situation, call it the situation of strain as‘Parsons13

and Merton14 did, marginal situation as Parkl5 did, conflict situation

as Sellin16 did, or associational situation as Sut;herland17 did. With
the exception of Parsons' theory of ‘deviance, all of the above-mentioned

sociological theories of crime have been subjected to rigorous research.
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Just for this reason, -1 shall,try .to'discuss Parsons' theory of devi--
ance in detail toward the end of the discussion on positive criminology,
Merton borrowed the concept of anomie from Durkheim18 and rede-

fined it as "strain toward deviation in society."19

Starting as a
sociétal condition, when applied to research in criminology, the con-
cept of anomie, probably by the dictates of methodology, was reduced to
the psychological levels. . Long before McClosky and Schaar20 had to
redefine it as a "state of mind," terms like anbmia, anomic personality
or simply anomics were widely used in the sociological literature.21
Clearly it is asking for too much from a research to prove or disprove
a. theory whose concepts are operationalized differently. Moreover, by
emphasizing the role of anomic personality in the causation of crime we
again face the dilemma of differential response and the question of |
crime selection is not answered at all.22

Today, most sociologists generally make use of psychological con-
cepts and metho&s. - It is therefore not strange that they do interpret
the social circumstance as a back drop of personality. This shows the
great impact of psychology on the sociological thinking. However, what
we have overlooked, especially in the context of crime, is that social
structure not only helps develop personality but, more important from
our point of view, it also builds settings for personalities to act
into. Merton does seem to reflect psychological leanings in ‘his
writings.  But in his original essay on this topic he was quite élearly
dealing with a social situation -~ a condition of disjunction between
cultural and social situation in society. This is the anomic situation.
"The consequences of such structural inconsiétency are psychopathologi-

cal personality, and/or antisocial conduct and/or revolutionary activi-

ties."23
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In a purely ecological fashion Robert Park wrote in 1926 about the
strains and problems immigrants generally face when they settle in a
new culture.24 His ecological disciples like Shaw25 and Thrasher26
were already conducting their studies in the "natural areas of delin-
quency." They did not utilize the concept of marginal man in the
explanation of cfime and delinquency. - Neither did Park think of
utilizing this concept in connection with crime. However, the period
1930 to 1960 saw an active application of this conceét mainly in the
context of personality. Stonequist, who first used this concept, elab-
orated more on the personality aspects of the marginal man who tries to
define and understand the new culture traits and in the meanwhile
commits crimes, if not for any other reason, simply because he does
not have proper definitions.27 More important, Stonequist opened a new
dialogue on the psychological marginality of the members of society;
social structure quite often exerts pressure toward marginality on its
own participants., Researches on this theme have continued into the
past decade.28 King's study of about 300 college graduates utilized
this concept.29 This study used the self-report method and the data
failed to support the hypotheses of association between psychological
marginality and criminality. Instead, he found a rather low but sig-
nificant assoclation between marginality and tendency toward withdrawal
and a significant negative association between marginality and‘aggres-
sion.

Sellin'svtheory of conflicting subcultures in a pluralistic soci-
ety does not seem to have any psychological overtones in the sense that
it does not explain crime th;ough anything like conflicting personali-

ty.30 Yet, his theory was never tested by any research. It shall be



15,

interesting to note how a research in this direction shall be able‘to
avoid the same psychological reduction as has been true of other socio-
logical researches in crime. |

. Sutherland's principle of differential association, like éellin's
principle of conflict, does not seem to have any psychological over-
tones ip it. However, as the theofy;was subjected to active research
in the mid-1950's, Créssey, the junior author of the theory, had to
shift position by reinterpreting the theory through definition of
situation, which is a funcﬁion of personality.31

Before we look into Parsons' theory of deviance, it should be

asserted here that this is not weakness of the sociological explanation
of crime that it is following the psychological guidelines. It is,
rather, that sociological explanation has not been able to recognize
the pitfalls in the psychological criminology. Hence there is the
dilemma of differential fesponse with the sociological explanation,
too. Another weakness in the sociological eXplanation ofvcrime is the
disjunction between theory and practice. For instance, as has Been
mentioned above, anomie theory by Merton deais with é societal situa-
tion of disjunction which puts individuals under strain. This situa-
tion is responded to differently by different personalities and not
that different personalities become anomic personality, disengage them-
selves from other activities in society, and start committing crime.
But, this is how the research has been dealing with the anomie theory.
A research in the right direction under anomie must first collect a
sample of the persons affected by anomie in the social situation. This
sample then should be determined as to the various personalities as

they respond in this situation. . It is perhaps this way (theére could "~
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be other ways as well) that the attitudes of these different personali-
ties toward criminality can be determined. In other words, it is
suggested that personality is én important part bf the sociological
research, and yet itvis not the only variable which the sociological
theory is concentratihg upon,

V.One great contribution of the sociological theory of crime is that
it has sensitized us with the question of crime selection. Also,,it
has dealt with this question more successfully than any other explana-
tion as is evident from the principle of differential association énd
the theory of differential opportunity by Cloward and Ohlin32 who tried
to fuse the theories of anomie and differential association together to
explain crime causation and crime selection. in one stroke. However, as
long as the theory of anomie is still contaminated with the dilemma of
differential response this noble attempt on the part of Cloward and
Ohlin is still far from being adequate. Cloward and Qhlin also intro-
duced the concept of criminal subculture.  Cohen,‘a,few years earlier,
was already working on the theme of the delinquent gang as being the

33

contraculture, As haé been commented by Matza34 and'found by re-
search. later, the concept‘of criminal subculture or contraculture is
not valid and does not‘explain crime causation satisfactorily.35
A more ambitious scheme, basically aiong'the same lines as that of

anomie by Merton, though not so popular with criminologists, is‘the
explanaﬁion of deﬁiance by Talcott Parsons.36 At least one point in
favor of this theory is that‘it is an outcome of and is directly con-
nected with Parsons' general theory of social system. Parsons also

emphasizes '"strain" as did Merton. Only he did so in a much broader

spectrum, so that Merton's formulation of disjunction between cultural
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goals and institutionalized means becomes for Parsdns only a special
case appiicable only ﬁo the western societies and not applicable to
those cultures which emphasize ascription rather than achievement.

Because of this element of culture-boundness of the Merton

paradigm, and because of the inclusion of the motivational.

element, we may presume that the version presented here is

the more general one, of which Merton's is a very important

special case.37

Parsons looked at deviance from the point of view of the individ-
ual motivation and defined it as "tendency" of an actor to behave in
contravention of one or more institutionalized normative patterns.
From social system point of view, Parsons defined deviance as a dys-
function to the equilibrium in the system. Because of great variation
among human societies and because of the‘inner plurality of the most
human societies today, Parsons emphasized that any deviance must be
looked at with reference to the respective society or the respective
subsystem in any given system,

It is difficult to explain Parsons"theory.iﬁ a few pages. There-
fore, in the following pages I shall present Parsons' theory in the

form of a paradigm for the sake of brevity.

1. Human beings live in systems of interaction with each
other. ‘

2., 1In any system of interaction:

a) Actor's expectation toward others becomes a part of
his own dispositions.

b) These expectations attach the actor to other actors
as cathectic objects, and

c) This pattern of relationships or interaction is
internalized by the actor and any encroachment on
this pattern frustrates the actor's need disposi-
tions.

3. Deviance must always be referred to its respective
system or sub-system of interaction.
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4. Deviance is a tendency on the part of an actor to act in
contravention to one or more institutionalized normative
patterns on the one hand and to disturb the equilibrium
in the system of normative patterns.on the other.

5. When the actor does not receive the expected response
the above-mentioned three categories in. Number 2 come
under strain. o

6. In order to manage this strain, actor may bring change
in one, two, or all three categories in Number' 2.

7. When category. 2a'changes,‘actor changes his personality
. need dispositions. (Parsomns ignores this category for
the present analysis.)

- 8. When category 2b changes, actor abandons his cathexis
with the object who put him under strain.

9.  When category 2c changes, actor seeks to bring change in
. the normative system of patterned interaction.

10. The situation of ambivalence:- the situation of strain -
’ creates in the actor only the "tendency" to deviate in
addition to the tendency to conform which was present
all the time in the course of interaction.

11. . The tendency to conform is a positive tendency and the
tendency to deviate is a negative tendency.

12, When the positive component is dominant over the nega-
tive one, overt "compulsive conformity" occurs in rela-
tion to the cathectic object(s) and/or in relation to
the system of interaction..

13. When the negative component is dominant over the posi-
tive one, overt "compulsive alienation" occurs in rela-
tion to the cathectic object of the actor and/or in
relation to the normative pattern of interactionm.

In the above paradigm items 12 and 13 represent overt responses of
the actor in the situation of "ambivalence" with the objects in inter-
action with him and with the very system of relationships also.
Actor's personality in the form of his need dispositions is also under

strain, but, as mentioned above, this is of little importance for

Parsons for the present analysis,
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Parsons then proceeds to make a typology of overt '"compulsive
conformity" and overt '"compulsive alienation," as explained in Table I,
Parsons adds two mdrevdichotomies to the table. One is the dichotomy

. of activity-passivity and the other is that of actor's orientation
toward social objects - actor's orientation toward the normative system
(8 and 9 in the above paradigm). These three dichotomies yield an
gight-fold classification of overt behavior of the actor under strain.

- 0f these, four cells under glienation dominance are directly related
with deviance which under the form of activity shows up in rebellious-
ness toward either the cathectic objects or toward the normative system
in the form of what Parsons calls incorrigibility, -Or, in the form of
passivity, deviance may occur in withdrawal and therefore in independ-
ence ffom che’cathectic object(s) or in withdrawal from the system of
normative interaction in the form of évasibn.

As a theory of deviaﬁce, Parsons' theory is very broad. It is
much broader‘than ény other attempt in this direqtioﬁ.. The four cells
yield a. wide variety of deviant phenomena from fighting for a. 'show-
down" as in the case of rebelliousness toward social objects through
incorrigibility as in the case of juvenile delinquency and through
retreatism to tax evasion.

As a theory of criminality, which could only be derived from this
general theory of deviance, it has serious limitations. These are
enumerated in the following.

1. - The conditidn of actor's compulsive conformity and the condi-
tion of compulsive alienation depend primarily on alters actions. Thié
is a disturbance in the system from.outside, as Parsons put it. This

theory then pictures the actor as incapable of initiating a deviant act



TABIE I

PARSONS' FORMULATION OF RESPONSES TO ”AMBIVALENCE”*

Activity  Passivity

Compulsive Performance

Orientation Compulsive Acquiescence
Focus on Focus on Focus on Focus on
Social Norms ~Social Norms
Conformative .Objects " Objects
Dominance ' : : _
Dominance . Compulsive Submission Perfectionistic
Enforcement Observance
: {(Merton's
Ritualism)
- Rebelliousness : Withdrawal
Alienative _ '
Dominance Aggressiveness  Incorrigi- Compulsive Evasion
Toward Social bility Independence
Objects
*SOURCE: Talcott Parsons, The Social System (The Free Press of Glencoe, Ill., 1951),
p. 259.

Vot d
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on his own. According to Parsons, then, deviance is always a response -
élwéys a reaction to others who havé the capacity to alienate the
actor. This passivity or incapability on the part of the actor to take
initiative seems illogical especiaily because of the subsequent formu-
lation by Parsons of activity-passivity dichotomy on the part of the
actor.

2. . Sources of agtivity are not explained by the theory. Are
these active and passive personality traits of the actors or are these
active and passive attitudes of actors toward social objectsbor'the
normative structure? Lack of answers to these questions poses problems
for research which already is capable of treating personality and atti-
tude differently and has developed different instruments to measure
these closely associated but distinct subjective characterisﬁics of
man, |

3. Under rebelliousness and alsovunder withdrawal, how is it that
some actors direct their response toward social objec;s and others
toward the normative system, whereas both categories 6f actors.have the
same source of alienation - alter? Lack of answers to this question
poses the dilemma of differential response,

4. . This theory does not have any mechanism to explain crime
selection, . For instance, how can gne say that an actor actively alien-~
ating himself from the pormative system shall burn his draft card and
not engage in fee splitting and mixing with drugs? How can one say
that a passive tax payer who is compulsively alienated from the system
will evade taxes and not dodge the draft?' What about hidden crimes

like embezzlement and engaging in bribery?
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5. TIwo of the four categories under alienative dominance given in
Table I, the ones in connection With social objects, cannot be treated
as categories of deviance because‘Parsons himself defined deviance as a
tendency to act in contraventionbof the institutionalized normative
system of interacfion, Thus only the two categories under alienation,
i.e., rebelliousness against the‘normative system and withdrawal from
the normative system can be treated as pertaining to deviance. It may
be argued that alienation from social objects may also be tréated as
deviance because it makes a breach in the normative system of interac-
tion between actor and his social objeéts. However, one may contend
‘that this action on the part of the actor shall be a breach of the
normative system only in case that the normative system supports the
continued relationship between the actor and his social objects. Inso-
far as this is true, the categories of alienation from the normative
system include the other two categories.

It is rather strange to see that Parsons' theory of déviance had
little application in empirical research. The concept of alienation
has been widely used both in criminological and non-criminological
researches, However, none of these researches except very lately have
given a single reference to.Parsons.38 Allen and Sa.nhu39 and more
recently Rocesky40 seem to have taken some inspiration from the above
theory of deviance by Parsons. Allen and Sandhu found high.élienation
connected with unemployment among the institutionalized youth41 and
institutionalized youth are found to be more alienated than the non-
delinquent youth.42 Rocesky did find a significant relationship
between frequency of crime and alienation.43 These studies, however,

provoke this question: [Is alienation the cause of delinquency and
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crime or is it a function of being sentenced and spending time in
prisons and reformatories? More researches like these are welcome

because they provoke questions and help refine the theory.
Classical School - The Re-emergence

The administration of criminal law in 18th century Europe was
corrupt, arbitrary, and cruel., Voltaire had prepared the way for
reform by publicizing the weaknesses of the criminal law, but it
remained for Beccaria to demonstrate what the faults were and what the
remedies might be'.44 Beccaria's writings were in part a protest and in
part an assumption, The protest was against the highhandedness and
arbitrariness of the judges. The recommendation which followed was
about strict legislation of punishment because

The fear of law is salutary, but the fear of men is

a fryuitful and fatal source of crime. Men enslaved are

more voluptuous, more debouched and more cruel than those

in a state of freedom.45

The assumption is that man possesses "free will" which he surren-
ders to the state in exchange for the security provided to him.
Beccaria did not have any academic successors. But some action ori-
ented philosophers of the time, Voltaire being the most important of
them all, gave an enthusiastic support to the basic concepts in
Beccaria's work. Consequently his work seems to have had a great
impact on the reforms in the 18th century Russia, Sweden, Prussia, and
Austria.46

Before Matza tried to dig the classical ghost out, the only adher-
ents of Beccaria's view were the social control theorists who have been
severely criticized by Cohen and Short for holding the view of delin-

quency and crime as ", . . a potentiality of human nature which
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automatically erupts when the 1id is off."47

Matza in a purely classical fashion tried to stress both the
points: -the nature of law eﬁforcement and the nature of man‘48
Throughout his essay Matza stresséd the connection between the delin-
quent thought and the thought pervading juvenile law and its adminis-
tration, This connection is sought in the concept of neutralization of
conventional values

« . « by which the 1egal bind is episodically subverted on

its own terms, and a conception of subterranean support by

which agents of convention and law unwittingly and with good

will contribute their services and sentiments to the feasi-

bility of neutralization.49

Neutralization of tﬁe convention takes the "1lid" off the free will
and this, according to Matza, makes a juvenile act possible., = However,
to explain the actual commission of the juvenile act Matza stresses the
purely sociological concept of situation. A juvenile delinquent is not
always committed to delinquency which occurs only when a peculiar situ-
ation offers itself. When the "1id" is off and the situation offers
itself, according to Matza, delinquency has a great probability of
occurrence.5

Classical theory is much more an ideology than a scientific theory
of delinquency. It is an action program rather than an explanation of
interrelation of different factors in crime. The protest against the
legal practices is cléarly outside the domain qf scientific enquiry.
Likewise, the assﬁmption of "free Will”'has yet to be proved scientifi-

cally.Sl

And yet Matza tried to take help from the classical view of
crime. This may reflect the general dissatisfaction whigh scholars and
the researchers are developing toward the positive methods in criminol-

ogy. Many shall not agree with Matza's classical faith and yet it
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seems that writing in disgust with the positive criminology Matza has
contributed to it greatly by putting in the forefront the concept of
situation in the causation of crime. As it is mentioned above, Colward
and OhlinS'2 and,Sutherland53'also used this concept insofar as it is
good fqr explaining crime selection. On the other hand, it seems that
by attributing causation to situétion in addition with the subjective
factors we not only shall be able to reduce the dilemma of differential
response but shall at the same time be able to explain crime selectiomn.

This peint will be further elaborated in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL. STATEMENT

vThere are two sides to the coin of crime: objective and subjec-
tive, As the review of the literature Shows,vfhere has béen too much
emphasis on the subjective factors preceding crime. When such objec-
tive factors as iﬁadequate and broken families, bad housing and slum
residence are mentioned, they are used as factors developing certain
personalities which lead to crime. When such objective factors aé
association or subculture are mentioned, they are used as factors
developing certain attitudes which may lead one to commit crime.1 In
other words, no direct éonnection between objective factors and crime
is envisioned.. This is a rather monolithic approach in which causation
is assigned only to personality or only to attitudes of the acfor.
_Moreover, this approach underestimates the role which any specific
situation may play in exciting, regenerating or accéntuating the sub-
jective controls of the actor who may commit crime, if for no other
reason, simply because he found himself in such a situation. This does
not mean to say that situation is the factor in crime. What I am sug-
gesting is that the element of situation must not be ignored in the.
explanation of crime, and for that matter any human action. Further;
in order to avoid the pitfalls in the monolithic approaches mentioned
above, these three factors should be seen as interacting with each

other., The basic thesis of this chapter is that social situation is
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the objective factor directly connected with crime and cultural pre-
dispositions (attitudes) and aggressive personality are the subjective
factors involved. These subjective factors make the criminogenic per-
ception of situation possible and it is only when a situation is per-
ceived as criminogenic that crime becomes probable.

. This is by no means a completely new idea. Situational analysis
probably first goes back to W. I, Thomas in whose view the on-going
social process involves a series of situations which are responded to.

In fact, for Thomas "every concrete activity is the solution of a
situation."2 Later, in developing his "action frame of reference,"
Parsons wrote that it is most fruitful

. . . to distinguish the orientation of the actor on one

hand, and the structure of the situation on the other.

Though the situation includes both the environment and other

persons, the point of view from which it must be analyzed

for this purpose is not that of physical and biological

sciances as such, but various types of significance of sit-

vational facts to the actor. This means that the analysis

of the situation must be fully integrated with the analysis

of the action itself.3

Also, Merton talked about the significance of "strategic sites"
related with ac.tion.4 However, it seems that sociologists in general .
and criminologists in particular, by and large, have ignored the ele-
ment of situation in the analysis of human acfion. In the criminologi-
cal literature, as menticned above, we can single out only two explana-
tions which have made use of this factor. These are Cloward and Ohlin
who used the element of situation under the title "opportunity" to
explain crime selection and not crime causation.5 .Matza also used this
concept as a causal factor in delinquency, but he seemingly more by

intuition than by any theoretical convictions tried to relate it with

such poorly defined concept as human will.6
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The concern about situation in human action does not seem to be
out of place at all. In fact, every behavior whether it is institu-
tional or noninstitutional, deviance or conformity, has a setting of
its own. This setting may be composed of a physical and a social com-
ponent. The physical component is a part of the natural environment
and the social component is a part of the society. However, for the
explanation of human behavior, according to Parsons as quoted above,
the important point is the significance of these components to the
actor and for Thomas, as quoted below, this is the definition of situa-
tion which is important.

An adjustive effort of any kind is preceded by a decision to

act or not act along a given line, and the decision is itself

preceded by a definition of situation, that is to say, an

interpretation, or point of view, and eventually a policy and

a behavior pattern. . In this way quick adjustments and deci-

sions are made at every point in every day life.

