A Note on the Uses of Official Statistics

John I. Kitsuse; Aaron V. Cicourel

Social Problems, Vol. 11, No. 2 (Autumn, 1963), 131-139,.

Stable URL:
http://links jstor.org/sici?sici=0037-7791%28196323%2911%3A2%3C131%3AANOTUO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-U

Social Problems 1is currently published by University of California Press.

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/about/terms.html. JSTOR’s Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless you
have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and
you may use content in the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Please contact the publisher regarding any further use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http://www jstor.org/journals/ucal . html,

Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or
printed page of such transmission.

JSTOR is an independent not-for-profit organization dedicated to creating and preserving a digital archive of
scholarly journals. For more information regarding JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

http://www.jstor.org/
Wed Dec 1 16:42:08 2004



Processes of Control in a Company of Equals

In conclusion, we may suggest that
in the light of such considerations as
have been discussed here, it may be
possible to assess the role of the ad-
ministration in the affairs of the pro-
fessional more adequately than has yet
been done. It is very easy to see how,
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under some circumstances, administra-
tive efforts at control of work are not
mere bureaucratic aggrandizement, but
conscientious efforts to fill a genuine
vacuum engendered by the peculiarities
of the professional system of self-reg-
ulation.

A NOTE ON THE USES OF OFFICIAL STATISTICS!

JOHN I. KITSUSE
Northwestern University
and
AARON V. CICOUREL
University of California, Riverside

Current theoretical and research
formulations in the sociology of de-
viance are cast within the general
framework of social and cultural dif-
ferentiation, deviance, and social con-
trol. In contrast to the earlier moralistic
conceptions of the “pathologies,” the
focus of description and analysis has
shifted from the vagaries of morbid
behavior to the patterning effects of
the social-cultural environment on
forms of deviant conduct. These forms
of deviation are conceived as social
products of the organization of groups,
social structures, and institutions.

Three major lines of inquiry have
developed within this general frame-
work. One development has been the
problem of explaining the rates of var-
ious forms of deviation among various
segments of the population. The re-
search devoted to this problem has
produced a large body of literature in
which individual, group, and areal
(e.g., census tracts, regions, states, etc.)
characteristics are correlated with rates
of deviation. Durkheim’s pioneer study
of suicide is a classic example of this

1We wish to acknowledge the support
of the Youth Development Program of the
Ford Foundation in facilitating the prepar-
ation of this paper.

sociological interest. Merton’s more
general theory of social structure and
anomie? may be cited as the most wide-
ly circulated statement of this problem.

The second line of investigation has
been directed to the question of how
individuals come to engage in various
types of deviant behavior. From the
theoretical standpoint, this question
has been posed by the fact that al-
though an aggregate of individuals may
be exposed to the “same” sociogenic
factors associated with deviant be-
havior, some individuals become de-
viant while others do not. Research
into this problem has led some sociolo-
gists into the field of actuarial statistics
and others to social and depth psychol-
ogy to investigate differences in in-
dividual “adaptation” to the social-
cultural environment. The search for
the etiology of deviant behavior in in-
dividual differences has re-introduced
the notion of “pathology,” in the garb
of “emotionally disturbed,” “psycho-
pathic personality,” “weak ego-struc-
ture,” and other psychological concepts,
which has created an hiatus between
sociological and social psychological

2 Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and
Social Structure, revised, Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1957, Chapter 4.
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approaches. Sutherland’s differential as-
sociation theory® represents a counter-
formulation which attempts to account
for the etiology of deviant behavior
within the general framework of “nor-
mal” learning processes.

A third line of inquiry has been
concerned with the developmental
processes of “behavior systems.” The-
ory and research on this aspect of de-
viant behavior focuses on the relation
between the social differentiation of
the deviant, the organization of deviant
activity, and the individual's concep-
tion of himself as deviant. Studies of
the professional thief, convicts, prosti-
tutes, alcoholics, hoboes, drug addicts,
carnival men, and others describe and
analyze the deviant sub-culture and its
patterning effects on the interaction
between deviant and others. The work
of Lemert* presents a systematic theo-
retical and empirical integration of this
interest in the sociology of deviance.

Although the three lines of investi-
gation share a common interest in the
organizational “sources” of deviant be-
havior, a theoretical integration be-
tween them has not been achieved.
This is particularly apparent in the
theoretical and methodological difh-
culties posed by the problem of relat-
ing the rates of deviant behavior to the
distribution of “sociogenic” factors
within the social structure. These diffi-
culties may be stated in the form of
two questions: (1) How is “deviant
behavior” to be defined sociologically,
and (2) what are the relevant rates of
deviant behavior which constitute the
“facts to be explained”? We shall pro-
pose that these difficulties arise as a
consequence of the failure to distin-
guish between the social conduct which

3 Edwin H. Sutherland and Donald R.
Cressey, Principles of Criminology, fifth
edition, New York: Macmillan, 1956,
Chapter 4.

4 Edwin M. Lemert, Social Pathology,
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1951, esp. Chap-
ters 1-4. See also, Sutherland and Cressey,
op. cit., Chapters 12-13.
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produces a #nit of behavior (the be-
havior-producing processes) and or-
ganizational activity which produces a
unit in the rate of deviant behavior
(the rate-producing processes.)® The
failure to make this distinction has led
sociologists to direct their theoretical
and empirical investigations to the be-
havior-producing processes on the im-
plicit assumption that the rates of de-
viant behavior may be explained by
them. We shall discuss some of the
consequences of this distinction for
theory and research in the sociology of
deviance by examining the problems of
the “appropriateness” and “reliability”
of official statistics.®

I

The following statement by Merton
is a pertinent and instructive point of
departure for a discussion of the ques-
tions raised above:

“Our primary aim is to discover how
some social structures exert a definite
pressure upon certain persons in the so-
ciety to engage in mon-conforming rather
than conforming conduct. If we can lo-
cate groups peculiarly subject to such
pressures, we would expect to find fairly
high rates of deviant behavior in those
groups, not because the human beings
comprising them are compounded of
distinctive biological tendencies but be-
cause they are responding normally to
the social situation in which they find
themselves. Our perspective is sociologi-

5 The conception of the ‘“rate-producing”
processes as socially organized activities is
taken from work by Harold Garfinkel, and
is primarily an application of what he has
termed the “praxeological rule.” See Har-
old Garfinkel, “Some Sociological Concepts
and Methods for Psychiatrists,” Psychiatric
Research Reports, 6 (October, 1956), pp.
181-195; Harold Garfinkel and Harry
Brickman, “A Study of the Composition
of the Clinic Patient Population of the
Outpatient Department of the U.CL.A.
Neuropsychiatric Institute,” unpublished
manuscript.

8 For a discussion of these problems, see
Sophia M. Robison, Can Delinquency Be
Measured?, New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1936. See also Sutherland and
Cressey, op. c#t., Chapter 2.
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cal. We look at variations in the rates

of deviant behavior, not at its inci-

dence.”7

The central hypothesis that Merton
derives from his theory is that “aber-
rant behavior may be regarded as a
symptom of dissociation between cul-
turally prescribed aspirations and so-
cially structured avenues for realizing
these aspirations.”® The test of this
general hypothesis, he suggests, would
be to compare the variations in the
rates of aberrant behavior among pop-
ulations occupying different positions
within the social structure. The ques-
tion arises: What are the units of be-
havior which are to be tabulated to
compile these rates of aberrant be-
havior?

Merton answers this question by dis-
cussing the kinds of rates which are
“inappropriate,” but he is less explicit
about what may be considered “appro-
priate” data for sociological research.
Discussing the relevance of his theory
for research on juvenile delinquency,
Merton presents two arguments against
the use of “official” rates of deviant
behavior. He asks:

“. . . to what extent and for which
purposes is it feasible to make use of
existing data in the study of deviant
behavior? By existing data 1 mean the
data which the machinery of society
makes available—census data, delin-
quency rates as recorded in official or
unofficial sources, data on the income
distribution of an area, on the state of
housing in an area, and the like . . .
“There is little in the history of how

7 Robert K. Merton, op. cit., p. 147. Mer-
ton's comments on the theory of social
structure and anomie may be found in
Chapter 5 of that volume, and in “Social
Conformity, Deviation, and Opportunity
Structures: A Comment on the Contribu-
tions of Dubin and Cloward,” American
Sociological Review, 24 (April, 1959), pp.
177-189; See also his remarks in New Per-
spectives for Research om Juvenile Delin-
gquency, H. Witmer and R. Kotinsky, edi-
tors, U. S. Government Printing Office,
1956.