In this search for an adequate theory of social behavior in order

to derive a theory of criminal behavior from it, Thomas' theory, be-~

cause of the situational importance in it, seems worth looking into.
Thomas ' Model of Social Behavior

The above quotation shows that Thomas distinguished betweén the
definition of situation and the decision to act in the situation,
- Definition of situafﬂon precedes decision to act.

For Thomas definition of situation is a process which includes an
interaction between values and attitudes of the actor. He did not give
any definition of values inyolved in this interaction. However, it is
quite evident that he used values "in relation with the elements and

the objects contained in the situation."8 We look at the contents of

any situation in teérms of our wvalues, . He defined attitude as "tendency
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to act." When a situational structure, according to Thomas, has the
value contents which conform ﬁith our attitudes, conforming behavior is
possible, When the values come in conflict with our attitudes deviance
or disorganization has a probability of ogcurrence.

The same situation or experience in the case of one person

may lead this person to another type of adjustment; in

another it may lead to crime; in another to insanity, the

result depending upon whether previous experiences have

formed this or that constellation of attitudes.9

After the situation is defined as such, the decision to act,
according to Thomas, depénds on the natural characteristics of the
actor; Humans differ in their physiochemical details from one another
and this is what explains the differential response.

The reaction of different individuals in the same culture to

identical cultural influences will depend partly upon their

different trains of experience and partly on their biochemi-

cal constitutions and unlearned psychological endowments . 10

 Thomas' theory has been criticized for its lack of clarity and the
vresultant ambiguity.11 For instance, it is not clear what Thomas
exactly meant by the term value. Society generally develops standards
of evaluation of the objects which come into our experience during the
course of our interaction. These arekthe standards which we call value
and not the objects which are evaluated by these standards. . At. the
same time it is quite obvious from the above ﬁhat probably Thomas did
not distinguish between "tendency té act" and "'more permanent response
pattern” - the two subjective characteristics which are known as atti-
tude and personality in the contemporary social psychological litera-
ture. Lack of clear distinction between the two may result.in confusing
one with the other or in ignoring one while overemphasizing the other.

It is the latter which seems true in. the casé of the above theory of

Thomas. This overemphasis on one subjective trait and ignoring the
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other is probably what led Thomas to explain the process of decision
making in terms‘of the natural human differentials. There is no doubt
that no two human beings seem to be alike in terms of their physiologi-
cal characteristics at any given moment. However, i; has yeg to be
proved scientifically that these natural differentials are the factors

in making a decision to act or not to act.
Recasting of Thomas"' Model

As long as we are not sure as to what role the natural factors
play in the process of decision to act or even whether they are of
central importance in this context, it is risky to dwell on this line
of argument. . In the absence of any scientific visions in this direc-

- tion, what a student of sociology can dao is to refine the picture of
human behavior in terms of social, cultural and psychological variables.

Today there does not seem to be so much confusion iﬁ and ambiguity
about such concepts és attitude and personality. They both are regard-
ed as subjective aspects of human behavior. Attitude is defined as
predisposition to act. It is specific to a certain object. It may be
modified, vary in intensity and be changed over a relatively short
period of time depending on information and experience.13 Personality
is defined as more permanent response pattérn. It is not variable in
the same sense as attitude is because it is not oriented toward any
specific object and is not modified or changed over a short period of
time.14 These definitions may seem rather loose. But they are con-
sidered to be the mosﬁ suitéble at this point as analytical tools in
social research. It may be possible that attitudé which has a variable

quality may change over time into rather permanent response pattern.
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Likewise, personality could be viewed as affecting attitudes. However,
both attitude and personality could be treated as discrete subjective
elements which may also interact in different degrees of combinations
to definé a situation’and may give‘rise to different behaviors -
conforming as well as nonconforming.

We may modify Thomas' theory as presented in the following
paradigm. |

1 - Human behavior occurs in an objective situation.

2 - Human behavior occurs in objective situation after .it is
defined as such.

3 - Definition of situation includes:
a. . An objective situation
b, Attitude of the actor
c. Personality traits of the actor,

This, then, is a general theory of human behavior. . It should

explain conformity as well as nonconformity or deviance.
A Theory of Crime

The theory of.crime, as mentioned above, must provide answers to
at least two questions:  the question of crime cauéation and the ques-
tion of crime selection. . As noted above, the dilemma of differential
response is a result of our faulty theory buildingf The more adequate
is the explanation the less is the dilemma of differential response,
and this adequacy depends directly on the logical sufficiency in the
theorem of the variables involved. This is the reason why the three
-variables mentioned above have to be used together instead of being
treated individually which reduces the sufficiency and therefore thé

adequacy.
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The model of social behavior developed above shows that whatever
an actor‘does is the end prodﬁct of a process, So is crime - an end
product of a process. This process starts with the selection from the
situation of the objects toward which an actor is criminally oriented
or is going to be so. = Thus seiection depends directly on the elements
of situation and attitude which can be well specified and which should
be viewed as limiting factors because evéry situation has its own
limits as regards opportunities andAan attitude (oriented toward
specific object in the situation) has only probability of bringing
forth any specific behavior.

The two factors mentioned above set the direction and help the
actor aim. The decision to trigger the action is made by the third
factor - the dominant personality of the actor - only after the selec-
tion is made and only in conjunction with the first two factors. All
by itself the personality factor is nothing more than a potentiality
for certain type of behavior. . Only when the situation and the attend-
ant attitude call for specific type of behavior that the personality of

the actor triggers the action.

Criminogenic Situation

As an objective physical and social setting, situation is inde-
pendent of thevactérvand his social and psychological characteristics.
.It exists whether there is someone to utilize it or not. If it does
not exist, the actor or the actors have to construe one to suit the
ensuing behavior. Without a social situation we éannot predict a
- social behavior and we shall always face the dilemma of differential

‘response if we continue the practice of looking at the interaction
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among varioﬁs psychological and social factors antecedent to crime as
if they are operated in vacuo.

-Most situations in society develop or are developed in order to
facilitate conforming behavior. However, situatiohs may be crimino-
genic, neutral, or non-criminogenic, in relation to épecific crimes.
For instaﬁce, a person out for robbing a bank may find a police‘car
patrolling the area with brief intervals. He may find the situation
non-criminégenic for bank robbery. But this very situation may be
neutral to embezzling, bribing, fixing prices, and for many other
invisible crimes. . This situation is neutral specifically for the
invisible crimes in. the sense that it neither encourages nor discour-
ages these crimes. Divided highways are constructed in order to
facilitate efficientlmovement of people and_gqods. But this very
situation is highly criminogenic for speeding, This situation, how-
ever, becomes non-criminogenic if a highﬁay patrolvcar Becomes a part
of the scene. = This has two implications. First, an objective situa-
tion is specifically criminogenic onlybfor some crimes and neutral or
nonncriminogenic for others. This very specificity, then, partly
determines the selection of crime. We select our crimes only from
those for which a situation is either criminogenic or neutral. . The
second fact which emerges is that a situation may change‘in iﬁs réla-
tive criminogeny for any specific crime(s). For any given'crime; a
situation may change from highly non-criminogenic, through neutral to
highly criminogenic. The significance of this fact is that it may
partly determine the intensity or frequency of any given crime with the

changing situation.
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. Definition of Sjituation

Objective situation, bowever, is not a live situation unless the
actor enters into it and becomes a part of it himself. Here we come‘to
the element of definition of situation by the actor. This opens new
dimensions into our enquify of crime. It is here that we have to look
into the social and psychological factors of the actor. These factors
being wrongly attribute& as the causation of crime, I assert, only.
have the function of making the ;erception of situation by the actor
possible and not that fhey are causes in themselves simply because they
are associated with, and precede, crime in time. 1In fact, Sutherland
could not go beyond what Thomas said earlier mainly.because he was
treating the elements of association and values separately from the
element of situation, < Man is a cultural as well as a psychological
entity. However, these cultural and psychological factors are not the
exclusive causes of human behavior in themselves, Rather, they help
him move from one situation to another. They help him choose his own
situation out of a multitude of them available in society. They help
him find a situation, weigh it, and then act accordingly. In short,
they help him perceive the situation. When a suitéble situation is not
available, they help him maké the perception of the one which is more
suitable. |

Perceived or defined situation, then, is composed of an objective
situation and the cultural and psychological factors of the actor.
Causation cannot be attributed to any éne or any two of them interact-
ing with each other.  If causation can be attributed to anything it is

the defined or perceived'situation.
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Criminogenic Pre-dispositions

All societies or groups make informal or.formél rules to regulate
the behavior of the collectivity. However, rules which are a sort of
limitation on the human behavior are not made by éll members of the
society or the group. Alsc, in the ruieamaking process all members may
not agree on and may not believe in the rules that are made. . Moreover,
in the process of socialization relative newcomers and neonates in the
society have not internalized the values supporting these rules. Thus
most people look gt the rules, both formal and informal, only as neces-
sary evil or the price they‘have to pay for living in society or in a
particular group. As Howard Becker said, it may raise the question:
"Whose rules?"15 Thus every society or group has germs of'rule-breaking
in it.  It is not intended to suggest thaﬁ society créaﬁes crimes, but
that in the middle of the cuitural miiieu differential agreement on,
differential knowledge of, and differential socialization about law in
society become the potential sources'of deviation.,

. This may not be so true in the case of a rather small and a reia-
tively more homogeneous society origroup. .In this case rules are so
~highly internalized that they become values in themselve§ and therefore
sacred. But the human society of today in general and westefn society
in particular is now far removed from that state of relative homogene-
ity.and simplicity. . Today's societies are spread over large areas, are
very large in numbers, and are farvmore complex in their organizations,
It seems more fruitful to conceive of the present societies as made up
of segments - different groupings of people hinged together in "organic
solidarity." These segmehts could be anything from social classes,

occupational categories and religious denominations to political
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parties, colleges and business firms depending upon the nature and the
level of analysis. These segments overlap each other and are qriss-
crossed by the roles which peoﬁle play in their different statuses in
several different segments of society. For instance, a person may be a
business executive, a member of the Methodist Church, and a member of
the Rotary GClub ét the same time., However, every person has a major
role to whiph he is committed, Where he spends most of his time and
with which he generally identifies. This role may be called his pri-
mary role and other roles are secondary, tertiary, and so on. Each
role is played in its own respective segment which has its own socio-
cultural structure. This structure may be composed of both formal and
informal aspects. These are the unwritten rules of conduct considered
to be the most appropriéte in the case of formal rules and only recom-
mended. in the case of informal ones. This does not mean that every
segment in society is an encapsulated sub-culture all by itself or that
every segment is engaged'in an eternal conflict with every other seg-
ment as. Sellin put it.l6 Rather, the very fact that every segment is
embedded in the society at large and is 6ver1apped by. other segments,
forces the segment to keep its doors open for a two-way traffic among
the neighboring segments on one hand and the segment and the society on
the other. For any given individual in society the areas of priority
are his own segment, his secondary segment‘and the society at large
including other segments. When he is not moving in his own segment(s),
his feelings of individuation are accentuated, he is a stranger in his
own society, and he is lenely in the whole crowd around him. Thus I
look at man as the one who cares more for the unwritten code and the

social practices of his own segment than the written law of the society
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at large which in spite of their formality of reward and punishment are
still relatively foreign to him.

From this perspective man looks more like a value-accepting, rule-
making and rule-abiding person rather than a deviant, a criminal, or a
mischief monger. However, insofar as a society may be conceived of
having germs of breaking rules because of the factors mentioned above,
every segment. in society may be thought of as having its own reserva-
tions and apprehensions, regard and disregard, and predispositions to
conform or break certain aspects of the legal structure in society.

For instance, persons in the upper socio-economic class may be expected
to respect the laws against street fighting and yet they may be quite
frequently engaged in bribing the public officials, in fixing ﬁrices,
and in entering into other illegal business activies. Workers in the
auto industry may respect the laws of food and drug administration, but
those in .the business of food and drug production may not. Army offi-
‘cials may respect and promote laws about draft, but college students
may be more disposed to ignore them. As members of our own respective
segments and in conformity to the: generally understood socio-cultural
structure of these segments, we develop tastes and distastes for the
environment around our respective segments. This environment includes,
among other things, the legal structure of the society. . As sub-cultural
entities and as "social facts," then, these segments provide the psy-
chological bases from where one may pick up his predispositions to his
future refraction from or conformity to the laws and rules of the
society at large.

. The above statement resembles Sellin's statement of conflict in

society and Sutherland's principle of differential association. But I
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reject Sellin's picture of the societal segments engaged in an eternal
conflict amongvthemselves. . On the contrary, the segments overlap each
other and keep their doors open for a two-way traffic among them though
they are differentially oriented toward the legal structure in socilety.
As to the principle of differential associgtion in the sense that I do
not assign causation to the segmental attitudes, rather I conceive of
them only as being one of the factors which lead a person to react to
an objective situation.

. This statement of the segmental sub-cultural predispositions
explains not only the origin of criminogenic attitudes but also solveé
the dilemma of crime selection as does the principle of differential
association. It is evident from the above thét every segment provides
its members with a limited range of crimes. . It is from this limited

range that one may pick any particular crime.

Criminogenic Personality

The above statement about segmental attitudes explains only the
origin of deviant attitudes and selection of a deviant aét. However,
perception of situation as criminogenic shall not be possible unless
we also look into the traits of the person. involved. In order to
reduce the dilemma of differential response one must take into account
as many. relevant factors as is possible. In connection with the per-
ception of situation I have already emphasized the importance of
objective situation and segmental attitudes. The concept of personali-
ty provides a third important factor in crime.

All persons are committed to their respective primary segments.

Yet, the very fact that their segments are embedded in the society at
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large forces them to fall in line with at least the legal code of the
society. The question of criminality and non-criminality, then, is
partly the queétion of preference or non-preference of the segmental
socio-cultural structure over the legal structure of the society at
large. = Outcasting or withdrawal of favors and blessings as in the’case
of excommunication from the Catholic Church are not enough deterrents
against the segmental deviations at least in the case of more developed
. societies, A person who does not react vehementiy as the situation
may demand in a slum may be ridiculed as being feminine. If a person
is overly friendly ﬁith a- Negro in the South, those regarding them-~
selves as "white" brand him as a '"nigger lover" and try to treat him
with contempt.

.On the other hand, an act done against the legal structure of
society‘has great probability of envoking the full powers of such
reactive agencies as the police, the,courts,/and the prisons. And the
Asegment to which the deviant belongs reacts passively, or at best sym-
pathetically toward him. In these circumstances; unless a person gets
stroﬁg support from the segment as in the case of race riots, or if the'
person cannot stand to see his dearest values being threatened or
unless he is aggressive enough to take the risk of defying the societal
law, ﬁhere is a great probability of conforming behavior and much less
chance of breaking law.

- In the case of norﬁal criminality people generally break only
those laws which are not kept. very much in regard by the primary seg-
ment or toward which that segment is only indifferent; because to break
the laws which are respected by the segment would not only bring the

societal machinery into action against him, but would also draw the



wrath of the segment. But even to bfeak those laws toward which the
segment is only indifferent is not an easy job to dé because in this
case the social machinery would come into action against the deviant
and the segment would at best sympathize with him. Therefore, I
hypothesize thaﬁ in the case of normal criminality the deviant has a
more aggressivé personality than the ones who do not have the *guts®
to break societal law.

With the above remarks in mind I present the following paradigm
which may be read as a proposition explaining crime causation as well
as crime selection.

1. Crime occurs in a situation.

2, Crime occurs in a situation after it has been perceived
as criminogenic.

3. Criminogenic perception of situation involves:
(a) An objective situation.
(b) Criminogenic subcultural pre-disposition.
(c) Aggressive personality.
The above paradigm explains that crime commission and selection
does not depend only on situation, or only on attitudes, or only on

personality, 'Rather, these subjective factors must interact with an

objective situation to yield certain crime.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY
Self Reporting

Probably the greatest difficulty in testing a theory in criminology
. 1s the nature and collection of appropriate data. Since law enforcing
agencies are directly concerned with crime prevention and punishment,
they have relatively more reliable statistics om crime and the crimi-
nals. Most criminologies, therefore, depend heavily on these sources.
Many of the researchers in criminology obtain access to records of
police departments, courts, and prisons to study the different‘factors
involved in crime. These daﬁa provide information about crimes and
criminals and afford foundations for many a theory in criminology.
Lombroéo's theories were based directly on the observation of convicted
criminals.l Thrasher and Shaw formulated their ecological theories of
crime on the basis of their study of official reports on crime.2 "Even
anomie theory as formulated by Merton3 and as used by those who assert
the existence of criminal subcultures such as Cohenq, and Cloward and
Ohlins, insofar as it concentrates on the relatively less-privileged
people in society,vseems to derive inspiration from the official crimi-
nal statistics which generally over-represent the lower classes. What
is true of the above-mentioned sociological explanations of crime is

also true of psychological and psychiatric explanations which directly
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- stem from the first-hand study of criminals by psychologists and
psychiatrists.
The most important single source of statistics on major crimes in

America is Uniform Crime Reports published annually by the Federal

Bureau of Investigation. These statistics are generally used to find
patterns in such visible crimes as manslaughter, forcible rape, rob-
bery, larceny, and so on. However, apart from the fact that wvisible
crimes are not the only crimes in America, these reports have some
other serious biases, For instance, as is evident from Table II, for
many of the crimes reported to the police no arrest is made. Of those
arrested not all are charged and brought to the court, and many of
those who are brought to the court are not convicted. Rate of convic-
tion for those who are charged increases as the seriousness of crime
decreases.l On the contrary, ratio of conviction for the number of
cases reported for any crime decreases as the seriousness of crime
decreases. For instance, conviction rate for the cases‘reported for
crimes against person ranges between 42% and 51%, whereas the same rate
for crimes against property falls between 11% and 187%. Manslaughter
which includes negligent as well as non-negligent homicide has a 40.4%
conviction rate for all cases reported. The same rate for reported
cases for larceny which inciudes stealing mbney as well as shoplifting
is only 12,72%.

Thefe are other sources of bias as well, especially in cpnnection
with the study of the apprehended criminals. As soon as a criminal is
caught by the police, interrogated and brought to;the court, he hasb
already entered into interaction with public authorities. To this new

interactional situation the criminal may respond with rebellion,



TABLE II

MAJOR CRIMES IN THE UNITED STATES®

Convicted/Reported

Crime Reported . Cleared Charged Convicted (In Per Cent)

Manslaughter . ' ' 12,090 9,675 6,234 5,610 46.40
_ 88% 657% 89%

Aggravated Assault - 253,000 » 177,100 130,985 128,181 50.65
697% 76% 90%

Forcible Rape - 27,100 "16,266 12,198 11,498 42,42
60% o 14% 95%

‘Robbery . 202,050 60,615 40,188 36,368 17.99
: 30% 657% 95%

Burglary 1,606,700 321,201 192,721 192,684 12.94
' 204 - 60% 997%

Larceny | 1,047,100 188,840 133,304 133,250 ) 12,72
18% - 607% 99%

Auto Theft ' 654,900 130,980 75,120 75,001 11.45
20% - 56% 99%

*SOURCE: John Edgar Hoover, Crime in the United States: Uniform Crime Reports. 1967. Federal Bureau
of Investigation (Washington, D. C., August, 1968), pp. 5-30.

-
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repentance, alienation, contriteness, anomie, and so on. As Nye and
Short pointed out, some of these very responses are treated by crimi-
nologists as causal factors in crime, whereas they may well be the
consequences of being apprehended or '"controlled" by the police.6
Because of the above-mentioned weaknesses in the official data on
crime, the method of self-reporting is generally recommended.z . This
method simply calls for reaching the unapprehended "free'" population
and questioning them about their behavior and attitude much the same -
way as researchers such as Kinsey have done in research on sexual
behavior'.8 The assumption is that so long as respondents are sure of
remaining anonymous they may talk about ;heir crimes much the same way
as they talk about their sex behaviér. This method has been more
widely applied in Sweden than in any other western society. The
general contention of these researchers is that this method may be
more successful if very sérious crimes are not involved. For instance,
in connection with such serious crimesvas manslaughter or forcible rape
the respondents may flatly deny commission of the act even though they
may be ensured anonymity. In the case of less serious crimes or misde-
meanors, however, anonymous respondents more probably will give corfect
information because not much stigma is attached to tﬁese crimes and
sanctions against them are not véry serious either. This means that
the method of self report also has its own limitations. It may include
bias in the sample relative to the seriousness of crime under investi-
gation. And as long as every crime does have some seriousﬁess to it,
the method of self report is always expected to contaminate the sample.
However, this is a different kind of bias from the one inherent in

the official statistics on crime. 1In using the method of self report,
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we may at least assume that there is a consistent positive ordinal
relation between the degree of respondent's criminal behavior and the
score generated in his sélf-report. Thus, there is a candor, although

perhaps not complete candor, in self-reporting of deviant behavior.
Shoplifting Among College Students

Thié project is aimed at tésting a theory of crime and not at
discovering patterhs in some given crime. The above considefations,
then, posed the question: ﬁhich method to adopt - use of official data
on crime or the method of self-reporting? The latter is selected
mainly because the use of official data distorts the subjective aspects
of crime commission. Also, the method of self-réporting involves
sufvey techniques which are not new to social scientists any more. I
was further motivated to use this method because I have sufficient
theoretical and empirical convictions to believe that most of the di-
lemma of differential response in criminology is partly because of the
extensivé use of the apprehended criminal populétion in. the samples.

To make it more clear, I contend that there are too many exceptions to
any theoretical fofmulation in criminology partlf because there are too
many criminals who are not caught; and, as Table II shows, arrest rate
also varies by the type of crime. Last, but not leaét; it was impera-
tive to use ﬁhis method because of the dictates of the model developed
in the preceding pages. Attitﬁdés occupy an important place in this
model ﬁo explain crime. An attitude, insofar as it has a certain
amount of specificity toward certain objects or éituations, has a
tendency to shift in intensity and even to disappear altogether when a

criminal is in a situation of interrogation by police or is behind bars.
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After deciding in favor of the self-reporting method, the questioﬁ
was to select a crime for studvahich should suit this method but
shbuld not, at the same time, develop any biases which may contaminate
the findings. The main criterion in this selection was the rélative
seriousness of crime. The relétive Seriousnéss of crimelmay be objec-
tively,or subjectiﬁely defined. Objective seriousnesé of crime is
defined by criminal law in the form of penalties and the sanctions
against a ériminal. ~Subjective seriousness of a crime depends on
people’'s judgment about the criminal law involved. Thus a crime may be
objectively serious in the sense that the criminal law may create seri-
ous difficulties for the criminal, and yet the crime in question may
not be defined as‘serious'because people may not agree upon or may not
- approve of the criminal law itself. For instance, illicit use of drugs
does in&élve a probability of serious penalties as defined by the crim-
inal law and yet some people may approve of the use of drugs because
they do not think that the use of drugs has any serious consequences
either for the user or for others involved. Thus, a subjectivebdéci~
sion about the relative seriousness of a given act involves subjective
éonsideration about the relative seriousness of the consequences of
that act. And, as the model presented above depends heavily on such
- subjective factors as attitudes and personality traits, the logical
conclusion was to look for a crime which is not subjectively defined as
a very serious act as to the consequences.

Yet another consideration was that, in the faéhion'of the model
presented above, relative agreement and approval of law and therefore
the subjective decision of relative seriousness of crime is subculture-

bound. This called for the location of a subculture in order to locate
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the relative seriousness of crimes in that subcultﬁre.

. Those considerations, then, became the basis for the selection of
the college subculture whence to draw the sample. College students are
a distinct group in this society. They live on or around the campus.
'Most of their activities are centered around professors, classrooms,
libraries, reading rooms, and the dormitories. 1In short, they have a
way of life which is peculiar to them and which develops certain values
of its own and which students are generally ready to defend.

College students may be predisposed to commit certain crimes. For
instance, illicit use of drugs is supposed to be quite common on cam-
pus.9 There is also evidence that some students engage in shoplift-
ing.10 Some male students are also known to engage in sex behavior
which according to one survey may sometimes be defined as forcible
rape'.l1 These crimes among college students, among other things,
reflect the attitudes of students toward certain aspects of criminal
law and also their subjective decisions as to the relative seriousness
of the consequences of these érimes. Two of the three above-mentioned
crimes are already dealt with in detail in scientific and non-
scientific literature. Shoplifting is the only crime which does not
seem to have been subjected to any scientific analysis yet. These were
sufficient reasons for the selection of shoplifting among college stu~
dents as a case study to test the model developed in the preceding

pages.
. Postulates

The hypotheses which are formulated in the following pages follow

the general'directions of the model presented above. It gives rise to
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certain postulates which became the basis for these ﬁypotheses.

1. The above model deals mainly with situation, criminogenic
attitudes, and aggressivekpersonality traits which are exclusively
necessary factors in crime. This excludes a multitude of factors
generally considered in the preceding analyses of crime.

Thé‘first postulate, therefore, is that insofar as students spend
most of their time on the campus, live on or near campus, and are part

of and are concerned with the college subculture, the pre-college

subcultural factors are only remote to them and may have little effect

on the actual frequencies of shoplifting.

2. The second postulate is about the shoplifting situation. Ihis

simply means to say that shoplifting occurs where there are shops.

This is a physical,as well as a social component of the shoplifting
situation in the sense that shops and the objects of sale are physical
things which can be measured as to‘their length, breadth, height,
weight, color, and so on. They are also social in the sense that they
reflect the shopping behavior of a community; they reflect certain
habits of shop browsing, advertising, and display of goods, together
with the related customs and laws of society. We may presently ignore
the physical component'and may concern oursélves only with the social
aspects.

The shoplifting situation may change in its ecological character
and along with it in its opportunity characteristics. For instance, a
rather small town of 6,000 where there are a few street corner stores
with nothing but a few standard items for sale, Where almost every
person knows everybody else, where a kind of "gemeinschaft!" relation-~

ship prevails, presents a social situation which is less conducive for
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shoplifting. In this situation, probably even those with highly crimi-
nogenic attitudes toward stealing and those with high aggressive per-
sonality traits will have as low frequency of shoplifting as those who
are only slightly predisposed to steal and who are not very aggressive
either.

. On the other hand, a larger town of about 50,000 or over where
there are a few stores operated by the "outsiders” with a great variety
of items for sale, where anonymity is on an increase, where a kind of
"gesellschaft'" relations are developing, presents a social situation
which is more conducive for shoplifting.

It is, therefore, postulated that the frequency of shoplifting is

significantly larger in big towns and cities than that in smalier

towns. The significant difference between the two situations is not
that the large city itself is the cause of shoplifting. It is because
the large city situation is more likely to invoke criminogenic percep-
tion and consequently it allows a positive correlation between the |
subjective factors of shoplifting and the actual frequency of shoplife-

ing.

-+ 3. The third postulate is that shoplifting occurs after onme is

predisposed to shoplift. Any situation, however conducive it may be

for shoplifting, may not yield shoplifting behavior unless one is
predisposed to shoplift. This means that in the college subculture
which contains or generates attitudes conducive for shoplifting, there
must be a significant difference in frequencies of shoplifting accord-
ing to low and high criminogenié attitudes toward shoplifting. How-
ever, again we cannot assign causation to the criminogenic attitudes

because of the many exceptions.
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4. The fourth postulate is about aggressive personality as a

factor in shoplifting. A rather meek or a.nervous person may not shop-

1lift even though'he may be in an objective shoplifting situation and
may also Be predisposed to shoplift. This means that the.freQuency of
shoplifting should be significantly different insofar as low and high
aggressive_personality’traits are concerned. And yet, causation cannot
be assigned to aggressive personality traits because there are too many
v exceptidns to it.

5. After isolating the three factors which are necessarily condu-
cive to shoplifting, we have to establish their sufficiency for shop-

lifting. In other words, we have to establish that frequencies of

shoplifting vary with them taken together. "

- Hypotheses

The postulates above gave rise to the followihg hypotﬁeses which
are to be tested by the data on shoplifting behavior from the college
‘subculture.

H - Situation (as measured by the size of campus town),
criminogenic attitudes, and aggressive personality are

factors which make significant difference in the fre-
quency of shoplifting, (p = .05)

v H2 - Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher in
- urban situation than in the non-urban situation. (p =
.05) :
,H3-- College students do not rank shoplifting high in
seriousness., '
H4 - Exposureé to college subculture makes a significant dif-

ference in criminogenic attitude toward shopllftlng
among college students. (p = .05)

“H. - Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher for
high criminogenic attitudes than those for low crimino-
genic attitudes toward shoplifting. (p = .05)
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e}
1

Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher for
high aggressive personality traits than those for low
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05)

o
'

Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with crim-
inogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in different situ-
ations (as measured by the size of campus town), (p =
.05) :

o
¢

Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for different
- aggressive personality traits. (p = .05)

foe
i

Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
aggressive personality traits in different situatioms
(as measured by the size of campus town). (p = .05)

H. .~ Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
10 . , . . .
aggressive personality traits for different crimino-
genic attitudes toward shoplifting. (p = .05)

- Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
criminogenic attitudes for relatively high aggressive
personality traits in relatively high urban situation
(as measured by the size of campus town). (p = .05)

11

- Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
aggressive personality traits for relatively high
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in relatively
high urban situation (as measured by the size of campus
town). (p = .05)

12

The Research Design

- Sample

A random sample of 1,509 students was drawn toward the closé of
the spring semester, 1969, from four colleges in the Midwest. As
Iable'III indicates, two of these colleges are situated in small towns
whose respective populations are slightly more than 10,000 and 20,000,
and two of them are situated in rather'ﬁodest sized cities with their
respective populations being.slightlyvmore than 47,000 and 100,000. .
This randomization establishes the urban/nonurban dichotomy. These cam-

pus towns are arranged in Table III in the rank order of their size.
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The same rank number has been used as a code in the questionnaire, as

we shall see later, in order to control for this rank order.

TABLE III

SOME ATTRIBUTES OF THE COLLEGES AND THE
CAMPUS TOWNS SELECTED IN THE SAMPLE

Rank and Name Status of

of College College Campus Town Population
1.  Eastern Illincois State Charleston, Ill. 10,505
2. MacMurray College Private Jacksonville, I11l. . 21,691
3. Wisconsin State State la Crosse, Wisc. 47,575
4. Bradley Univeréity . Private Peoria, Ill. 103,162

Table III also indicates that two of these four colleges are pri-
‘vate and two of them are state schools. This provides us with the -
private/public dichotomj which may be explored for its possible con-
founding effects on the behavior of the students. A rather poor stu-
dent, with no fellowship‘or scholarship, generally cannot afford to gb
to a private college. The general economic and scholastic background
of students going to private colleges, therefore, is expected to be
different from those going to public celleges and the general economic
and scholastic background of the student may be expected to affect his

orientation toward shoplifting.
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The sample was further divided according to sex and semesters
spent in college., No attempt was méde to‘také into account the racial
differences. This limitation on the study was acCepted‘in order to
avoid further complications in the statistical analysis, the main dif-

- ficulty being,‘as shall be seen later, a very low reliability with
.respect to cer?ain important itemsvin the questionnéire when bi-racial
groups were used.

These controls of urban/nénurban, private/public, male/female and
semesters in college were exerted to form the basic stratification and
structure of the sample in order to make it as representétive as possi-
ble.  Apart from being uniracial the sample has one more limitation on
its representativeness, hence on its generalizability. This is the
fact that the sample was collected from a rather limited area in the
country. This limitation, héwever, had to be accepted in face of the

~time and monetary difficulties.
Procedure

It was originally planned to collect a sample of at least 1,600
students, divided equally in four colleges, two sexes and eight semes-
ters. Thus the sample consisting of 64 cells was planned to have at
least 25 subjects in each cell. For this purpose letters of request
were sent to a total of 2,540 undergraduate students in the.abové four
colleges through their respective student governments and the student
activity departments.  Such a high number of request letters was in
anticipation of a very high absentee rate because of thevstudent dis-
turbances currently going on. The first date for data collectioﬁ was

fixed in the middle of January, 1969, i.e., toward the close of the
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first semester of the 1968-69 year. However, this could not material-
ize because two of the four collegeé selected were having acute dis;
turbances toward the beginning of January. The date for the data
collection had to be postponed by one full semester.

Fortunately there were no troubles toward the end of the second
semester and the data were collected in four different sessions.
Copies of the questionnaire were served by the writer in person and
were collected in little more than half an hour in each case.

The total return was 1,571 out of which 62 had to be rejected
because of superfluous, irrelevant or incomplete response. This gave
us, as Table IV shows, a sample size of 1,509 with an average number of
23.5 subjects pér cell. No test for the adequacy of the sample was
given. One thousand five hundred and nine was considered to be a
sufficiently large number to satisfy the requirements for the adequacy

of the sample.
. Instrument

The conceptual scheme and the hypotheses developed in the preced-
ing pages became the basis for the development of the instrument used

12

vin this study. As Merton and Lazarsfeld pointed out, it is taken

into consideration that each item in the questionhaire should be
related with the central problem, all parts‘of the instrument must hang
together to make a unity, and the instrument must be limifed in length
and in its scope. . The questionnaire, then; concentrated on criminogenic
attitudes in the college subculture, aggressive personality traits of

the college students, and relative urbanization of the campus towns, as

independent variables; and shoplifting behavior of the college students



TABLE

v

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE BY SEX, SCHOOL, AND SEMESTER IN COLLEGE

Wisconsin Eastern
. I:‘:mbelc.egi Um‘z::::ty foil.\lri;‘:iiy Unzfr::::{§ ’ Mﬂégl{\{:;;y Total Mean

in Colleger Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean
1 27 24 51 23 21 44 2 21 45 27 25 52 101 91 192 25,25 22.75 48.00 24.00
2 23 .21 44 25 23 48 22 27 49 23 24 47 93 95 188 23.25 23.75 47.00 23.50

3 28 26 54 22 26 48 24 25 49 29 26 55 103 103 206 25.75 25.75 51.50 25.75

4 25 20 45 21 24 45 29- 26 55 21 22 43 §6 92" 188 24.00 23.00 47.00 23.5
5 23 26 49 27 21 48 20 21 41 20 25 45 90 93 183 22.50 23.25 45.75 22.875
6 26 21 47 23 20 1;3 23 21 &4 24 23 47 96 85 181 24.00 21.25 45,25 22.625
7 24 28 52 24 26 . 48 20 25 45 24 22 46 92 99 191 23.00 24,75 47.75 23.875
8 25 22 &7 21 22 43 2% 22 46 20 25 4& 90 30 180 22.50 22.50 45.00 22,50
Total 201 188 389 186 181 367 ;86 188 374 ) 188 191 379 761 748 1503 190.25 187.00 377.25 188.625
Mean 25.13 23.50 48.62  23.25 22.62 45.87 23.25 23.5 46.75 23.50 23.88 47.37 95.125 93.50 188.63 23.78 23.38 47.14 23.57

[alls)



64

as the dependent variable. The questionnaire also included items on a
number of objective factors in order to measure their confounding
effects, if any. The questionnaire has a progression from more simple
and less "personal" items to less simple and more 'personal' items.

The instrument consisted of a four-page questionnaire (Appendix).
It was divided into three parts. Part A consisted of items on the
objective background factors relevant to the stuaents. Of these, Item
No. II about sex and Item No. VI about semestefs spent in college were
directly concerned with the college subculture. The third important
variable concerning college subculture, i.e., size of the campus townm,
was coded. This code consisted of a number which indicated the rank of
the campus town in population size in the increasing order of 1, 2, 3,
~and 4. The code also included letters P designating the status of the
college as private and S indicéting the status of the college as a
state institution. For instance, the code, as in the questionnaire
reproduced in Appendix, 1is Form 3S appearing at the upper right-hand
corner on the first page. This means that the campus town has a popu-
lation size rank of 3 (4 being the highést) and the college is a state
college or a university. Use of this code yielded an additional infor-
mation about the private/public character of the college which was also
made a part of the analysis.

The rest of the items in Part A were mainly concerned with the
background variables outside of the college subculture. These items
yielded information mainly on the hometown and the families of the
students,

Part B in the questionnaire dealt with criminogenic attitudes of

the students toward shoplifting and their éggressive personality
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‘traits - the subjective factors preceding shoplifting by the college
students. ’

- Item VII in Part B was meant to measure the seriousmess qf differ-
ent crimes as collegé students see them and to derive from this measure
the seriousness of shoplifting relative to other crimes. Twelve dif-
ferent crimes which vary in their seriousness as defined by law were
listed randomly. Students were requested to check one of the three
boxes left as blanks to the right of each crime, The boxes labeled as
No, Uncertain, and Yes were arbitrarily given the scores of 3, 2, and
1, respectively. The response '"No' as against "Yes'" was given the
highest score because this response indicated a greater seriousness of
the crime. Thus, this whole scale had a continuum of No, Uncertain,
and Yes, yielding a range of scores for all crimes which then c¢uld be
arranged in ﬁhe rank order of seriousness.

Item VIII in Part B was an attitude scale containing 10 situation-
al statements which provoked an approve-disapprove response. Generally,
attitude surveys use simple statements ptovoking agree-disagree re-
sponse. However, use of situational statements in attitude scaling is
not unusual. Moreover, in this particular case, as indicated in the
following pages, situational stateﬁents helped attain the>desirable
reliability of the scale.

, Responsesvto each statement were méasured along a five-point scale
with arbitrarily assigned scores of 1 for strongly disapprove, 2 for
disapprove, 3 for neither approve nor disapprove, 4 for approve, and 5‘
for strongly apprave.

In order to avoid a possible acquiescence response from the re-

spondents, statements 3, 5, and 10 were included, These statements
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were scored in the reverse order with a score of 1 for approve and
through a score of 5 for disapprove. As wiil be indicated later, all
these statements hinged together yielding a’high reliability coeffi-
‘cient. The total raﬁge of the scorés>for thé scale was from a minimum
of 10 to 3 maximum of 50.

Item IX in Part B was a pefsonality scale measuring aggressive
traits, These statements which provoked agree-disagree response and
were scored 1 for agree and 2 for disagree were selected from the
‘Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Numbers in the
brackets in front of each item are the actual item numbers in the MMPI.
Reliability of these items is alrea&y established. This scale measured
the aggressive personality traits bf students ranging from a minimum of
9 to a maximum of‘18. |

Part C in the questionnaire included items peftaining directly to
the shoplifting behavior. Item X divided the sample into those who
ever shoplifted since they‘came to college and thdse who never indulged
iﬁ this behavior since they camé to college. This, then, is té enable
us to know the exact extent of the shoplifting population in the
sample.

Item XI measured the actual frequency of shopliftiﬁg in the col-
lege subculture, and Item XII measﬁred the minimum and maximum valuesv

of things‘stolen by the students.
Pretests

The above instrument was given its final shape after a series of
partial pretests were given to small samples of student populations in

the fall, 1968, mainly with the purpose of determining the nature of
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the sample in connection with the reliability of the items pertaining
to criminogenic attitudes and aggressive personality traits of the
students.

Because there was no prior scale available for criminogenic atti-
 tudes toward shoplifting and because aggressive personality itéms used
in this study are only a selection from MMPI, it was necessary to
establish the reliability of these scales before they could be used
in the questionnaire. For this purpose a modified technique of test-
retest was applied to two matched samples (N = 31), comprising both
white and nénwhite students of both sexes from Illinois Central College
in Peoria, Illinois. The criminogenic attitude items in the question-
naire at this time included statements which provoked agree-disagree
response, like the following:

I do not think that to steal little things from stores
is a serious crime.

I think that to steal is a crime and all\cfimes are bad
whether it is shoplifting or stealing a car.

Shoplifting is not so bad in itself. What is bad is‘to
be caught while shoplifting.