8 Social Theory and Social Structure, op.
cit., p. 134,
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statistical series on the incidence of
juvenile delinquency came to be col-
lected that shows them to be the result
of efforts to identify either the sources
or the contexts of juvenile delinquency.
These are social bookkeeping data. And
it would be a happy coincidence if some
of them turned out to be in a form
relevant for research.

“From the sociological standpoint,
‘juvenile delinquency’ and what it
encompasses is a form of deviant be-
havior for which the epidemiological
data, as it were, may not be at hand.
You may have to go out and collect
your own appropriately organized data
rather than to take those which are
ready-made by governmental agencies.”9

Our interpretation of this statement
is that for the purposes of sociological
research, official statistics may use cate-
gories which are unsuitable for the
classification of deviant behavior. At
best such statistics classify the “same”
forms of deviant behavior in different
categories and “different” forms in the
same categories. Thus, the “sources or
the contexts” of the behavior are ob-
scured.

Merton also argues against the use
of official statistics on quite different
grounds. He states that such data are
“unreliable” because “successive layers
of error intervene between the actual
event and the recorded event, between
the actual rates of deviant behavior and
the records of deviant behavior.”'° In
this statement, the argument is that
the statistics are unreliable because
some individuals who manifest deviant
behavior are apprehended, classified
and duly recorded while others are
not. It is assumed that if the acts of
all such individuals were called to the
attention of the official agencies they
would be defined as deviant and so
classified and recorded. In referring to
the “unreliability” of the statistics in
this sense, however, Merton appears to
suspend his “sociologically relevant”
definition of deviant behavior and im-

9 New Perspectives for Research on Juve-
nile Delinquency, op. cit., p. 32.
10 1bid., p. 31.
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plicitly invokes the definitions applied
by the agencies which have compiled
the statistics. That is, the “unreliability”
is viewed as a technical and organiza-
tional problem, not a matter of differ-
ences concerning the definition of de-
viant behavior.

Thus, Merton argues against the use
of official statistics on two separate
grounds. On the one hand, official sta-
tistics are not appropriately organized
for sociological research because they
are not collected by the application of
a “sociologically relevant” definition of
deviant behavior. On the other hand,
he implies that official statistics coxld
be used if “successive layers of error”
did not make them “unreliable.” But
if the statistics are inappropriate for
sociological research on the first
ground, would they not be inappropri-
ate regardless of their “unreliability”?

It is evident, however, that “inap-
propriate” or not, sociologists, includ-
ing Merton himself,)! do make use of
the official statistics after a few con-
ventional words of caution concerning
the “unreliability” of such statistics.
The “social bookkeeping data” are,
after all, considered to bear some, if
unknown, relation to the “actual” rates
of deviant behavior that interest so-
ciologists. But granted that there are
practical reasons for the use of official
statistics, are there any theoretical

11 For example, “ . crude (and not

necessarily reliable) crime statistics sug-
gest . . .” etc., Social Theory and Social
Structure, op. cit., p. 147. In a more ex-
tensive comment on the limitations im-
posed on research by the use of official
statistics, Merton states: Its decisive limita-
tion derives from a circumstance which reg-
ularly confronts sociologists seeking to de-
vise measures of theoretical concepts by
drawing upon an array of social data which
bappen to be recorded in the statistical
series established by agencies of the society
—namely, the circumstance that these data
of social bookkeeping which happen to be
on hand are not necessarily the data which
best measure the concept. . Pragmatic
considerations of this sort are of course no
suitable alternative to theoretically derived
indicators of the concept.” p. 165.
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grounds which justify their use, or
is this large body of data useless for
research in the sociology of deviance?
This question directs us to examine
more closely the theoretical and meth-
odological bases of the two arguments
against their use.

1I

The objection to the official sta-
tistics because they are “inappropriate”
is, as indicated above, on definitional
grounds. The argument is that insofar
as the definitions of deviant behavior
incorporated in the official statistics are
not “sociologically relevant,” such sta-
tistics are iz principle “inappropriate”
for sociological research. What then is
a sociologically relevant definition of
deviant behavior and what are to be
considered “appropriately organized
data” for sociological research?!?