. As Table V indicates, for Ehis first partial pretest the reliabil-
ity was not significant either for criminogenic attitude items or fof
aggressive personality items selected from MMPI. This called for a
change either in the composition of the sample or in the qqestionnaire
items or in both.  The step taken was to change the composition of the
sample from biracial to uniracial matched samples. This pair of
matched samples (N'= 35) was drawn from the University of Illinois at

_ Urbana. Table V indicates a substantial rise in the significance of
reliébility of the aggressive fersonality items; and yet the crimino-

genic attitude items still did not score the desired significance
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- level even though there was a gain in the reliability coefficient.

TABLE V

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS OF CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDE AND AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY
ITEMS IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Pretest Criminogenic Attitude Items Aggressive Personality Items
1 ’ .257 441
2 .398 _ - .871
3 .793 ‘ .851

Results of the second‘prétest called for the correction of items
on the criminogenic attitude.  The third pair of matched samples (N .=
28) was, therefore, drawn consisting of ali white male and female
students equally distributed in the sample from illinois State Univer-
sity at Normal. This time a complete change was made in the crimino~
genic attitude items by replacing the original opinion items with the
hypothetical situational items provoking an approve-disapprove responée,
The use of situational items in attitude surveys .is not uncommon in the
professional sociological studies. The greater amount of reliability
associated with the situational items in attitude surveys is already
established.ls‘ As Table V indicates, this change in the questionnaire
items on criminogenic attitudes yielded a significant reliability coef-

ficient.
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These three partial pretests were crucial to the study which
otherwise could have been contaminated with biases included in multi-

racial sample and a faulty instrument.

Statistical Tests

Becaﬁse the data collected in this étudy can be best described as
ordinal, nonparametric tests were employed for their analysis. These
"distribution-free" techniques do put limitations on parameter estima-
tion, However, as Seigel noted, these tests, when employed, allow us
conclusions 'regardless of the shape of the population(s)."14

The statistical analysis was done in two stages, each of which
employed different statistical tests and required separate statements
and subroutines in the computer program. The objectives of the first
stage analysis were (1) to locate the éffect of inﬁra-attribute differ-
ences of each variable on‘the frequency of shoélifting, (2) to locate
the effect ofvintra~attribute differences of each variable on thé shop-
lifting attitude of the college students, and (3) to isolate the more
significant factors related tovshoplifting from other extraneous
factors which might still.have a confounding effect on the findings.
The statistical tests employedvfor this were Kruskal-Wallis One Way
Analysis of Variance15 and Ménn-Whitney ﬁest for two independent sam-
ples.16 These are,’respectively, a test fér one way analysis of vari-
ance applicable to ordinal data and a nonparametric equivalent of the
t test. These tests were uséd according to the dictates of the hypoth-
eses as to the relationship‘among different variables.

The second stage of analysis dealt mainly with the computation of .

Spearman'sbrho17 - a rank correlation. technique applicable to the
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ordinal data.- after significant intra-attribute differences were
established in the first stage. Besides these nonparametric‘tests
which were used mainly to test the hypotheses, t test which is a para-
metric measure was also used wherever it was necessary to estimate the
universe mean and to find significant differences between the sample

means.,
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CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE FINDINGS

The theoretical frame of reference and the methodology developedbi
in the preceding pages became the basis for collection of the data
which is analyzed in this chapter. Whereas, the theoretical frame and
the hypotheses which originated from it were etiological in nature, the
methodology of self-report used in this study, yielded additional
information directly pertaining to the structure of the universe of
shoplifting among college students. These two sets of data are ana-
lyzed separately in two sections in the following. Whereas the etio-
logical data is gathered directly under the guidance of the hypothesis
formulated above, the data pertaining to the structure of crime under
study is purely of exploratory nature. However, it is none the less
important for it may provide us with sufficient insight in any future
theorization about the structural aspects of the univérse of crime., No
attempt is made in this chapter to interpret and disecuss the data.

This will be done in the next chapter.
Etiology of Shoplifting by College Students

The twelve hypotheses :which were formulated in the preceding
chapter are tested in this section. Because these hypotheses emanate
directly from the main thesis of this study, findings in this sec¢tion

are of central importance for us.
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In the following a purely statistical procedure of hypothesis
testing is adopted. Because it is a general statistical practice to
formulate a null hypothesis for testing, all the hypotheses ﬁresented
in the preceding pages are tested'ih the null form.

Hl:. Situation (as measured by the size of campus town),
criminogenic attitudes, and aggressive personality are
factors which make significant difference in the fre-
quency of shoplifting. (p = .05)

This hypothesis was formulated iﬁ order to iéolate the most sig-~
nificant variables affecting the shoplifting behavior among college
students.,  Data for this hypothesis came from the responses to items
I through VI and items VIII through XI in the questiomnaire. The data
are subjected to Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance, results
of which are summarized in Table VI, and to Mann-wﬁitney test of which
results are summarized in Tables VII and VIII. As is evident, out of a
whole array of ten variables considered, situation (as measured by the
size of campus town), aggressive persconality, and criminogenic atti-
tudes are the three factors which are responsible for significant vari-
ation in the shoplifting frequency at .031, .039, and .019 level of
significance, respectively. . Null is, therefore, rejected and Hl is
tenable,

HZ; Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher in

urban situation than those in the non-urban situation.
(p = .05)

After isolating the variable of situation as being significant in
the éhoplifting behavior of the college students, the question was
raised in this hypothesis to ascertain the direction of variationm,
Hypothesis 2 is, therefore, mainly a directional hypothesis to deter-

mine the effect of urban and non-urban differences in the’shoplifting

behavior. This called for a Mann-Whitney test, results of which are
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TABLE VI

FREQUENCY OF SHOPLIFTING DIFFERENTIALS BY RELEVANT
OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE FACTORS™

Factoré Computed Value of H df P
Size of hometown _ 15.120 8 . .061
. Size of campus town 8.831 3 .031
Familyvadequacy 6.921 5 .251
Education of parents 13.342 8 .103
Income of parents 3.981 4 412
Semesters in cdllege 13.021 7 .b?l
Aggressive personality 8.129 ‘ 3 .039
Criminogenic attitude 10.011 3 .019

* )
Based on a Kruskal-Wallis one way Analysis of Variance.

TABLE VII

FREQUENCY OF SHOPLIFTING
DIFFERENTIALS BY SEX*

Sex n Mean z P
Male 761 .84 1.13 .123
Female 748 .86

wBased on a Mann-Whitney U test,
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presented in»Table IX. As is evident, urban and non-urban differences.

in shoplifting behavior are established at .038 level of significance,

thus enabling us to reject the null and tog -accept H

TABLE VIII

2-

FREQUENCY OF SHOPLIFTING DIFFERENTIALS

BY STATUS OF COLLEGE"

Status of College n Mean z p
Private 753 .90 -1.13 . 123
State 756 .78

*

Based on a.Mann-Whitney U test.
TABLE IX
URBAN - NONURBAN DIFFERENTIA%S IN
THE SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY

Size of Campus

Town ' n Mean z P

Large 763 : 3.31 1,781 .038

Small 746 .92

% .
’Based on Mann - Whitney U test.
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This hypothesis was formulated in order to ascertain the existence

of shoplifting attitudes in the college subculture. Information about

3¢

College students do not rank shoplifting high in
seriousness.

this hypothesis came in response to item VII in the questionnaire.

These data are summarized in Table X in which different crimes are rank

ordered in seriousness as rated by the students.

The whole distribu-

tion was then divided into four quartiles, the first quartile repre-

senting the lowest scores in seriousness and the fourth quartile

representing the highest scores in seriousness.

Table X shows that the

college students regard only speeding as less serious a crime than

shoplifting and that shoplifting falls well within the first quartile.

3

TABLE X

CRIMES RANKED IN ORDER OF SERTOUSNESS

H, is, therefore, tenable, and the null is rejected.

‘BY COLLEGE STUDENTS

Rank Crime Mean Score Quartiles
1 . Homicide 2.911
2.5 Burglary 2.905
2.5 Robbery 2,905
4 Larceny . 2.814 Q3 = 2.859
5 Auto Theft 2.615
6 Aggravated Assault 1.955
7 _Embezzlement 1.931 ,Q2 = 1,943
8 - Cheque Forgery 1.842 -
9 - Bribery 1.811
10 Illegal Use of Drugs 1.451 Q1 = 1.631
11 Shoplifting 1.401
12 Speeding

1.327
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H4:. Exposure to college subculture makes a significant
difference in criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting
among college students. (p.= .05)

After ascertaining the existence of criminogenic attitudes toward
shoplifting in the college subculture, hypothesis 4 was formulated to
raise the queétion about college culture being the factor in generating
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting. Infor@ation for this |
hypothesis came from responses to items I through VI and items VIII and
-IX in the questionnaire.  Data presented in Table XI which are based on
a Kruskal-Wallis one way analysis of variance, and the data presented
in Tables XII and XIII which are based on Mann-Whitney U test, summa-
rize this information. Table XI indicates that exposure to college
subculture, as measured by the number of semesters spent in college, is
a significant factor at .009 level relating to criminogenic attitudes
toward shoplifting, but so are the factors, size of hometown and size
of campus towns at .019 and .05 1evels'respectively. As is evident the
data go beyond proving H,, In this case the null hypothésis is not
tenable. |

HS: Frequencies of shoplifting are higher for high crimino-

genic attitudes than those for low crlmlnogenlc attitudes
toward shoplifting. (p = .05)

After tracing the development of criminogenic attitudes toward
shoplifting in the college subculture, this hypothesis is posed to
trace the direction of the effect of'shoﬁlifting attitudes on shoplift-
ing behavior. Information for this was yielded by responsés to items
VIII, X, and XI in the questionnaire, These data were subjected to a
iMann~Whitney U test, results of which are presented in Table XIV. 1In

this table criminogenic attitude scores were divided at the median into

high and low categories. Mean frequencies of sheplifting pertaining to
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CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE DIFFERENTIALS BY RELEVANT

_ OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE FACTORS®

Factors Computed Value 6f ﬁ df P
Size of hometown 18.523 8 ‘ .019
Size of campus town .7.901. -3 .050
Family adequacy 5.783 5 .389
Education of parents 4.871 8 ~.301
Income of parents ( 5.611 4 .213
Semester in college 19.871 7 | _ .009
Aggréssive personality .5.442 3 .151

% .
" Based on a Kruskal-Wallis one way Analysis of Variance.

TABLE XII1

CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE
VARIATION BY SEX"

Sax n Mean z P
Male 761 -3.91 .94 174
Female 748 3.23

%
Based on a Mann-Whitney U test,
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high and low criminogenic attitude categories were included in the

table for more illucidation. As the table indicates, shoplifting fre-
quencies for high criminogenic attitudes are significantly higher at
.026 level than those for low criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting.

Hypothesis 5 is therefore tenable, and we reject the null.

TABLE XIII

CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE VARIATION
BY STATUS OF COLLEGE™

Status of College n Mean z P
Private 753 3.61 .89 .187
State 756 - 3.53

%
¢Based on a Mann-Whitney U test.

TABLE XIV

DIFFERENCE IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES TOWARD SHOPLIFTING*

Criminogenic Attitudes n Mean Z P
High 755 3.51 1.954 .026
Low 754 .72

:y;‘
Based on Mann-Whitney U test. .
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H Frequencies of shoplifting are significantly higher for
high aggressive personality traits than those for low

aggressive personality traits. (p = .05)

6:

This hypothesis is concerned with the direction of aggressive
personality as a determining factor in the freqﬁenCy of shoplifting.
Information on this came f:om items IX and X in the questionnaire.

This information is summarized in Table XV which is based on Mann-
Whitney U test. The aggressive personality traits are divided at the
medium.into.high and low categories. Means of shoplifting‘frequencies
with respect to these two categories are included for more elucidation.
The table indicates that frequencies of shoplifting for high aggressive
personality traits are significahtly higher than those for low aggres-
sive personality traits at .026 level of significance.  We reject the

null hypothesis in this case.

TABLE XV

- . DIFFERENCE IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY
BY AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS®

Aggressive v

Personality n Mean z P
High 755 3.51 ‘ 1.934 .026
Low 754 | .72

% ‘
Based on Mann-Whitney U test.



82

H7: Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in different
situations (as measured by the size of campus towm).

(p = .05)

This hypothesis seeks the relationship of shoplifting behavior as
a2 dependent variable with cfiminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting as
an independent variable when situation as measufed by the size of cam-~
pus town is controlled.  More specifically, the hypothesis seeks the
degree and the.significance of correlation of shoplifting in'diffe:ent
campus towns. Information on this came from responses to item VIII
pertaining to criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting, item X ques-
tioning about the shoplifting frequency and the code.fpr campus town on
the first page of the questionnaire. Four different Spearman Rank
Correlation Coefficients were computed as presented in Table XVI., As

is evident, none of them was found to be significant at .05 level. 1In

this case the null hypothesis is tenable.

TABLE XVI

VARTATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES IN DIFFERENT CAMPUS TOWNS™

Campus_Towns_in Increasing Size Order

1 -2 3 4
n 367 379 389 374
r .060 .068 .079 .085
t 1.141 1.241 1.520 1.631
P .191 ‘ . 167 .093 .091

*
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.
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,HS: Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for different
aggressive personality traits. (p = .05)

Hypothesis 8 seeks the relationship between the frequencies of
shoplifting Behavior as a. dependent variable and the criminogenic atti-
tudes toward shoplifting as an independent variable. = Only this time
different aggressive personality traits are controlled. More specifi-
cally, this hypothesis seeks the degree and the significance of associ-
ation between shoplifting frequencies and ﬁhe criminogenic attitudes of
those students who fall in different quartile categorieskof aggressive
‘personality traits. The hypothesis called for information. from re-
sponses to items VIII pertaining to criminogenic attitudes toward shop~
lifting, item IX which measures aggressive personality traits, andk
item X which tﬁrows light on the frequency of shoplifting. Table XVII,
which is based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis, showsvthat no
correlation between shoplifting ffequencies and criminogenic attitudes

toward shoplifting is significant for any quartile of aggressive per-

on

sonality scores at .05 level of significance. Null is, therefore,
tenable and we reject hypothesis 8 at’ .05 level of significance.

H9: Frequéencies of shoplifting vary significantly with

aggressive personality traits in different situations
(as measured by size of campus towns). (p = .05)

Like the above two hypothgses, this hypothesis also treats shop-
lifting behavior as a dependent variable seeking its relationship with
aggressive personality traits as the independent vériable by control-
vling situation as measured by size of campus tdwn, Information 6n this
came from item IX pertaining t; aggressive personality traits, item X

whigh is concerned with the shoplifting frequencies and the code used

for campus towns in the questionnaire. Table XVIII presents four
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Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients computed for students from four
different campus towns. None of these correlation coefficients is
significant at .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 9 is, therefore,

not temable and the null is accepted in this case,

TABLE XVII

VARTATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH
CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDE FOR DIFFERENT
AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS

Agoressive Pérsonality Score Quartiles

1 2 ' 3 4
n 377 377 ' 377 378
r .061 .073 .082 .081 -
& 1.141 1.333 1.550 1.550
P .191 121 .093 .093

g

W .
Rased on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis

Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with
aggressive personality traits. for different crimino-
genic attitudes towards shoplifting. (p = .053)

Like the previous one, this hypothesis seeks to discover the rela-
tionship between shoplifting frequencies as a dependent variable and
aggressive personality traits as an independent variable. Only this
time, criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting are controlled. More

specifically, this time, attention is focused on the association of

shoplifting frequencies with the aggressive personality traits as they
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fall in four quartile categories of criminggenic attitude scores. For
this hypothesis information came from responses to item VIII on atti-
tudes toward shoplifting, item IX which is abouf aggressive personality
traits, and item X which is pertaining to shoplifting behavior. vTable
XIX presents four Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients. None of
these correlation coefficients is significant at .05 level. We, there-

fore, raject hypothesis 10 and accept the null in this case.

TABLE XVIII

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH
AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS IN
DIFFERENT CAMPUS TOWNS®

Campus Towns invIncreasing>Size Order

1 2 3 4
n 367 379 389 _ . 374
T .059 .070 .081 086
t 1.141 1.330 1.522 1.531
P .191 121 ,093 .091

s

"Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.
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TABLE XIX

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT
CRIMINOGENIC ATTITUDES®

T

,mm,CriminogeniciAttitude Score Quartiles‘

1 2 3 _ 4,
n 377 377 377 378
r .062 .069 .080 .080
¢ 1.141 1.340 1.522 1.522
p .191 .121 .093 .093

e .
‘Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis,

: FreQuencies of shoplifting Vary significantly with

11 ;. . . , , ,
criminogenic attitudes for relatively high aggressive
personality traits in relatively high urban situation

(as measured by the size of campus town). (p = .03)

After having loocked at thé association of shoplifting frequency
with one independent variable while controlling the other, attention is
focused in this hypothesis on measuring the association of the depend-
ent variable, i.e., shoplifting frequency with one independent variable,
i.e., attitudes toward shoplifting, while controlling the two other
independent variables, 1i.e,, aggressive‘personality traits and the
situation (as measured by the size of campus town). Because of the
nonparametric nature of the data no conttol measures could be used
other than constructing four independent tables, each presenting the

-data from one campus town. Thus, haﬁing controlled the situation, each

table contains controls for the aggressive personality quarpiies while



87

focusing on the asspciation of shoplifting frequencies with the crimi-
nogenig attitudes toward shoplifting. Tables XX, XXI, XX1I, and XXIII,
which are based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis, summarize‘the
data to test this hypothesis, Table XX contains the data from Eastern
Illinois University at Charleston, which is the smallest town in the
sample (population 10,505). As the table indicates the correlation
between shoplifting and criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for
any aggressive personality quartile is not significant at .05 level of

significance.

TABLE XX

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY
. TRAITS IN CHARLESTON (SIZE 1)*

Aggressive Personality Score anrtiles

1 2 3 4

n 92 92 92 91
r .130 ,178 .178 .179
. 1.311 1.268 1.268 1.273
p .092 .107 .107 | .101

%
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.

Again Table XXTI, containing the data from MacMurray College at
Jacksonville which is the second smallest town in the sample (popula-

tion 21,691), shows that the correlation between shoplifting
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frequencies and criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting for any
aggressive personality quartile is not significant at .05 level of

significance.

TABLE XXI

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PEREONALITY
TRAITS IN JACKSONVILLE (SIZE 2)

Aggressive Personality Score Quartiles

1 2 3 4
n 95 95 95 94
T .113 : . 177 .179 -179
t 1.311 1.268 1.273 1.273

P .092 .101 .101 .101

%
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.

Table XXIIVcontains information from Wisconsin State University at
LaCrosse which is the third smallest or the second largest town in the
sample (population, 47,575). As the table indicates in this third
smallest town, there is no significant éorrelation at .05 level between
the shoplifting frequency and criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting
for the first two quartiles of aggressive personality traits. However,
a rather 1ow (r = .249); but significant at .05 level, cprrelation

appears in the third quartile of the aggressive personality, . The same
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amount of correlation exists for the fourth quartile of the éggressive

personality.

TABLE XXII

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRYIMINOGENIC .
ATTITUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY
TRAITS IN LACROSSE (SIZE 3)

Agg;essive,Persqnality Score Quartiles

1 2 3 4

n 97 97 97 98
r .169 .179 . 249 . 249
t 1.143 1.273 1.673 1.673
P .133 : .101 047 047

*
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.

Table XXIII presents the data from Bradiey,University at Peoria
which is the largest town in the sample (population, 103,162). As the
ﬁable indicates, the correlation between shoplifting frequencies and
criminogenic attitudes is'not significant at .05 level for the first
quartile of aggressive personality traits. However, a loﬁ (r = .321),
but significant at .05 level, correlation appears for the second quar-
tile of the aggressive personality traits. The.same correlation in-
creases to .412 for the third aggreséive personality quartile and is

significant at ,01l level. The same correlation is still higher
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A(r = .551) for the fourth quartile of the aggressive personality traits

and is also significant at .0l level,

TABLE XXTII

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES FOR DIFFERENT AGGRESSIVE PERSONALITY
TRAITS IN PEORIA (SIZE 4)*

Agpressive Personality Score Quartiles

1 2 3 4
n | 93 93 94 94
r 191 .321 412 ,551
t 1.523 o 1.699 2.377 2.386
p .133 .043 .009 : .009

* 7
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.