We suggest that the question of the
theoretical significance of the official
statistics can be re-phrased by shifting
the focus of investigation from the
processes by which certain forms of be-
havior are socially and culturally gen-
erated to the processes by which rates

12 Merton proposes to define deviant be-
havior in terms of the “acceptance” or ‘re-
jection” of cultural goals and/or institu-
tionalized means. Interpreting the two terms
literally, a given form of behavior (adapta-
tion) is to be considered deviant if it is
oriented by some cultural goals (to be
specified by the sociologists) and/or the
institutionalized means (also to be speci-
fied) which govern conduct with respect
to those goals. By this definition, appro-
priately organized data would require that
behaviors be classified in the typology of
“modes of individual adaptation.” But
what are the operational criteria by which
“acceptance” or ‘“rejection” of cultural
goals and institutionalized means are to be
inferred from observed behavior? How, for
example, is the sociologist to distinguish
between behavior which indicates “con-
formity” from “over-conformity” (which
presumably would be classified as “ritual-
ism”), or “retreatism” from “innovation”?
Unless a set of rules for the classification
of behavior as deviant can be derived from
the theory, rates of deviant behavior can-
not be constructed to test its validity.
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of deviant bebavior are produced. Mer-
ton states that his primary aim is to
explain the former processes, and he
proposes to look at variations in the
rates of deviant behavior as indices of
the processes. Implicit in this proposal
is the assumption that an explanation
of the behavior-producing processes
is also an explanation of the rate-pro-
ducing processes. This assumption leads
Merton to consider the correspondence
between the forms of behavior which
his theory is designed to explain and
their distribution in the social struc-
ture as reflected in some set of sta-
tistics, including those commonly used
official statistics “which are ready-made
by governmental agencies.”

Let us propose, however, the follow-
ing: Our primary aim is to explain
the rates of deviant bebavior. So stated,
the question which orients the investi-
gation is not how individuals are moti-
vated to engage in behavior defined
by the sociologist as “deviant.” Rather,
the definition and content of deviant
behavior are viewed as problematic,
and the focus of inquiry shifts from
the forms of behavior (modes of in-
dividual adaptation in Merton’s termi-
nology) to the “societal reactions”
which define various forms of behavior
as deviant.!® In contrast to Merton’s
formulation which focuses on forms of
behavior as dependent variables (with
structural pressures conceived to be
the independent variables), we pro-
pose here to view the rates of deviant
behavior as dependent variables. Thus,
the explanation of rates of deviant be-
havior would be concerned specifically
with the processes of rate construction.

The problem of the definition of
“deviant behavior” is directly related
to the shift in focus proposed here.
The theoretical conception which
guides us is that the rates of deviant
behavior are produced by the actions

13 For a discussion of the concept of
“societal reaction” see Edwin M. Lemert,
op. cit.,, Chapter 4.
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taken by persons in the social system
which define, classify and record cer-
tain behaviors as deviant." If a given
form of behavior is not interpreted as
deviant by such persons it would not
appear as a unit in whatever set of
rates we may attempt to explain (e.g.,
the statstics of local social welfare
agencies, “crimes known to the police,”
Uniform Crime Reports, court records,
etc.). The persons who define and
activate the rate-producing processes
may range from the neighborhood
“busybody” to officials of law enforce-
ment agencies.’® From this point of
view, deviant behavior is behavior
which is organizationally defined, proc-
essed, and treated as “strange,” “ab-
normal,” “theft,” “delinquent,” etc., by
the personnel in the social system
which has produced the rate. By these
definitions, a sociological theory of de-
vience would focus on three interre-
lated problems of explanation: (1)
How different forms of behavior come
to be defined as deviant by various
groups or organizations in the society,
(2) how individuals manifesting such
behaviors are organizationally proc-
essed to produce rates of deviant be-
havior among various segments of the
population, and (3) how acts which
are officially or unofficially defined as
deviant are generated by such condi-
tions as famiily organization, role in-
consistencies or situational “pressures.”

14 For a preliminary research application
of this formulation, see John 1. Kitsuse, “So-
cietal Reaction to Deviant Behavior: Prob-
lems of Theory and Method,” Social Prob-
lems, 9 (Winter, 1962), pp. 247-56.