To summarize'the findings of the above four tables, it is found
that the correlatioms between shoplifting frequency and criminogenic
attitudes are low and non-significant for any of the aggressive person-
ality quartiles of the two smaller campus towns, but it is found that
the frequency of shoplifting varies significantly with criminogenic
attitudes toward shoplifting for high and evén for relatively low
aggressive personality traits in larger campus towns. This finding
goes beyond confirming our hypothesis; hypothesis 11 is, therefore,

tenable and we feject the null,
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lez Frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with ;
aggressive personality traits for relatively high
criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in relatively
.high urban situation (as measured by the size of campus
town). (p = .05)

After having traced the correlation between shoplifting’frequen-
¢cies and the criminogenic attitudes while controlling the other two
independent variables, in this hypothesis attention is focused on the
correlation between the shoplifting frequencies and the aggressive
personality traits with the controls prbvided for the other two inde-
pendent variables. As was done above, because of the nonparametric'
nature of the data, four separate tables were constructed to test this
hypothesis also, each table containing the information from one campus
town. Each table contains information on the correlation between shop-
lifting frequeﬁcies and the aggressive personality traits for each
criminogenic aﬁtitude quartile, vTables XX1V, XXV, XXVI, and XXVII
present this information., Table XXIV contains information from. Eastern
Illinois University at Charleston, the smallest town in the sample.v As
the table indicates, none of the correlations between shoplifting fre-
quencies and aggressive personality traits for any criminogenic atti-
tude quartile is significant at .05 level. Again Table XXVQ which
contains information about MacMurray College at Jacksonville, the
second smallest town in the sample, shows that none of the correlations
between shdplifting frequencies and aggressive personality traits for
any criminogenic attitude quartile are significant at .05 level.

Table XXVI éontains information from Wisconsin State University at
LaCrosse, which is the second largest campus town in the sample., As
the table indicates, for the first two quartiles of criminogenic atti-

tudes the correlations between shoplifting frequencies and aggressive
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TABLE XXIV

- VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMIQOGENIC
ATTITUDES IN CHARLESTON (SIZE 1)

Criminogenic Attitude Quartiles

1 : 2 3 4
n 92 92 92 91
r .064 .071 .071 . ..073
t 1.294 1.313 1.571 1.571
P .100 .101 .081 .081

* ' :
- Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.

TABLE XXV

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES IN JACKSONVILLE (SIZE 2)¥

_Criminogenic Attitudg-Quartiles

1 : 2 3 4
n 95 95 95 94
r ' .067 .064 ~,080 .079
t 1.297 1.311 1.581 1.569 -
P ‘ : .101 .101 .079 .079

p :
"Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis.
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TABLE XXVI

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES IN LACROSSE (SIZE 3)*

Criminogenic Attitude Quartiles _

1 2 3 g

n - 97 97 ' 97 98
r .078 .081 .278 .299
1.647 1.571 1.671 1.665
P .058 .081 .049 .049

% :
Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis,

TABLE XXVII

VARIATION IN SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY WITH AGGRESSIVE
PERSONALITY TRAITS FOR DIFFERENT CRIMINOGENIC
ATTITUDES IN PEORIA (SIZE 4)*

Criminogenic Attitude Quartiles

1 2 3 4
n 93 93 94 94
r ~.088 . 245 543 .561
t 1,570 ‘ 1.712 2.391 2.378
p .081 ' L041 .009 - .009

-t

* =
- Based on Spearman Rank Correlation Analysis,
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personality traits are low and are not significant at .05 level. How-
ever, the same correlation for the third and the fourth quartiles of
criminogenic attitudes, though still low (.278 and .299 respectively),
is significant at .05 level. |

Table XXVII contains information from Bradley University at Peoria
which is the largest town in the sample. As the table.indicates, the
correlation between shoplifting frequencies and aggressive personality
traits is not significant at .05 level for the first quartile of crim-
inogenic attitudes, However, a low (r = .245), but significant at .05
level, correlation is found for the second quartile of the criminogenic
attitudes. The same correlation increases to .543 for the third quar-
tile of the criminogenic attitudes and is significant at .0l level,
This correlation further increases to .561 for the 4th quartile of
criminogenic attitudes and is significant at .0l level.

. To summarize the findings of the above four tables, it is found
that the correlations between shoplifting frequencies and aggressive
personality traits are low and non-significant for any criminogenic
attitude quartile for the two smaller campus towns; but it is found
that frequencies of shoplifting vary significantly with aggressive
persconality traits for high‘and even relatively low criminogenic atti-
tudes toward shoplifting in relatively larger campus towns. This find-
ing actually goss beyond proving our hypothesis. The null hypothesis

is, therefore, not temable in this case.
Patterns of Shoplifting Among College Students

Shoplifting behavior in society is a universe in itself. Shop-

lifting behavior of the college students is only a sub-universe thereof.
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It is suggested here that it is through studying the sub-universes that
one may be able to estimate the larger universe of any given crime in
society. Thus; this less ambitious effort méy only be a prelude to
more ambitious attempts by future researchers.

There are, at least, three questions which one can raise about the
structure of the universe of any crime. First is the question of the
number of proportions of criminals. Second is the question of the fre-
guency of crime; and third is the question of the extent of loss in-
curred by the crime. All these questions are posed in the questionnaire
andvare answered systematically by the data as analyzed in the follow-

ing pages.
How Many

How many students are involved in shoplifting?' Item X was includ-
ed in the questionnaire to answer this question which simply seeks to
determine what proportion of college students engage in the behavior of
shoplifting., This is a double-barrelled question. On one hand it
seeks the absolute number of proportion of those who had ever engaged
in shoplifting since they came to college, and on the other hand it

. seeks to determine the relative number or proportion of students who
shoplifted during the semester covered by the study, Item X in the
questionnaire was, therefore, divided in two parts. Item X1 relates to
the absclute number or proportion of the shoplifters, and item X2 per-
tains to the relative proportion of the shoplifters during the semestér
studied. As is evident, both questions belong to the same géneric

issue: Hpw many are involved? And yet, they are distinct from each

other because whosoever was engaged in shoplifting since he or she came
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to college must not have done this act during the semester studied and
vice versa.

Tables XXVIII, XXIX, and XXX are construgeted to compute the abso-
lute proportions of shoplifters in the sample. Table XXX, which is
based upon the information contained in Tables XXVIII and XXIX, shows
that 691 out of a total of 1,509 or 46.37% of the students in the
sample committed shoplifting at least once since they came to coliege.
This is the abselute proportion of shoplifters in the sample. A con-
fidence interval computed at .05 level shows that the universe percent-
age lies between + 5.234 from 46.37 the sample percentage computed
above (t = 1.871). This means, the sample representativeness granted,
the absolute percentage of shoplifters among college going population
in this society is bétween 41.136 and 51.604. The same table aléo
shows that the absolute proportion of girl shoplifters (48.16%) is
slightly higher than that of boys (44.58%). The difference between the
two proportions is not significant at .05 level (t = .472). However,
it is found that the proportion of student shoplifters from larger town
campuses (55.437%) is significantly larger at..05 level (t = 6.915) than
the proportion of student shoplifters (37,31%) from small town campuses.
The last column in Table XXX shows that the absolute proportion of
shoplifting students grows steadily from 8.81% in the first semester to
69.627 in the 8th and the last semester in colleée. This addition with
each semester in college suggests that as a student goes through semes-
ters in college, each semester adds to the number of his cohorts who
committed shoplifting, so that in each succeeding semester there is a
higher proportion of student shoplifters than that in the preceding

semester,



TABLE XXVIII

NUMBER AND PROPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED
AT LEAST ONCE SINCE THEY CAME TO COLLEGE (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES)

S . Eastern Illinois University MacMurray Ccllege Total
emesters in
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
1 N 1 2 3 1 1 2 2 3 5
% 4.31 7.31 5.81 5.10 4.00 4.50 2 4.70 "5.65 5,17
2 N 4 3 7 3 3 6 7 6 13
% 14,11 12.85 13.48 10.17 12.50 11.33 12.14 12,67 12,40
3 N 6 6 12 4 5 9 : 10 S11 21
% 20.81 23.19 22.00 15.09 21,37 18.23 22.95 22,28 22.61
4 N 8 7 .15 7 6 13 15 13 28
% 27.13 29.32 28.22 33.33 26.79 30.50 30.23 28.05 29.14
5 N 10 12 22 9 10 19 19 22 41
yA 40,25 57.98 49,11 54,37 40.00 42 .68 42.81 48.99 45.90
] N 11 14 25 10 10 20 on 2% 45
% 47.97 70.00 58.98 50.00 41.15 45.52 48.98 55.57 52.27
7 N 12 14 26 12 11 33 . 24 25 49
% 50.00 59.31 54.60 ~ 50,00 50.00 50.00 50,00 54.65 52.32
8 N 13 16 29 13 13 26 26 29 55
% 54.89 64.35 59.12 63.00 ° 50.10 56.55 . 59.94 47.22 53.58
Total N 65 74 139 73 69 142 138 143 281
ota % 34.43 40.88 37.65 38.82 36.12 37.47 36.12 38.50 37.31



TABLE XXIX

NUMBER AND PROPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED
AT LEAST ONCE SINCE THEY CAME TO COLLEGE (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES)

Wisconsin State University Bradley University

e 4 Total
Semesters in

College Male Female  Total Male Female  Total Male Female  Total

1 N 3 .3 6 4 2 6 7 5 12
% 11.11 12.51 i1.81 16.71 9.51 13.11 13.91 11.01 12,46

R N 4 5 9 6 4 10 10 9 19
% - 16,66 21.31 18.98 24,71 27.10 .25.90 20.68 24,20 22.44

3 N 8 7 15 10 9 19 18 16 34
A 30,12 27.91 29.01 40.12 36.00 . 38.06 35.12 31.95 33.53

4 N 12 13 25 14 14 28 26 27 53
% 43,51 65,00 54,25 49,35 56.01 52,68 46.43 60,50 53.46

5 N .15 15 .30 17 18 35 32 33 65
% 65,35 58.71 67.03 85.00 87.11 86.05 75.17 72.91 74.04

6 N 17 17 34 18 19 - 37 35 36 71
% 67.01 81.30 74.15 70.91 91.21 81.06 68.96 86.25 77.60

7 N - 18 19 37 19 20 39 37 39 76
) % 71.89 62.33 67.11 95.00 80.00 87.50 83.44 71,16 72.30

8 N 19 20 39 21 20 41 40 40 - 80
% 76.00 90.99 83.49 84.71 90.99 87.85 80.35 90.99 80.62

N 96 99 195 109 106 215 205 205 410
57.82 55.43

Total % - 47,71 59.05  53.38 58.39 56.59 57.4% 53.05

oL



NUMBER AND PRCOPORTION TO TOTA
AT LEAST ONCE SINCE

F THOSE WHO SHOPLLFTED

' - . Small Town Campusges Large Town Campuses Total
Semesters in - : .
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
1 N 2 -3 -5 7 5 12 9 8 17
% 4,70 5.65 5.17 13.91 11.01 12.46 9.30 8.33 8.81
9 N 7 6 13 10 .9 19 17 15 32
% 12.14 12,67 12,40 20.68 24,20 2244 16.41 18.43 17.42
3 N 10 11 21 18 16 34 28 27 55
% 22.95 22.28 22.61 35.12 31.95 33.53 29.03 27.11 28.07
4 N 15 13 28 26 27 53 41 40 81
yA 30.23 28.05 29.14 46.43 60.50 53.46 38.33  44.27 41.30
5 N 19 22 41 32 33 65 51 55 106
% 42,81 48 .99 45.90 75.17 72.91 74.04 58.94 60.90 59.92
6 N 21 24 45 35 36 71 56 60 116
% 48.98 55.57 52.27 68.96 86.25 77.60 58.97 70.90 64.93
7 N 24 25 49 37 39 76 61 64 125
% 56.00 54.65 52.32 83.44 71.16 72.30 66.72 62.90 64.81
3 N 26 29 55 40 40 80 66 69 135
A 59.94 47.22 53.58 80.35 90.99 80.62 70.14 69.10 69.62
Total N 138 143 281 205 205 410 343 348 691
° % 36.12 38.50 37.31 53,05 57.82 55.43 44,58 48.16 46.37
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Tables XXXI, XXXII, and XXXIII are constructed to show the rela-
tive proportion of student shoplifters during the semester under study.
Table XXXIII which is based on information contained in Tables XXXI and
XXX11 shows that during the semester under study 17,26 of the total
- students in the sample engaged in shoplifting at least once. The con-
fidence interval computed to estimate the universe proportion shows
that the universe proportion falls between + .96% from 17.26 at .05
level (t = 1.910). Girls relative proportion 16.85% is slightly lower
than that of boys with 17.677%. The difference between the two is not
significant at .05 level (t = .126). However, the relative proportion
of student shoplifters from large town campuses (28.23%) is found to be
significantly larger at .05 level (t = 3.210) than the proportion of
student shoplifters from small town campuses (6.29%). The last column
in Table XXXIITI shows that starting with a low of 8.81%, the proportion
of student shoplifters grows to a maximum of 32.26% in the 6th semester
after which it declines to 15.367% in the 7th semester and further to
6.51% in the 8th and last semester. Thus, while the absolute propor=
tion of student shoplifters is cumulative,’the relative proportion
shows a maximum in the sixth semester after which it declines toward
the end of the semesters in college.

Taken together the above two sets of information explain:

1. Close to 50% of college students shoplift at least once
during their collage career.

2. During any given semester over all about 17% students
engage in shoplifting at least once.



TABLE XXXI

NUMBER AND PROPORTION TC TOTAL EY SEX AND SCHOOQL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFIED
AT 1LEAST ONCE DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES)

. Eastern ILllinois University MacMurray College ~Total
Semesters in .

College “Male Female -~ Total Male Female = Total Male Female  Total

1 N 1 2 3 1 1 2 2 3 5
% 4,31 7.31 5.81 5.10 4,00 4,50 4.70 5.65 5.17

2 N -2 1 3 2 1 3 4 2 6
A 8.61 3.62 6.11 7.31 6.20 6.75 7.96 4.91 6.43

3 N 2 2 4 1 2 3 3 4 7
' % 9.13 7.20 8.16 3.22 7.23 5.22 6.17 7.21 6.69

4 N -2 3 5 2 1 3 4 4 8
i % 10.10 13.81 11.95 10.11 - 4,51 7.31 10.10 9.16 9.63

5 N 2 4 6 2 3 5 4 7 11
% 7.14 20.10 13.62 10.01 8.91 9.46 8.57 14.50 16.53

6 N 1 2 3 _ i 1 2 2 3 5
% 5Q21_ 10.00 7.60 4.10 4,51 4,35 4.65 7.25 5.95

; N 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2
% 0.00 3.81 1.95 3.80 0.00 1.90 1.90 1.95 1.92

8 N 1 1 2 .0 1 1 1 2 3
% 4.32 4.22 4,27 0.00 - 3.70 1.80 2.16 3.96 3.06

Total N 11 . 16 27 10 .10 20 21 26 . 47
ora % 16,10 8.75 7,42 5.45 4.88-  5.16 5.77  6.81 6.29

TNYT



TABLE XXXII

NUMBER AND PROPORTION TO TCTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL: OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED
AT LEAST ONCE DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES)

_ s . Wisconsin State Undiversity Bradley University Total
Semesters in - -
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Femzle Total
1 N 3 3 6 4 2 6 7 5 12
% 11.11 12,51 11.81 16.71 9.51 13,11 13.91 11.01 12.46
2 N 2 2 4 5 4 9 7 ) 13
% 9.30 10.51 9.90 24,12 14.70 19.41 16.71 12,60 14.65
3 N 5 5 10 5 5 10 10 10 20
% 16.62 20.32 18.47 20,01 20.01 20.01 18.31 20.16 19.23
4 N 8 = 5 13 8 9 17 16 14 30
% 33.41 25.01 29.21 34,71 33.50 34.10 34,06 29.29 31.67
5 N 10 10 20 13 12 25 23 22 45
% 48.73 40,60 44,66 58.33 54.12 56,21 53.53 47.36  51.44
6 N 13 10 23 15 16 31 28 26 54
% 50.00 49.70 49.80 60.21 74.41 67.31 55.10 62,05 58.57
7 N 7 6 13 9 5 14 16 11 27
% 27.32 18.51 23.41 49 .42 20.00 34.71 38.37 19.25 28.81
8 N 1 -3 4 2 3 5 3 6 9
yA 4,01 13.32 8.66 9.20 13.32 11.26 6.60 13.32 9.96
N 49 44 93 61 56 117 110 100. 210
Total

% 25¢06 23.81 24,43 34.09 29.95 32.02 29,57 - 26.88 28.23

- T



TABLE XXXIII

V“MBER AND PRCPORTION TO TOTAL BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOFLIFTED
AT LEAST ONCE DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (TOTAL SAMPLE)

. Small Town Campuses Large Town Campuses

Semesters in Total
College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
) N 2 3 5 7 5 12 : 9 8 17
9 4,70 5.65 5.17 13.91  11.01  12.46 9.30  8.33 8.81
) N 4 2 6 7 6 13 11 8 19
% 7.96 4.91 6.43 16.71 12,60  14.65 12.33  8.75  10.52
3 N 3 4 7 10 10 20 13 14 27
% 6.17 7.21 6.69 18.31  20.16  19.23  12.24 13.68  12.96
. N " 4 8 16 14 30 20 18 38
% 10,10 . 9.16 9.63 34,06  29.29  31.67 22.08 19.22  20.65
5 N 4 7 11 23 22 45 Y 29 56
9, 8.57  14.50  16.53 53.63  47.36  51.44 31.10 30.93  31.01
6 N 2 3 5 28 26 54 30 29 59
% 4.65 7.25 5.95 55.10  62.05  58.57 29.87 34.65  32.26
, N 1 1 2 16 11 27 17 12 29
S 1.90 1.95 1.92 38.37 19.25  28.81 20.13 10.60  15.36
o N 1 2 3 3 6 9 4 8 12
% 2.16 3.96 3.06 6.60 13.32 9.96 4,38  8.64 6.51
N 21 26 47 110 100 210 131 126 257
16.85  17.26

Total % 5.77 6.81 6.29 29,57 26.88 28.23 17.67
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Frequency of Shoplifting

Information about the second question - that of the frequency of
shoplifting - came from responses to item XI in the questionnaire.
Actual and mean frequencies are presented in Tables XXXIV, XXXV, and
- XXXVI. Table XXXVI which is based on the information contained in

Tables XXXIV and XXXV shows that the total number of actual incidents
of shoplifting in the sample was 1,434. The marginai computations show
that the mean frequency of shoplifting per cell in the sample was 22.4.
. Dividing 22.4 the mean frequency per cell in the sample into 23.57 the
mean numbervof cases per cell in the sample (Table IV) gives us .95
which iswthe shoplifting frequency per student in the sample during the
semester under study. A confidence interval constructed around this
mean shows that the universe mean may fall between + .10l from this
mean at .05 level (t = 2,011}. The same table shows that the girls'
mean frequency per cell in the sample is 23.31, thch is slightly
higher than that of the boys with 21.50. < The difference between the
two means is not significant at .05 level (t = .325). Table XXXV shows
that the mean frequency of shoplifting in urban campuses is 50.50 which
is far higher than 4.31, the mean frequency per cell invnon-urban |
campuses (Table XXXIV). The difference between the two is significant
at .001 level (t - 8.291). Table XXXVI also indicates that the mean
frequency of shoplifting per cell for the first semester students in
the sample is 8.5. Thisbcbntinuously increases until it reaches a
maximum of 35.75 for the 5th semester students in the sampie, after

which it declines to 14.88 for the 8th or the last semester students.