15 We recognize, of course, that many
individuals may be labeled “strange,”
“crooks,” ‘‘crazy,” etc., and ostracized by
members of a community, yet be unknown
to the police or any other official agency.
Insofar as such individuals are labeled and
treated as deviants, they constitute a popu-
lation which must be explained in any
theory of deviance. In this paper, however,
we are primarily concerned with the theo-
retical relevance of official statistics for the
study of deviance.
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What are the consequences of these
definitions for the question regarding
the relevance of official statistics for
sociological research? First, the focus
on the processes by which rates are
produced allows us to consider any set
of statistics, “official” as well as “un-
official,” to be relevant. The question
of whether or not the statistics are “ap-
propriately organized” is not one which
is determined by reference to the cor-
respondence between the sociologist’s
definition of deviant behavior and the
organizational criteria used to compile
the statistics. Rather the categories
which organize a given set of statistics
are taken as given—the “cultural defi-
nitions,” to use Merton’s term, of de-
viant behavior are par excellence the
relevant definitions for research. The
specification of the definitions explicit-
ly or implicitly stated in the statistical
categories is viewed as an empirical
problem. Thus, the question to be
asked is not about the “appropriate-
ness” of the statistics, but about the
definitions incorporated in the cate-
gories applied by the personnel of the
rate-producing social system to iden-
tify, classify, and record behavior as
deviant.

Second, a unit in a given rate of de-
viant behavior is not defined in terms
of a given form of behavior or a “syn-
drome” of behavior. The behaviors
which result in the classification of in-
dividuals in a given deviant category
are not necessarily similar, i.e., the “ob-
jective” manifestation of the “same”
forms of behavior may result in the
classification of some individuals as
deviant but not others. For example,
with reference to the rates of delin-
quency reported by the police depart-
ment, we would ask: What are the cri-
teria that the police personnel use to
identify and process a youth as “in-
corrigible,” “sex offender,” “vandal,”
etc.? The criteria of such categories are
vague enough to include a wide range
of behaviors which in turn may be
produced by various “sources and con-
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texts” within the social structure.!®
Third, the definition of deviant be-
havior as behavior which is organiza-
tionally processed as deviant provides a
different perspective on the problem of
the “unreliability” of the official statis-
tics. Insofar as we are primarily con-
cerned with explaining rates rather
than the forms of deviant behavior,
such statistics may be accepted as a rec-
ord of the number of those who have
been differentiated as variously deviant
at different levels of social control and
treatment. The “successive layers of
error” which may result from the fail-
ure of control agencies to record all
instances of certain forms of behavior,
or from the exclusion of cases from
one set of statistics that are included
in another, do not render such statistics
“unreliable,” unless they are assigned
self-evident status. By the definition
of deviance proposed here, such cases
are not among those processed as de-
viant by the organizations which have
produced the statistics and thus are not
officially deviant. To reject these sta-
tistics as “unreliable” because they fail
to record the “actual” rate of deviant
behavior assumes that certain behavior
is always deviant independent of social
actions which define it as deviant.
Forth, the conception of rates of
deviant behavior as the product of the
socially organized activities of social
structures provides a method of speci-
fying the “relevant structure” to be in-
vestigated. The rates are constructed
from the statistics compiled by specifi-
able organizations, and those rates must
be explained in terms of the deviant-

16 In any empirical investigation of such
criteria, it is necessary to distinguish be-
tween the formal (official) interpretive
rules (as defined by a manual of procedures,
constitution, and the like) which are to be
employed by the personnel of the organiza-
tions in question, and the unofficial rules
used by the personnel in their deviant-
processing activities, e.g., differential treat-
ment on the basis of social class, race,
ethnicity, or varying conceptions of ‘‘de-
viant” behavior.
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processing activities of those organiza-
tions. Thus, rates can be viewed as in-
dices of organizational processes rather
than as indices of the incidence of cet-
tain forms of behavior. For example,
variations in the rates of deviant be-
havior among a given group (e.g,
Negroes) as reflected in the statistics
of different organizations may be a
product of the differing definitions of
deviant behavior used by those organi-
zations, differences in the processing
of deviant behavior, differences in the
ideological, political, and other organi-
zational conditions which affect the
rate-making processes.