TABLE XXXIV

SHOPLIFTING. FREQUENCY BY SEX AND SCHOOL -OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTIED
DURING THE “SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES)

Semester in Eastern Illinois MacMurray Total. Mean
Cocllege Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean
1 2 2. 4 2 3 5 4 5 9 2.0 2.5 4.5 2,25
2 3 1 4 3 4 7 6 5 11 3.0 2.5 5.5 2.75
3 3 4 7 4. 5 9 7 .9 16 3.5 4.5 8.0 4.00
4 8 11 19 8 9 17 6. 20 36 8.0 10.0 18.0 9.00
5 10 9 19 10 9 19 20 18 38 10.0  9.0 19.0 9.50
6 .4 6 10 4 5 9 8 10 18 4.0 5.0 9.0 4.50
7 0 2 2 3 0 3 3 5 8 1.5 2.5 4.0 2.00
8 11 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 0.5 0.5 1.0 .50
Total 31 36 67 34 37 71 65 73 138 32,5 36.5 69.0 .34.50
Mean 3.88 4.50 8.38 4.25 4.63 8.88 8.13 9.13 17.25 4.06 4.56 8.63 4.31

AT



TABLE XXXV

« 2 HFHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED

DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES)

‘Wisconsin Stats

Bradley University

Total

Mean

Semester in

College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean
1 12 14 26 17 16 33 29 30 59 14,5 15.0 29.5 14.75

2 20 19‘ 39 25 29 54 45 48 93 22.5 24.0 .46.5 23.25

3 31 29 60 37 33 70 - 68 62 1130 34.0 31.0 65.0 32.50

4 50 53 103 49 66 115 799 119 218 49.5 59.5 109.0 54.50

5 52 61 113 65 70 135 117 131 248 88.5 ®5.5 124.0 62.00

6 57 60 117 61 59 120 118 119 237 59.0 59.5 118.5 59.25

7 40. .49 | 89 49 56 105 89 105 194 49.5 51.5 97.0 48,50

8 21 18 39 37 41. 78 58 59 117 29.0 29.5 58.5 29.25
Total 283 303 586 340 370 710 ..623 673 1296 316.5 386.5 648.00 324.00
Mean 35.38 37.88 73.25 42.50 46.25 788.75 77.88 84.13 162.00 38.94 42.06 81.00 50.50

~N



TABLE XXXVI

- SHOPLIFTING FREQUENCY BY SEX AND SCHOOL OF THOSE WHO SHOPLIFTED
. DURING THE SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (TOTAL SAMPLE) =~

. Semester in,Small Town Campuses Large Town Campuses Total Mean
College Male Female Total Male Female Total " Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean
1 4 5 9 29 30 59 33 35 68 8.25 8.75 17.00 | 8.5
.2 6 5 11 45 48" 93 51 53 104 12.75 13{25 26.00 13.00
3 7 -9 16 68 62 130 75 71 146 18.75 17.75 36.50 18.25
4 16 20 36 99 119 218 115 139 254 28.75 34.75 63.50 31.75
5 20 18 38 117 131 248 137 149 286 34.25 37.25 71.50 35.75
6 8 10 .18 118 119 237 126 129 255 31.50 32.25 63.75 31.88
7 3 5‘ 8 89 105 - 194 927 110 202 23.00 27.50 50.50 25.25
8 1 1 | 2 58 59 117 59 | 60 119 14,75 15.00 29.75 14.88
Total 65 73 138 623 673 1296 688 746 1434 172.00 186.50 358.50 179.25
Mean 8.13 9.13 17.25 77.88 84.13 162.00 86.00 93.25 179.25

21.50 23.31 44.81 22.40
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Loss Incurred by Shoplifting Among
College Students ‘

This is the third question raiSed about the‘universe of shoplift-
ing.' Here loss is measured in terms of values of.shoélifted items in
dollars. The answer to this question came from item XII in the ques-
tionnaire. Tables XXXVII, XXXVIII, and XXXIX are constructed for this
purpose. These tables are based on the informatign ahout the total
value in dollars of the items shoplifted during the semester. Table

- XXXIX, which is based on the information contained in Tables XXXVII and
XXXVIII, shows that the total loss incurred by the shoplifting students
in the sample during this one semester under study was $2,972.00, or
close to three thousand dollars. Marginal computation shows that the
mean loss incurred per cell in the sample was $46.40. This divided by

. 22,4, the mean frequency of shoplifting per cell in the sample, gives
us the mean loss of $2.07 per casé of shoplifting in the sample.
Because, as computed above, the shoplifting frequency per student in
the sample is .953 or very close to 1, we may say that the mean loss
incurred per stﬁdent per incident in the sample was $2.07. A confi-
dence interval constructed around this mean loss per frequency at .05
level shows that the universe mean may be off by + .56 (t = 2.003).

Table XXXIX also indicates that $47.18 or the mean loss incurred
by girls per cell in the sample is slightly larger than that of boys

with $45.63. Difference between the.two is not significant at ;05
level (t = .372).

Table XXXVIII indicates that the mean loss incurred per cell in
the large town campuses is $84.06, which is far larger than $8.75, the’

mean loss incurred per cell in the small town campuses (Table XXXVII).



TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE
SEMESTER UNDER -STUDY (SMALL TOWN CAMPUSES)

TABLE XXXVII

Eastern Illinois

~Semester in

MacMurray

Total

Mean

College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Topal Mean
1 -4 3 7 3 7 10 7 10 17 3.5 5.0. 8.5 4.25

2 5 2 7 8 7 15 13 9 22 6.5 4.5 11.0 5.50

3 5 4 9 16 9 25 21 13 34 10.5 6.5 17.0 8.50
4 15 20 35 10 20 30 25 40 65 12.5 20.0 32,5 | 16.25

5 15 13 - 28 18 15 33 33 28 61 16.5 14;0 30.5 15.25

6 25 9 34 10 12 22 35 21 56 17.5 10.5 28.0 14.00

‘ 7 0 2 2 8 0 8 8 2 10 .4.0 - 1.0 5.0 .2.,50
‘8 2l 3 5 0 .iO 10 2 13 15 1.0 6.5 7.5 3.75
Total 71 56 127 73 80 153 144 136 280 72.0 68.0  140.0 706.00
Mean 8.58 7.00 15.88 9.13 106.00  19.13 18.00 17.00 35.00 9.00 8.50 17.50 8.75

P



TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE
SEMESTER UNDER STUDY {LARGE TOWN CAMPUSES)

TABLE XXXVIII

~Semester in

Wisconsin State

Bradley University

Total

Mean

College Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mean
1 23 32 55 36 39 75 54 71 120 29.5 35.5 60.0 30.00

2 55 35 90 57 61 118 112 96 208 56,0 48.0 104.0 52,00

3 60 61 121 81 73 154 141 134 275 70.5 67.0 132.50 66.75

4 91 85 176 93 121 214 184 206 390 92,0 103.0 195.0 97.50

5 105 135 240 145 131 276 250 266 516 125.0 133.0 253.0 126,50

6 120 125 245 117 137 254 237 262 499 118.5 131.0 249.50 - 124.75

7 95 81 176 110 138 248 205 219 424 102,5 109.5 212.00 106.60

8 39 34 73 89 78 167 128 112 240 65.0 56.0 120.0 60.00
Total 588 586 1174 728 788 1516 1316 1376 2692 653.0 688.0 1346.0 673.00
‘Mean 73.5 73.25 146.75 91.00 98.50 189.50° 164.5 171.75 336,25 84.06

82.25 88.88 168.13

MT T



TABLE XXXTIX

TOTAL DOLLAR VALUE OF ITEMS SHOPLIFTED DURING THE
SEMESTER UNDER STUDY (TOTAL SAMPLE)

. Small Town Campuses Large Town Campdses Total - Mean

: 2§§§ZZeLn Male Famale Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total . Mean
1 7 10 17 59 71 120 66 81 147 16,5 20.25 36.75 18,38

2 13 9 22 112 96 . 208 125 105 230 31.25 26.25 57.50 28.75

3 21 13 36 141 136 275 162 147 309 40,5 36.75 77.25 38.63

4 25 40 65 184 206 390 209 246 455 52.25 61.5 113.75 56.88

5 - 33 28 61 250 266 516 283 294 577 70,75 75.3 144,25 72.13

6 - 35 21 56 237 262 499 272 283 555 63.0 70.75 138.75 69.38

7 8 2 10 205 219 424 213 221 434 53.25 55.25 108,50 54,25

8 2 13 15 128 112 240 130 125 255 32.5 31.25 68.75 34.38
Total 144 136 280 1316 1376 2692 | 1460 1512 2972 315.06 378.0 743.00 371.50

Mean 18.00 17.00 35.00 164.5 171.75 336.25 182.5 18.75 371.25 45.63 47.18 92.81 46,40

QU
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Difference between the two means is significant at .00l level (t =
8.691).

Table XXXIX also shows that the mean loss incurred by shoplifting
in the sample increases from a low of $18.38 for the first semester
students to a maximum of $72.13 for the 5th semester students in the
sample after which this declines to $54.25 for the 7th semester stu-
dents and further to $34.38 for the 8th or final semester students in
the sample.

Summary of Findings on the Structure
of Shoplifting Universe

The above information shows that the absolute proportion of those
who ever shoplifted since they came to college is slightly over 46%,
but the relative proportion of those who were actively engaged in sﬁop-
lifting during the semester under study was close to 17%. No signifi-
cant‘differences are found to exist between the sexes with respect to
absolute and relative proportions bf student shoplifters, frequencies
of shoplifting and the losses incurred by shoplifting, even though
girls score consistently higher in each respect excepﬁ for the relative
proportion of shoplifters during the semester under study. However,
students from urban campuses are found to score consistently and sig-
nificantly higher than the ones from the nonurban campuses in each
raspect. Also, the breakdown of students in the sample according to
their semester classification in the college shows that with the
exception of the absolute proportion of shoplifting students, which is
cumilative, shoplifting behavior shows a maximum for the 5th and 6th

semester students in each respect.



113

. Mean frequency of shoplifting is found to be slightly less than
one per student and the mean loss incurred per incident of shoplifting

per student is found to be slightly above two dollars.



CHAPTER VI
INTERPRETATION. OF THE FINDINGS

Scientific enquiry which can start with building a theory and
developing a methodology does not stop at the collection of the da;a.
To complete a.scientific research one has to, further, lock into the
meanings of this analysis and whether or not these meanings fit the
meanings conveyed by the theory. It is only when there is a complete
fit between the two that one may generalize from the analysis of the
data, and to the extent that the data does not conform with the‘theory
some modifications have to.be made in the theory or it has to be
rejected depending on how good the fit is.. Keeping this in mind,
effort is made in this chapter to interpret thé data oﬁ shoplifting
among college students in terms of the theoretical model developed in

this study to explain crime causation dand crime selection.
Limitations

But, before we even try to compare these findings with the theo-
retical model, we may look into some of the weaknesses which might
contaminate to a greater or a lesser extent these generalizations.

First, the method of self report as used in criminology has its
own weaknesses.  Some of the ad?antages of this method over the use of
official statistics oﬁ crime have alreédy been discussed in the preced-

ing pages. . Its limitations are now discussed in this section.

114
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In any method of self report, especially in the one which aims at
discovering the "hidden" pattern of interaction like sex, and crime,
there is a probability that the total response will under-represent the
true universe. As Goode and Hatt pointed out, there is considerable
controversy among social scientists as to whether responses to anony-
mous questionnaires are frank.1 One may get some relief from the
assumption that in a group in which individuals came out of their own
choice to respond to the questionnaire, there seems to exist sufficient
interest among these individuals toward the research. This may resuit
in more frank responses from them. Still, an individual in a group
filling out a questionnaire along with his or her friends and acquaint-
ances around may not be fully assured of complete anonymity which is so
true in the case of response to the mailed questionnaire.2 The dilemma
of under-representation, then, remains unsolved. The greater amount of
confidence which one may have in the method of self report is only
relative to the use of official statistics on crime.

Second is the question of the representativeness of the sample.
With 1,509 cases, the sample size seems to be adequate, therefore no
test for adequacy of the sample wés given, Yet, in spite of the seem-
ing adequacy of sample, confidence in the adequacy remains an unknown
quantity.

‘Moreover, adequacy of the sample alone does not imply complete
representativeness of the sample. Representativeness of the sample
means adequate sample size plus sufficient stratification of the sample
in accordance with the complex structure of the universe. Random sam-
pling in science does not simpiy mean reaching a population bias free

and pick a small part of it. In fact, any random sampling takes into
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account all the possible and known differences inside the given uni-
verse and to select adequately as to the size from each different
component of that universe. This is exactly what was not possible to
do in the case of the sample drawn for this study because of lack of
resources on the part of the writer. The sample was drawn only from
four colleges, which are too few to adequately represent all the col-
leges in the society. This seems to be a serious limitation on gener-
alization from the averages computed on per college basis. Moreover,
all these colleges are situated in roughly the northern half of the
midwest which is too limited a culture area to cover the whole college
subculture in the society. Also, only two dichotomies - one urban/
nonurban and the other private/state - were used to control. for the
differences among colleges; whereas, they may also differ along such
dichotomies as denominational/nondenominational, cceducational/noncoed-
ucational, agricultural and mechanical/liberal arts and sciences, and
so on. All these differences in colleges are expected to affect the
attitude and behavior of students. Insofar as these factors were not
considered there is something left to be accounted for in the repre~
sentativeness and hence in the randomness of the sample.

Third is the question of generalizagtion from the findings of shop-
lifting among college students about the universe of crime in society.
As mentioned above, shoplifting among college students is a subuniverse
of shoplifting in general which is in itself a subuniverse of crime in
sociaety. Even if the data from shoplifting among college students fit
the model explaining crime in general, there still have to be many more
adequate numbers of representative studies on different crimes to

generalize from them with confidence.
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Thus, the findings of this study are not completely bias free.
They have their own weaknesses. What follows, then, must be read keep~

ing . in mind the above limitations.
Discussion

Because this project is mainly concerned with the etiology of
crime, the main focus of attention in this chapter will be on the
interpretation of the etiological data amalyzed in the last chapter,

. Toward the end discussion is included on the structure of the universe
-of crime under study. However, little generalization can be expected
from this discussion because of lack of any model to compare these
findings with and because, as will be evident soon, any universe of
crime has its own particular structure and this is how it differs from
other crimes. The structure of the universe of shoplifting among

college students may not coincide and may even differ markedly from
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more gengral structure of shoplifting in society. This point will
2 I g ¥y P

be further elaborated upon later.

~Etiolegy

_ The model developed in the preceding pages deals with three fac-

o

tors which are exclusively necessary for the selection and commissicen

3

of crime. These are:

{

1. Situation in terms of its ecological setting which is
conducive for a limited number of crimes.

2. Atgitude which favors the commission of some specific
crime and which i1s provoked by the presence of the spe-
cific criminogenic object in the ecological setting of
the situation, and,

3. Aggressive personality which weighs the degree of oppor-
tunity provided by the situation in terms of its ecologi~
cal setting.
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The exclusive necessity of the above three factors was presented
in Hypothesis 1. fhus Hypothesis 1, afﬁer it is accepted, isolates
these three factors from a bunch of other factors which may be general-
ly expected to affect student behavior in so¢iety but which, after
being rejected as irrelevant, establish the exclusive importance of
these three factors in shoplifting. These factors which we rejected
by éccepting Hypothesis 1 are all objective and inciude the nature of
home town, nature of college, family background, and sex, They may
. play important roles in affecting the subjective characteristics of the
students. But this is beyond the point. What is more relevant is that
they do not seem to have any direct bearing on the shoplifting behavior
of the college students.

Hypotheses 2, 5, and 6 were only logical extensions and further
elaborations of Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2, dealing with situation (as_
measured by the size of campus town), together with Hypothesis 5 deal~
ing with criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting and Hypothesis 6
-dealing with aggressive personality traits of the students, determine

the direction of the influences of these three factors taken individual-
ly on the shoplifting behavior of the students. It is established that .
larger size campus towns, higher criminogeny toward shoplifting in
attitude, and higher amount of aggression in personality, taken indi-
vidually are associated with higher frequency of shoplifting. Hypoth-
eses 1, 2, 5, and 6 taken together still db not assign causation to any
one of these three factors. What is established is only this, that the
above three factors in themselves taken individually are most conducive
of all factors pertaining to the shoplifting behavior of the college

students.
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Not to side track but ohly to establish the source(s) of crimino-
genic attitude toward shoplifting among college students, Hypotheses 3
and 4 were formulated in order to verify the assumption that crimino-
genic attitudes toward specific objects are subculture bound. More
specifically Hypothesis 3 was formulated in order to brove the exist-
ence of criminogenic attitudes toward shoplifting in the college sub-
culture, and Hypothesis 4 was formulated to prove that the college
subculture is a factér in generating attitudes toward shoplifting.
Hypothesis 3 was acgcepted and shows that when different crimes are
rank ordered in seriousness shoplifting stands close to the bottom as
rated by the students. Hypothesis 4 was accepted and proves that
college subculture is a factor in generating criminogenic attitudes
toward shoplifting with the other two factors, i.e., size of home townm
and size of campus town, which are also found to be significant in
generating these attitudes. But, far from challenging our model, this
finding on one hand reinforces the beliefvin the statement made in
developing the theoretical frame of reference that the subcultural
segments in a complex society are not encapsulated wholes.  Rather they
are partly overlapping and keep their doors open for a two-way traffic
of influences among neighboring segments. On the other hand this find-
ing not only confirms the role,é situation plays in provoking crimino-
genic attitudes but also adds that situation (size of home town and
size of campus town in this case) may generate criminogenic attitudes
that may find refuge in a certain subculture which may itself be rais-
ing attitudes of the same breed.

Hypotheses 7 through.l2 were the ones seeking causal relationship

between the three independent variables isolated above and the
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shoplifting behavior of the students treated as a dependent variable.
.More specifically, Hypotheses 7 thrbugh 10 seek causation by pairing
the independent variables. The untenability and the subsequent rejec-
tion of these four hypotheses confirms the proposition which rejects
causétion assigned to any one or any two of the above factors.

. Bypotheses 11 and 12 are the most important ones in the whole
study. As accepted they‘prove that shoplifting frequency is positively
associated with the three independent variables only when they are
considered together. However, the data analyzed above go beyond simply

_ proving these hypotheses. The fact that in Peoria, the largest campus
town in the sample, highly significant correlations are found even for
the second quartiles of the aggressive personality and c¢riminogenic
attitudes (this fact thatncouldvnot be borne out by the data testing
hypotheses 7 through 10) means that as a situation becomes more crimi-
nogenic in terms of its ecological Setting, shoplifting occurs even for
those who have a relative low aggressive personality and also for those
who have relatively low criminogenic attitudes. But the opposite is

-not found to be true, i.e., high aggressive traits,or'high criminogenic
attitudes are not associated with high ffequency of shoplifting in
smaller campus towns. This proves that the criminogenic situation
plays a significaht role in the commission of crime relative to the
other two ~ the subjective factors. There are two questions which may
be raised here. First, does a highly criminogenic situation momentari-
ly accentuate the criminogenic subjective tfaits of the students so
much as to allow them to shoplift? - Second, as a situation becomes
highly criminogenic, do students shoplift in spite of their relatively

low criminogenic subjective traits?
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This brings us diregtly into the gxplanation of what is exactly
the mechanism involved in the process of perception of situation.
Simply to assert that attitudes and personality traits of the actor are
involved in this process does not give us any clue as to how they
. interact with the situation. . In.fact, as will be evident soon, the

two questions faised above are directly conneéted with ﬁhis problem and
in answering these two questions we may get sufficient insight to look
into the very process of perception of situation which makes the selec-
tion as well as the commission of an act possible,

. In answering these questions we see that in the light of the
existing social psychological.literature it is hard to believe that
unless one is in a situation of strain operating in the direction con-
trary to his subjective controls, he would act in the direction con-
trary to them.3 This situation at one pole may be a consequence of an
outright application of naked force. At the cher'pole it may result
from more subtle influences exerted on the actor in artificaliy simu-
léted situations.4 In between these two extremes may occur all kinds
of strainful situations including the one as hoted by White in the
street corner.gangssror the one which may create ambivalence on the
part of the actor toward the aIQer;6 Thus, theré'arevmany'situations
with all kinds of strains in our world’bf social interaction. The
situations may be classified in two types according to the nature of
strains they contain.  One of_these situations contains strain which
may frustrate or upset thebactor's subjective characteristics including
his persoﬁality traits and attitudes and the resultant pefception S0
-that they may have the effect of making the persén deviate from his own

.subjective belief and: judgement or he may quit the situation if he is
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free to do so. We may call this factor; to borrow Merton's terminology,
strain toward deviance7 or the negative strain and this situation a
negative situation.

. On the other hand are situations containing strains which may
reinforce or accentuate the pre-existing subjective character of the
actor. We may call this strain, to borrow Sumner’s terminology, strainm
toward consistencyS, or positive strain and this situation a positive
situation.

- It must be emphasized here that situations may be negative or
positive not in themselves as such but only relative to the subjective
characteristics of the actor. It follows that a situation may be nega-
tive for actor A but the same situation may be positive for actor B
depending upon the respective actor's subjective chéracter. Thus, all
situations which we find 6urse1ves in within society, are judged as
negative or positivé because they are perceived as such by the individ-
ual actors involved. The perception‘of situation, then, involves the
strain exerted by the situation on tﬁé subjective characteristics of
the actor. ' There may be different degrees of the situational strain
interacting with different levels of subjective factors and this may
explain the individual differéntialé in the resultant perception of .the
same situation. A situation perceived as negative is not good for
participation and a situation.perceived_as positive is good for parti-
cipation. Most often, we try to avoid negative situations which strain
our subjectivefcharacter.in the opposite direction andbwe.continually
seek the pqsitive situations which may gratify or alloﬁ expression to
and thus reinforce our subjective orientation.9 If one cannot at all

avoid being in a negative situation, depending upon the relative
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strength of his subjective character and the objective strain in the
situation, he may either enter into a coﬁtinuous overt or convert con-
flict, or he has to make an adjustment to it by reshaping his subjec-
tive characteristics including his attitudes which may éhange momentar -
ily without much effort and the personality which may take a much
longer period of time. |

. In criminology which generally displays a lag in keeping pace with
progress in its parent disciplines, one only has to be reminded of the
more important explanations which emphasize the controls exérted by
either personality or by attitude so much so that these subjective
factors are assigned causation meaning complete control over the ensu-
ing criminal behavior. The fact that we face the dilemma of differen-
tial response in the application of these theories is not to deny any
éontrol on the part of these faétors. - It simply means that these
controls are'not sufficient. This was one of the assumptions which
led the writer to develop the three dimensional model above. This
brought the element of situation in the forefront at equal footing with
the subjective factors. As the above findings assign a relatively more
important role to the situation in shoplifting, we may now proceed. to
analyze the strain contained in the.criminogenic situation of student
shoplifting.

As mentioned abecve, a criﬁinogenic situation, by definition, is
one which is cénducivé to committing crime, and as it was found in
connection with Hypothesis 4, situation partly in form of size of cam-
pus town affects the shoplifting attitudes.of‘the students, It follows
that the criminogenic situation ofllarge cities is conducive to shop-

lifting. It is conducive because it strains attitudes of college



124

students into making a positive perception of itself. . In. the absence
of any evidence to the effect that shoplifting by college students is a
group. or a.gang phenomenon, strain toward shoplifting in large town
situations seems to generate from the numerous small and large stores
 where items for sale are displayed in such a manner as to invite acqui-
sition on the part of the visitors. These invitations toward acquisin
tion may strain in varying degrees the attitude of college students so
that their already existing high criminogenic attitudes toward shop-
lifting may be excited and the low ones may be momentarily accentuated.
. The above discussion explains the interaction between attitudes
and situation in the process of perception and the more important role
which the situation plays in this process specifically in the context
of shoplifting by college students. = However, excitement and accentua-
tion of the shoplifting attitudes and the resultant'positive perception
of the shoplifting,situation still dbes not mean the commission of
shoplifting by students. Attitudes and situational strain only explain
the selection of objects and the predisposition of students to interact
with these objects, with the intention of acquiring these objects with-
out paying for them.  This is only one phase of the perception of the
situation, i.e., judgement of the situation as negative or positive.
The other process which starts at the end of the process of selection
involves the perception of situation as being good or not goéd for
acquiring the object without paying for it. . This phase of the percep-
tion contains interaction of the situational strain in. terms of its
opportunity structure with the personality constellation, more specif-
ically the aggressive traits --high or low - which the students possess.

The role which aggressive personality plays in daring to break the
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recognized rules of interaction has already been discussed in the pre-
ceding pages and the data in general support the necessity of aggres-
-sive personality in the commission of shoplifting. However, findings
as analyzed in Table XXIII (page 90) shdw that as a situation becomes
highly criminogenic, even those with low éggressive traits venture to
shoplift. . In the absence of any scientific evidence that personality
traits also shift momentarily (as attitudes may) under strains gener-
ated by a specific situation,lg it is logical to conclude that as a
situation becomes highly criminogenic in terms of opportunity, students
engage in shoplifting in spite of their low aggressive personality
traits. This shows the different degrees in which situational strains
and the personality traits may interact in making a decision to act
along the line demarcated by -the interaction of situational strain and
attitudes. . A highly criminogenic situation may 6utweigh the effect of
the low aggressive personality. Logically, we can say that a high
aggressive personality may outweigh the effect of a low criminogenic
situation. . But this is not supported by the data presénted above.
This proves the more important role which situation plays specifically
in the context of shoplifting by college students.

In answering the first question raised above, we may say that
students shoplift as a result of momentary excitement and accentuation
in their shoplifting attitudes. In answering the second question, we
may say that as a situation becomes highly criminogenic, students may
‘engage in shoplifting in spite of their low aggressive personality
traits. The two answers combined together explain that as situation
becomes highly criminogenic for shoplifting it momentarily excites and

accentuates the shoplifting attitudes of college students so that even
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those with relatively low aggressive personality traits may make .the
decision to shoplift,
. The above discussion explains that the shoplifting behavior of

college students which is a consequence of perception of situation as

)

positive and good for shoplifting is, in fact, an end product of a
process. . So is any human behavior - an end product of a process.
Cohen has put it more succinctly.

Human action, deviant or otherwise, is something that devel-
ops in a tentative, groping, advancing, backtracking, sound-
ing out process. People taste and feel their way along.
They start doing something and end up doing another. They
extricate themselves from progressive involvement or become
further involved to the point of commitment.ll

To sum up our discussion on the etiology of shoplifting among
college students, we found that
1. - Shoplifting occurs in an cobjective situationm,

2. . Shoplifting occurs in an cbjective situation after it
has been perceived as criminogenic for shoplifting.

3. Perception of situation as criminogenic for shoplifting
involves: '

a,  An objective situation with an ecological setting
which contains strain toward acquisition and strain
toward action for acquisition.

b. Criminogenic attitudes of students toward shoplifting
which are excited and accentuated by the situational
strain toward acquisition.

c. Aggressive personality traits of students which
respond to the situational straln toward action for
acquisition.

4. All three of these factors are necessary to explain the
shoplifting behavior of college students.

5.  0f these three factors criminogenic situation of shoplift-
- ing outweighs the influence of relatively low criminogenic
attitudes and relatively low aggressive personality of
the students involved,
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The last proposition in the above paradigm should be read with
caution. After all, shoplifting is one of the many crimes which occur
in society. Some other crime may call for a different combination of
the three factors discussed above. In some crime aggressive personali-
ty may outweigh the influences exerted by attitudes and situation. 1In
some other crime yet, attitudes may play the most important role. How-
ever,. the fact remains that these three factors must be considered in
interaction with each other. It is probabiy too risky to explain . the
triggering of an action in terms of man's physical aﬁd bio-chemicél
traits and it is quite futile to explain it in terms of such ill
defined concepts as human will. Most probably something which we call
human will is nothing more than a function of these three factors

interacting together.

The Universe of Studen; Sheplifting

-One great contribuﬁion of Sutherland was that he conceived of
crime in terms of subcultures.12 He did so not in the sense that there
is a criminal subculture and a conforming subculture as some crimincle-
gists‘came to believe later. . Sutherland did so in the sense that
various subcultures have their own reSpective-pattefnsvof crime as
well as conformity. This is the point which was eléborated in develop-
ing tﬁe theoretical frame of reference in the preceding pages.  Again,
this does not mean that a given crime defines é_subculture. In fact,
as Matza pointed out,13 a criminal act is a tiny fraction of what is
generally going on in a subculture.  To define a subculture in terms of

a crime contained in it, is to subject the subculture to stereotyping.
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Insofar as this is‘true, the structure of any particular crime
reflects the structure of the subculture rather than the other way
around. - If the same crime is found in more than one subculture, all
these subcultures should be taken into account to explain the structuyre
of the crime. Thus the social structure of shoplifting among college

-studenés:with:its differentials of sex, size of campus town and semes-
ter in college, only reflects the values which generate attitudes as
they interact with other etiological factors at different levels in the
general role structure-of the college structure. It does not reflect
the structure of any non-student subculture and it only partly repre-
sents the structure of the shoplifting universe in society in general.
College students at different levels in the college subculture engage
in doing many things as a result of the specific combinations of their
attitudes, personality traits, and the situation involﬁed. Out of
these many things which they do, college students also engage in shop-
-lifting in varying frequency at these different levels as their values
translated into attitudes enter into a specific combination with their
aggressive personality traits in shoplifting situations.

Most probébly shoplifting among college students is one of the
expressions of the deviant values which generally develop in the col-

- lege subculture. . After all, colleges, at least in the western society,
~are agents of chénge in the area of arts, science, technology, and
philosophy. This creates a general deviant environment in which‘everym
thing conventional may be questioned. There are a number of scientific
studies which explaiﬁ this very character of the college subculture.
Francis has described the valﬁes of college studenté as being idealis-

. . , . . . . s 14
tic, deviant and equalitarian as regards sex, race, and ethnicity.
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Weinberg found that idealism among students reinforces their deviant
tendencies and that sex and race differentials are not significant in
this regard.15 There are different ways in which deviant values could
find expression. Goldwin found that the intensity of deviant attitudes
among college students is a significént factorAih sexual deviance,
illicit use of drugs, and participation in campus demonstrations.l6

- Probably shoplifting is yet another expression of the same provided
that the aggressive personality traits and the situation allow that
expression.

In the light of the above discussion we may say that even thaugh
nearly 50% of the college students may engage in the act of shoplifting
at least once, yet only about 17% in any given semester are able to
gratify their deviant values in terms of shoplifting. These values are
far better expressed in urbaﬁ campus towns than in non-urban campus
towns. Boys and girls are about equally able to do.so. Also, it.is
quite evident that as one gets more immersed in the deviant values of
the college subculture, the frequency of shoplifting increases toward
.the middle semesters of college life after which this frequency de-
clines as a result of reference changef Further, the mean shoplifting
frequency per student being very low - close to only one per student -
shows that shoplifting among college students is not one of the impor-
tant ways of expressing deviant tendencies. - Alsc, the fact that the
mean. loss incurred by shoplifting is very low, i.e., close to $2.00 per
incident, shows that students do not shoplift for economic reasons but
only to satisfy their deviant urges which may Be gratified, possibly,

in many other ways.
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CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary

This project was aimed at the etiology of crime which occupies a
central place in the discipline of criminology. Human interest in the
explanation of crime is probably as old as the human society itself.

- Lately there have been volumincus publications on this subject in the
areas of psychiatry, psychology, sociology, and social work, not to
mention the general interest and concern as reflected in the lay liter-
‘ature and our mass media,

- There are two fundamental questions in criminology. The first is
the question of crime causation or why people commit crime; and the
second is the question of crime selection of why and how people select
g particular crime, Both questions belong to the same generic issue =
etiology of crime. We are not simply interested in asking why people
act in society., Our interest, in fact, lies in the question of why and
how people come to 5ct as they do. Likewise, we are not interested in
asking only why people commit crime, but im amalyzing the action of a
person who embezzled or killed or shoplifted and sc on. Unfortunately,
a great bulk of the literature on criminology fails to grasp the impor-
tance of this point. Only in the late 1950's was the dual nature of
this etiological question pointed ocut in the sociological literature on

crime.
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Probably ignoring this aspect of the explanation of human behavior
has brought about what has come to be known in criminology as the di-
lemma of differential response, i.e., our theory is never a sufficient
explanation and each time research is conducted different results are
“ obtained from the data. .Thisbinsufficiency and the resultant differen-
tial response in the research in criminology has at least one more
source. %his is the fact that criminologists have locked at crime and
conformity as being genetically different from each other. Crime has
been traditionally regarded as an antisocial act and conformity is seen
as prosocial. This only reflécts the general human tendency among the
criminologists to dichotomize the universe of our experience into good
and bad, black and white, desirable and undesirable. This native
criminological wisdom forces us to explain the deviant act as different
from the conforming act; whereas the fact is that both.crime and con-
-formity are social acts insofar as they both obtain their respective
meanings only in the context of sociéty. An act viewed as good or bad
for us is believed to be desirable or undesirable from our point of
view., But an act is termed as crime or non-crime only‘as a resuit of
our labelling process, and this‘labelling_does not affect the inherent
quality of either act as being social. This approach of separating
criminal behavior from the rest of the universe of social action re-
sulted in‘the reductionist exﬁlanation whereby the criminal act is
analyzed only in terms of personality, or only in terms of attitude or
only in terms of situation. Naturaliy.we face the dilemma of differen-
tial response because none of these factors sufficiently explains human

behavior even though each one of them may be a necessary factor.
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The above considerations were taken into account while developing
the etiological model for this project. . The very first step was to
locate or develop a meaningful theory of social action. . Thomas' theory
of the Definition of Situation was a great guide and relief in this
regard. . His theory adequately explains the selection of action.  As
mentioned above, the two variables which Thomas used, i,e., attitude of
the actor and the social situation provide specificity. A situation
.Iimits the choice. of action through:the objeéts it contains and the
attitude of the actor who finds himself in the situation has a probabil-
ity of picking only some specific object(s) from this situation to act
with or act upon. .Still Thomas could not explain the element which-
triggers the action after the actor is predisposed to'aét on some line
of a;tion demarcated. by the interaction of situation and the éttitude
of the actor.  Thomas handled this part of the expianation of human
behavior rather ambiguously, assigning it to the bio-chemical and
physical differentials éf the individual actér. Writing about fifty
years later, it is not very difficult for us to see that the missing
element in Thomas' model was the‘subjective factor defined in psychia-
try and also in psychology as personality which has great potentiality
for a certain type of behavior and which has been so much cverempha-
sized that it has been assigned causation all by itself, WhilevrevieWn
ing Thomas' theory of the Definition of Situation, it became apparent
that an adequate theory of social behavior, in order to explain selec-
tion as well as triggering the action, must put the factors of the
situation, attitude and personality togethér. An adequate answer in
one proposition to these twin etiological questions should, by its very

logic, do away with the dilemma of differential response. . Further,
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this dilemma has to decrease, if for no other reason, simply. because
the reliability of the theory must increase with. the increase in number
of relevant variables.

Having developed a workable model of social behavior, it must not
be very difficult to conceive of a general theory of crime, . Selection
could be assigned to the ecological setting of a situation which may
contain object(s) which the potential criminal perceives through his
attitudes which are thus attracted, excited and accentuated. However,
the decision to trigger the action which is going to be labelled as
crime is not an ordinary decision to make. . It is not possible for
every person to act criminally. To do this one has to be aggressive
enough to defy the existing order and to neutralize the fear of being
caught and be punished later., 1In this connection the role which ag-
gressive personality plays has been emphasized more than any other,
especially in the psychological literature on crime. This trait has
been found to be quite common among juvenile delinquents and other
criminals as well.

.On the basis of the above reasoning it was hypothesized that crime
originates in the attitude perpetuated in the subculture to which the
actor belongs and which differentially orients its participants toward
the criminal law of society. The situation conceived in terms of an
interactional ecological Setting’contains some object(s) which excite
the attitude of the actor., If the attitude of the actor predisposed
him to act in contravention to some aspect of the criminal law in
society, this attitude is called criminogenic attitude and the situa-
tion perceived as positive, meaning thereby that it excites and accen-
tuates this attitude,. is the criminogenicvsituation, The criminogenic

K3
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attitude and the criminogenic situation together make the selecﬁion-of
the criminal act possible. -Aﬁ this point the actor is in full know-
ledge of the criminogeny in his attitude and the situation,.and he is
now a potential criminal. Because the selection is a result of con-
scious criminal predisposition, therefore it is hypothesized that there
must be sufficient aggressi&eness as a trait in the personality con-
stellation of the actor to enable him to neutralize the fear and the
apprehensions that may arise relative to the opportunity structure in
the ecology of the situation. If the aggressive traits of the actor
succeed in doing this, the criminal action has a high probability of
being triggered. This is how an aggressive»personality becomes a
criminogenic personality - only in combination with criminogenic atti-
tude and criminogenic situation. All by itself aggressiveness as a
personality trait only has latent potentiality for different kinds of
behavior in society. Crime being such a tiny fraction of the total
social behavior in.society, it is evident that aggressive personality
. most often helps generate conforming beha?ior rather than criminal
behavior in society. One only has to see how aggressiveness can help
a football team make the touchdown; how an aggressive strategy may be
used for a military exploit; and how an aggressive leader maj,lead his
society toward reforms and change.

The above explanation of crime: has much in common with other
theories put forth previously. For instance, it emphasizes the impor-
tance of the purely sociological factor of situation as did Cloward and
Ohlin and later Matza. - It also includes attitude of the potential
criminal which has subcultural or associational origins, as was done by

. Sutherland and later by Cohen. . It also emphasizes the role played in
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crime by aggressive personality, as is found in a number of psychologi-
cal studies on crime.  The difference is that the present model does
not take into account these factors inbones or twos. Rather, all of
these factors are seen acfing'in combination. Approaching the problem
from this direction,. a social scientist does not have to lean any more.
on such'explanations as physical and biochemical differentials in human
behavior ~ an area.which has never been explored by any social scien-
tist and which does not seem to provide:any. theoretical leads, even in
biology. .This approach also solves the dilemma of the human will,
Lawyers, judges, and other jurists generally make use of this term to
explain the causation of crime. 1In criminology this term is lately
_introduced by Matza who went back to the classical approach which. is
essentially an approach of the legal reforms as represented. by
Beccaria and Voltaire.  Both jurists and their followers in criminology
)
~who use this term do not even attempt to define it. This creates the
ambiguity and the vagueness which, by the way, has become so endemic in
the legal language that our law remains susceptible to the lawyer's
manipulation and reinterpretation, ' This ambiguity in the legal lan-
guage may be partly responsible for the maladministration of justice
which Beccaria and Voltaire were fighting against and which'Matza
thought is the origin of cfiminal reaction in society. The dilemma of
human will was attacked by Farris who asserted that when we are not
able to givé a logical or an empirical explanation, it is quite conven-
-ient to fall back on such terminology as '"human nature" and '"human
will." But the dilemma of human will becomes less than a mystery if
we look at it as a function -of attitude, situation, and personality

interacting together. From this perspective human will does not look
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"like an initial state of commitment from which one may leap into ac-
tion. Rather, the will to act in terms of the above three factors, is
seen as subsuming a process which may increasé or decrease in intensity,
which méy reach the point of commitment or may disappear altogether,
depending upon the different degrees in which the above three factors
combine,

In order to test this general model explaining criminal behavior,
the method of sélf report was preferred over the use of official statis-
tics on crime or the use of an apprehended criminal population. . This
was done, among other reasons, mainly due to the fact that the subjec-
tive factors, especially attitudes which occupy a central place in the
above model, have a great probabiiity of shifting in intensity or dis-
appearing altogether in the post-crime situation after the criminal
actor has entered into interaction with the 1aw-enforcement.authoritieso
This method calledvfof drawing of the sémple from the free population
and administering the: subjects a questionnaire aiming at discovering
‘the etiological factors of a crime selected for study. Because of the
- subcultural origins of attitudé in the aBove model, it was decided to
locate a rather distinct subculture whence to draw the sample to study
-one of the crimes thch the subculture is generally supposedvtq con-
tain. _Because‘of its rather distinct character as a subculture in
society and partly due to its general deviant character, college sub-
culture was selected for study. Subculture of college students is
‘quite well known for its more relaxed rules of sex beha&ior, illicit
use of drugs, and ﬁore recently for rather violent protest movements.
Shoplifting, which has long been a part of the college subculture but

has had very little exploration, was selected for this etiological
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study to test. the above model.