III

We wish now to discuss briefly
some recent work!'? concerning adult
and juvenile criminal acts which lends
support to the thesis presented above.
Let us assume that an ideal system of
law-enforcement would lead to the ap-
prehension of all persons who have
committed criminal acts as defined by
the statutes, and adjudicated in the
manner prescribed by those statutes. In
the ideal case, there would be little
room for administrative interpretation
and discretion. The adjudication proc-
ess would proceed on the basis of evi-
dence deemed legally admissible and
the use of the adversary system to con-
vict those who are guilty and exonerate
those against whom there is insufh-
cient evidence.!® Criminologists have
long recognized that the practiced and

17 The material in this section is taken
from an unpublished paper by Cicourel en-
titled “Social Class, Family Structure and
the Administration of Juvenile Justice,”
and is based on a study of the social or-
ganization of juvenile justice in two South-
ern California communities with popula-
tions of approximately 100,000 each.

18 See Donald J. Newman, “The Effects
of Accommodations in Justice Administra-
tion on Criminal Statistics,” Sociology and
Social Research, 46 (Jan., 1962), pp. 144-
155; Administration of Criminal Justice,
Chicago: American Bar Foundation, 1955,
unpublished.
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enforced system of criminal law, at all
levels of the process, does not fulfill
this ideal conception of criminal jus-
tice strictly governed by the definitions
and prescriptions of statutes. Therefore,
criminal statistics clearly cannot be
assumed to reflect a system of criminal
justice functioning as ideally conceived,
and “labels assigned convicted defend-
ants” are not to be viewed as “the
statutory equivalents of their actual
conduct.”??

What such statistics do reflect, how-
ever, are the specifically organizational
contingencies which condition the
application of specific statutes to actual
conduct through the interpretations,
decisions and actions of law enforce-
ment personnel. The decisions and dis-
cretionary actions of persons who ad-
minister criminal justice have been
documented by the American Bar
Foundation study cited above. That
study and other research® indicates
the following:

1. There is considerable ambiguity in
defining the nature of criminal con-
duct within the limits defined by the
statutes. Categories of criminal con-
duct are the product of actual prac-
tices within these limits, and the de-
cisions which must be made to provide
the basis for choosing the laws which
will receive the greatest attention.

2. The discretion allowed within the
administration of criminal justice
means that admissible evidence may
give way to the prosecutor’s power to
determine whether or not to proceed,
even in cases where there is adequate
evidence to prosecute. The judge, as
well as the police or the victim, also
has discretion (e.g., sentencing), and
some discretion is also extended to
correctional institutions.

3. Most persons charged with criminal
conduct plead guilty (from 80 to 90
per cent, according to the references
cited by Newman) and jury trials are
rare. Thus, the adversary aspect of
the law is not always practiced be-
cause many of the lower income of-

19 Newman, “The Effects of Accommo-
dations. . . ,” op. cit., pp. 145-146.

20 See 7bid., pp. 146-151, and the refer-
ences cited.
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fenders cannot afford lawyers and of-
ten distrust public defenders. Crimi-
nal justice depends upon a large
number of guilty pleas. Many of these
cases would be acquitted if there
were more trials.

4. Statistics are affected by such “accom-
modations in the conviction process.”
Some offenders are excluded because
they are not processed even though
known to be guilty (e.e. drug ad-
dicts, prostitutes and gamblers are of-
ten hired by the police or coerced by
them to help apprehend other offend-
ers), and the practice of re-labeling
offenses and reducing sentences be-
cause of insufficient evidence, “deals,”
and tricks (e.g., telling the defendant
or his lawyer that because the offend-
er “seems like a decent person” the
charge will be reduced from a felony
to a misdemeanor, when in fact the
prosecution finds there is insufficient
evidence for either charge.) These
accommodations may occur at the
time of arrest, or during prior or sub-
sequent investigation of crimes, filing
of complaints, adjudication, sentenc-
ing and post-sentencing relations with
authorities, and so on.