A four-page-questionnaire-was perfected after a series of pre-
tests, which, besides refining certain items in the questionnaire,.also
.helped.determine'the nature of the sample as to its racial character.
Decision was méde to draw a uﬁiracial sample, preferably all white,
because the pretest results did not show any consistency when multi-
racial samples were used to respond to certain items, especially the
ones on -criminogenic attitude, This inconsisfency in the response and
the resultant: low reliability coefficient required the use of a uni-
racial sample. It seems as though nonwhite students, when in the mid-
dle of a-white crowd, and when they do not have a change to congregate
together in one corner, do tend to be inconsistent in their responses.
Thié is something which should be explored to refine the methodology of
social researcﬁ.

. The sample was designed to be equally divided in 64 cells pertain-
-ing to four colleges, two sexes, and eight semesters in college., It
was originally decided tovinclude at 1east.25 cases in each cell yield-
ing a sample size of 1,600,  Samp1ing started with piqking randomly 35
cases for each cell from student directories in the four'Midwestern
colleges.  Thus, more than 2,200 letters of request were mailed to the
students from these four colleges which were selected so that two of
them are in smaller towns and two of them are in larger towns, while at
the same time two of them are’state institutions and two of them are
non-sectarian private colleges. After an abortive attempt to collect
the data in January, 1969, which failed because of severe disturbances
in one of these colleges, the sample was finally drawn toward the end

of the spring semester, 1969. ' Fortunately, there were no difficulties
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at this time of the year and this postponement of one full semester in
drawing the sample also gave the writer a chance to follow up the
request letters through more letters of persuasion, each time emphasiz-
ing the role these students could play in making this project a success
and reminding them again of the date they were supposed to complete the
questionnaire. This time local fraternities and sororities along with
the respective student governments and the student activity boards
extended their help to publicize this project. The total number of
those who attended these four sessions in four colleges was 1,571. Out
of these 1,571 filled out questionnaires, 62 were rejected becagse of
incomplete and occésionally rather irrelevant response. - Those who were
-requested but could not attend these sessions were not contac;ed again,
as the sample size of 1,509 was considered to be adeqﬁate and because
insufficient time remained for further'solicitation. This method of
inviting students to attend the sessions to fill out the questionnaires
did have a risk of not many students responding to the requeét letters,
The fact that the turnout still gave the adequate sample size attests
to the superiority of this procedure over the mailed questionnaire
which often fails to persuade enough. Due to this fact, the method of
mailed questionnaire generally faces a risk of.high-abséntee rate aﬁd
has a great probability of excluding many who through little;mofe per-
suasion could otherwise respond to the request and yield valuable
information. Persuasion before the actual response may pose the ques-
tion of exaggeration in the response. But, on the other hand, filling
out a. questionnaire about the hidden aspects of social life, in the
presence of friends and other écquaintances, poses the dilemma of

under-response. It is expected that the two have negated each other.
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However, there is no possibility of tracing any of these biases one way
or the other, and this limitation on the study had to be accepted as
being inherent. in any method of self-report.

Twelve hypotheses guided the analysis of the data which was done
in two stages, each of which employed different statistical tests and
required separate statements and subroutines in the computer analysis,
The objectives of the first stage analysis were to locate the effect of
intra-attribute differences of each variable on the frequency of shop-
1ifting; to locate the effect of intra-attribute differences of each
variable on the shoplifting attitudes of the students; and to isolate
the statistically significant factors related to shoplifting from other
extraneous factors which might otherwise have a confounding effect on
the findings. = It was found that college subculture is the most impor=
tant source in development the criminogenic attitudes towar& shoplife-
ing. At the same time, however, situation in the form of campus town
and in the form of home town is also found to be significantly affect-
ing this attitude of the students. This finding goes beyond simply
proving the subcultural origins of the criminogenic attitude of stu-
dents. As explained above, this assigns more importance to the rdle
which situation plays in the cpmmission of shoplifting. The same data
also proves that criminogenic attitude of college students toward shop-
lifting, criminogenic situation for shoplifting, and aggressive person-
ality traits of college students are statistically significant factors
related to the frequency of shoplifting.

The objective of the second stage amalysis was to compufé the
significance of association of shoplifting frequency with the above

three variables, first by pairing these independent variables and then
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putting all three of them together, When paire&vtogether, shoplifting
frequency has been found not to correlate significantly with any one of
them. However, when shoplifting frequency is allowed to vary with one
of them while controlling the intra-attribute differences of the other
two, significant association was discovered for higher levels of erimi-
nogenic attitude and aggressive personality. . As for the situation, it
proved to be playing a much more important role than the two subjective
factors., It was found that as situation becomes highly criminogenic
for shoplifting, significant association appears even for those with
lower criminogenic attitude and relatively lower aggressive traits.
The opposite was not found to be true, i.e., those with higher crimino-
genic attitudes or those with higher aggressive traits do not show
significant results in relatively low criminogenic situations. This
finding coupled with the one above that the situation seems to affect
the éhoplifting attitudes makes us conclude that probably as a situa-
tion becomes‘highlykcriminogenic it accentuates momentafily the low
criminogenic attitudes; and those persons finding themselves in a
_highly criminogenic situatisn for shoplifting with their shoplifting
attitudes momentarily accentuated, engage in shopliftingvdespite-their
relatively low aggressive personality traits.

| This finding shows that most!probably shoplifting by the college
students is a situational crime in which the subjective factors of
student  do play important roles and yet they seem to be overwhelﬁed by
the highly criminogenic situation. Some other crime or-even. shoplift-
ing in some other subculture may not display the same importance of
situation relative to the cher two factors. . In some other crime

criminogenic attitudes may supercede the other two and in some crimes,
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aggressive personality may play the most important role. - Further
studies ﬁsing this model may thus help taxonomize crime in terms of
attitude. or situatipn or aggressive personality, so that we may be
able to talk of attitude crimes, situational crimes, or personality
crimes.  This fact seems to be especially important for the discipline
of social work and other rehabilitation programs which still try to
concentraﬁe upon changing the "criminal personality" in the case of
every criminal or juvenile delinquent. |

One great advantage of the method of self report is that, sample
adequacy and the instrument reliability granted, it supplies additional
information - on the patterns of crime under study. . This is something
which cannot be discovered with reliability by using the official sta-
tistics on crime. It was found that the absolute proportion of those
students who ha& ever shoplifted since they camekto college is above
46%. Girls with about 48% are slightly more than boys with about 44%;
but the difference between the two is not found to be significant. On
the other hand, the relative proportion of’students whd had ever shop-
lifted during the semester under study was only about 17%. Girls' .
relative proportion. (16.84%), again, is found to be slightly higher
than that of boys with 16.62%. - Difference between the two. proportions
is not found to be significant, - While sex differences in the above two
proportions are not found to be significant, urban/nonurban differences
are found to be significant.

Total mean frequency of shoplifting during the semester under
study was 22.4 per cell in the sample. Girls' mean (23.31) was slight-
ly. higher than that of boys with 21.5. The difference between the two

is not found to be significant, However, mean frequency in the urban
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campus town was 40.5 per cell, which is found to be significantly

. higher than that in nonurban campuses (4.31). ‘Further computations
show that the over-all mean frequency of shoplifting in the sample was
.953 or very close to 1 per person.

- Analysis in the preceding pages also shows that the loss incurred
by shoplifting by college students in terms of dollars was 46.4 per
cell in the sample, Girls incurred more loss (47.18) than did the boys
(45.62). The difference between the two is not significant. : On the
other hand, loss incurred in the urban campuses (84.06) is significant-
ly higher than that in the nonurban campuses (8.75).  Further computa-
tions show that the mean loss incurred by students per person in the
sample is $2,07. . Because, as computed above, mean frequency of shop-
lifting per person in the sample is very close fo 1, the mean loss
incurréd per incident of shoplifting per student is approximately $2.07.

Further and more importént, marginal computations in the analysis
of patterns of shoplifting show that with the exception of the absolute
proportion of shoplifters (WhiChIiS cumulative and unilinear), all
other, i.e., relative proportion of shoplifters, frequency of shoplift-
ing and loss incurred by,shoplifting, show maximum in the middle semes-
ters of the college,. after which these figures decline toward the end
of the college career. As long as shoplifting among college students
could be regarded as only an expression of the values and interaction
patterns which develop in the college subculture,. the above-mentioned
trends of attaining maxima. during the middle semesters most praobably
tells us about the shifting attitudes and the resultant intensity of
participation by students in the college subculture. More specifically,

the above trends probably reflect the degree of participation on the
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part of the students and change in their attitude toward participation
in the college culture as they move from the first few semesters in '
college to the lasﬁ few semesters. It seems more logical to believe
that as they are passing through their last few semesters in college,
students tend to change théir reference and orient themselves more

toward the adult world.
Conclusions

In conciuding this project the following observations seem worthy
of mention:

+1l. Crime is not antisocial behavior. To treat crime as anti-
social behavior in sociological analysis is to deviate from the term
"social" as defined in sociology.

2. To treat cfime as antisocial behavior is partly responsible
for the reductionist approach which is one of the sources of the dilem-
ma of differential response.

3. It follows that a geheral theory of criminal behavior sﬁould
be embedded in a general theory of social behavior which can be suffi-
ciently explained in terms of cultural predispositions, ecology of the
situation, and the personality trait.

4. In generating social hehavior the cultural structure has the
functionbof shaping criminogenic orvnon¥criminogenic attitudes. . Social
structure has the function of providing a situational setting which ﬁay
be perceived as criminogenic or non-criminogenic, and personality
structure has the function of triggering the criminal or non-criminal

action,
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5. . In the context of criminal behavior relative to any existing
criminal code, these are only the attitudes which can be generically
distinguished from non-criminogenic attitudes. Criminogenic attitudes
. define a situétion as criminogenic which may not otherwise be inherent-
ly distinguished from the non-criminogenic situation. Criminogenic
attitudes together with the criminogenic situation makes the selection
of crime. Interacting with criminogenic attitudes and the transformed
criminogenic situation, aggressive personality, which otherwise may not
be criminogenic, becomes criminogenic and triggers the criminal action,

6.  In the process of generation of social behavior, selection of
behavior comes first. It is followed by the triggering of the actionm.
Likewise, in the process of generation of criminal behavior, selection
of crime comes first and triggering of crime comes next.

7. If by causation one means to say the origin of crime, then the
answer is obvious. Crime originates in the actor's attitude of which
the principle source is the subculture with which the actor identifies
himself in society. However, as long as any social actioﬁ can be con-
ceived of as an end product of a process originating in an actor's
attitude, the question as to why people commit crime is irrelevant and
probably misleading. . It only reflects the bias in our lay thinking
which generally fails to see any continuum on which the origin of an
action and its actual performance are situated at the opposite poles.
The answer to this question necessarily develops into a mono-causal
explanation in which cause and effect are confounded together so as to
obscure and deny relevant intervening variables which exist between
the two.  When applied to the .cases in which intervening variables must

be taken into account, this approach becomes another source of the
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dilemma of differential response. . It is obvious that those who have

the predispositions to originate an action do not necessarily do so and-
those who do so, do not necessarily finish it.,  In this regard probably
the most relevant question is: How do people commit crime? = This seems
to be a more pertinent question which subsumes a'process and is capable
of taking into consideration the intervening variables as they enter

into the process at different levels.and in different degrees. This is

what one may call The Process Approach or The Principle of Continuity.

. 8. - Even though shoplifting by college students can be described
as a situational crime, yet situation must not be confused with the
causation of this crime. Causation can be assigned only to the whole
process which successfully ended with the act of shoplifting. Every
student who performed this act could be able to do so only by going
through this process. successfully. Also, many of the other students
who could not perform this act, can be conceivéd of as having engaged
in this process. Only they could not manage to finish it because of
lack of a criminogenic situation or because of lack of sufficient
aggreésiveness in their respective personalities or because of lack of
both.

9. 1t follows that, the effects of situation and personality held
constant, the distribution of shoplifting frequency in the college sub-
culture reflects the distribution and shift in intensity of studénts'
attitudes toward shoplifting and toward participation in the.role
structure of the college subculture as is reflected by sex and semester
differentials.

10. The higher intensity of shoplifting behavior in the middle

semesters of the whole span of the undergraduate college. subculture,
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most probably, reflects the deeper immersion and integration of stu-
dents in the college life. This gives us a clue to explain that, as
Durkheim pointed out in connection with suicide, the probability of
conformity or deviance relating to the social code in sociéty varies
with the level of immersion of the individual im his subculture which

differentially predisposes him toward crime as well as conformity.
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Form 3.8
Dear Friends:

This questiomaire 1s a part of & doctoral rescarch project., More often
social science research has to probe into those aspects of socisl Life which
are generslly considered to be private and personal. MHowever, quite often
patterns of social life do not become visible and little can be done about the
selucion of socisl problems unless we look imto these Yinvieible” sspects of
the iives of individualas, Because it is necessary to meke your response &
part of this project as well as assure you complete anonymity me questions
which may disclese your ideatity gre included in the followimg. Success of
this project dependa upon the honesty of your response and the right answers
you choose,

Thank you for your cooperation.

PART A.
I. Whac is the size of your home IV. Please indicate the level of
town? education of your parents,
: - (Mother~M; Father=-F)
1, Less than 1,000 ¢ : M g
2, 1,000 or more {) - 1. Below high school  ( J . ()
3, 10,000 or more () 2, High School Y L)
4. 20,000 or more () 3, Some college. ()Y €3
5, 30,000 or more () 4. College degree () ()
6, 40,000 or more () 5, Graduate degree Y )
7. 50,000 or more () »
8. 100,000 or more )
"% 1, 0@0 €00 or mcre ()
ZZO What is y@ag sex? R V. Approximately what is the monthly:
, income of your parents? ‘ :
1, Male () '
2, Female ( ) _ i. Less than $500 ( )
e 2. $500 - $1,000 )
ITI. When you were im high school . 3. $1,000 - 51,500 . ()
 with whom did you live? - 4, $1,500 - $2,006 - ()
‘ ) o : S, $2,000 - $2,500 ° ()’
1. Natural parents 6. More than $g‘5@@, ¢ )

2. Wother and stepfather
3. Pether and stepmother
&, ¥other, omnly
.3, - Father, only

in college?

T A R N N N
W A W=D NP W

@a Other relatives - ) 6~{ )
: . 2-{ ) 7-( )

3¢ 3 8-(:)

4o 3 “9"(‘_ )

Sof 2 10-(- )
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vi, ' How many semesters have you completed



. VIt.

PART B.
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If you know you would nst be ca@ght which of the followlng acts would you
be willing to do? Please check only one of the boxes to the right of

each item,

t. Speeding
2. Robbery »
3, Illegal use of drugs
4, Nomicide
5. Shoplifeing
6, Bribery
7. Embezzlement
8, Auto theft
9, Aggravated assault
-10. Larceny
11. Check forgery

a2, Burglary.

VIII.

1@‘

2.

3.

(fz) : Uncezeain
)

(D gj:)

- -

) . J
- =
- -
(.3 D)
SHN-
D ()]

To the right of each statement in the following there sre five boxes.

Please check only one to indicate the nearest apptoximation of your

attitude,

Jehn Green, a sophomore in
coliege, went to buy a
carton of beer, He took &
certon but also put two cans
into his pockets., He paid
for the carton but not for
the extra two caans.

Lynda Rogera went to & book
store, She plcked up & book
end 8 card, She only paid
for the book, Out on the
side walk she found that she
did not pay for' the caxd.
However, she did not return
to the gtore to pay for it.

Jim Lindahl was a junior in
engineering.  He was sccused
of atealidg & key-chain from’
& gtore, He was handed over
to the police snd suspended

from school,

b,

Bbb Kanson hes & girl friend.
in college. She also works

- at the counter of a department

astore. When Bob buys items
from her she ¢harges him haif

of the actual price,

.'uighly.diaa@prove

Disaprove
Neither approve .
nor disapprove

- Approve

uighly approve

Highly disapprove
Disapprove

" Neither approve

nor disapprove
Approve
Kighly approve

.~ Highly disapprove o
. Disapprove

Neither epprove
nor disapprove

Approve

Bighly‘gppéave

Highly disapprove

Digepprove

Neither spprove
nox disapprove

Approve

Highly approve

)

()
(.

C

2

Ty

(._,)

Nany
o

.'t:: (——) L
)
R
o -(;_;i;f'f
‘»ZL_.)'
(_.)



3.

6.

Patricia Brown's boy firend
threatened to break-up with
hier when he learned that
she stole a small package
of ecosmetics from a store,

johnny‘Spring generalily

. steals plates, cups, saucers

spoons and ash trays from
the college cafeteria for

. his domestic use.,

7.

8.

9o

10,

Donne Lee went to buy 2
shirt from the Student
Union dress shop. She did
not iike the shirt but
loved a beautiful scarf

which she put under her rsincoet

and walked away,

Dennis Karlson generally
provides himself with food
by stealing butter, bread,
or a plece of steak while
buying eggs and vegetables
at the market,

Dennis® roommate will not
shoplift. He does not
feel that shoplifting is

bad but that being caught is.

The Dean of Students of
Stephans College is .very
conscious about the

reputation of the school,:

Be hag recommended that
students who ere caught
shoplifting be dismissed

from the college,

Highly disapprove
Disapprove
Neither approve

nor disapprove
Approve

‘Highly approve

Highly disapprove

Disapprove

Neither approve
nor disapprove

Approve

Highly approve

Highly disapprove
Disapprove
Neither approve

nor disapprove
Approve

Highly epprove

‘Highly Disappfove

Disapprove

HNeicher approve
nor disapprove

Approve .

-Highly approve

Highly disapprove

Disapprove

Neither approve
nor disapprove

" Approve

Highly approve

Righly disapprove =
Disapprove :

Neither appzove
nor disapprove

Approve

Highly approve

v

(.
-

)
(G

()
G

)

)
.

()
(

)

-l

)

&

G

O
i(_;”),
=
(o)
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Response to the following items sre divided inmto two categories; sgreement
and d{sagroement. Please check only one of the boxes. Disregard che

numbers in the brackets., They are codes.

{28} 1-When someone doss me a wxong I feel I
" ghould pay him back just for the
prineiple of it. .

(30} 2-Ac times I feel 1ike swearing.
(3%} 3-At times I feel like smashing things.
{336) 4-1t mekes me angry to have people
hurry me,
(381) 5-1 am said to be hot-headed.
{269) 6-1 can easily make people afrsid
of me and X sometimes do 4t for the
fun of it,

(145) 7-At times I feel like picking a fise
fight with gomeone.

(96) 8-I quite often have heated discussions
and quarrels with my femily.

(7Y 9-At times I have an urge to do some-
ching harmful or shocking.

)
)

Agree
Disagree

R D
R

Agree
bisagree

Agree
- Disagree

Agree
Disagree

Agree
Disagree

Agree
Digagree

AN ER ANEN AN SNA
N N R L L P N W

Agree
Disagree

Agree
Disagzee

Agree
Bisagree -

FanXan Y X X an )
st sk N Nt N

Ne
(O
¢ )

‘Part ©

Did you ever take anything from a store without péying for 1&:
‘ Yes

L. Since you came to Colliege (

2, During the present semestex {

"If ‘the amswer to Mo. X is “wes, plesse imdicste in the spsce given below
how many times duximg the present semester did you cake @@me:hing withouc

paying for de. ¢ )

XIE» Duriag th@ present semester wh&@ 18 the total value @f ¢che item(s) you

- 3, between §1 and §3

took without paying for its

i. I kave not teken any ( )
2, -less than $1 ¢ )
¢

w0 wo o

4, between $6 and $25 ff(ﬁ‘)Bf
5. move tham $25° € Yo
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