The significance of the American Bar
Foundation study goes beyond the doc-
umentation of the usual complaints
about inadequate recording, inflated
recording, and the like. More impor-
tantly, it underlines the way criminal
statistics fail to reflect the decisions
made and discretion used by law-en-
forcement personnel and administra-
tors, and the general accommodations
that can and do occur. An offender’s
record, then, may never reflect the am-
biguous decisions, administrative dis-
cretions, or accommodations of law
enforcement personnel; a statistical ac-
count may thus seriously distort an of-
fender’s past activities.

The administration of justice vis-a-
vis juveniles is even more discretionary
than for adults due to the philosophy
of the juvenile court law. The juvenile
offender is not officially viewed as a
criminal, but rather as an adolescent
who is “mis-directed,” “disturbed,”
from a “poor environment,” and the
like. The legal concept of an adversary
system is notably absent. The philoso-
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phy, however, is differentially inter-
preted, with police more likely to view
juveniles as adult criminals, while pro-
bation officers and some judges view
the offender within the intended mean-
ing of the law. The early work of Paul
Tappan on juvenile court practices?!
shows how a juvenile court judge, on
the counsel of a social worker or other
“treatment oriented” personnel, may
dispose of a case in a manner which
negates all previous characterizations
of the offender by police, probation
officer, school officials, and the like.
The report of the more recent Cali-
fornia Special Study Commission on
Juvenile Justice?? alludes vaguely to
and in some passages flatly states that
many variations of organizational pro-
cedures and interpretations by person-
nel differentially influence the adminis-
tration of juvenile justice in California.
The use of existing stereotypes and im-
putations of social characteristics to ju-
venile defendants by law enforcement
personnel routinely introduce non-
legal criteria and actions into the or-
ganizational procedures of the legal
process and significantly influences the
realization of judicial objectives.?®
We wish to state explicitly that the
interpretation of official statistics pro-
posed here does mot imply that the
forms of behavior which the sociolo-

21 Juvenile Delinquency, New York: Mc-
Graw-Hill, 1949.

22 Report of the Governor's Special Study
Commission on Juvenile Justice, Parts I and
II, Sacramento: California State Printing
Office, 1960.

23 To illustrate how organizational pro-
cedures and imputations can affect ofhicial
statistics, we refer to a preliminary finding
by Cicourel (cited in footnote 17) which
shows that one of two communities studied
(Community A) has both a slightly larger
population and a higher adult crime rate.
Yet this community had (as of November,
1962) 3200 current cases of juveniles
suspected or confirmed to be offenders.
Community B, on the other hand, had ap-
proximately 8000 current suspected or con-
firmed juvenile cases. Community A has
two juvenile officers on its staff, while Com-
munity B has five juvenile officers.
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gist might define and categorize as de-
viant (e.g., Merton’s modes of adapta-
tion) have no factual basis or theo-
retical importance. Nor do we wish to
imply that the question of how be-
haviors so defined are produced by the
social structure is not a sociologically
relevant question. The implication of
our interpretation is rather that with
respect to the problem of rates of de-
viant bebavior the theoretical question
is: what forms of behavior are organi-
zationally defined as deviant, and how
are they classified, recorded and treated
by persons in the society?

In our discussion, we have taken the
view that official statistics, reflecting
as they do the variety of organizational
contingencies in the process by which
deviants are differentiated from non-
deviants, are sociologically relevant
data. An individual who is processed
as “convicted,” for example, is socio-
logically differentiable from one who
is “known to the police” as criminal—
the former may legally be incarcerated,
incapacitated and socially ostracized,
while the latter remains “free.” The
fact that both may have “objectively”
committed the same crime is of theo-
retical and empirical significance, but
it does not alter the sociological dif-

139

ference between them. The pattern of
such “errors” is among the facts that a
sociological theory of deviance must
explain, for they are indications of the
organizationally defined processes by
which individuals are differentiated as
deviant.

Indeed, in modern societies where
bureaucratically organized agencies are
increasingly invested with social con-
trol functions, the activities of such
agencies are centrally important
“sources and contexts” which generate
as well as maintain definitions of de-
viance and produce populations of de-
viants. Thus, rates of deviance con-
structed by the use of statistics routine-
ly issued by these agencies are social
facts par excellence. A further impli-
cation of this view is that if the soci-
ologist is interested in how forms of
deviant behavior are produced by so-
cial structures, the forms that must be
explained are those which not only are
defined as deviant by members of such
structures but those which also activate
the unofficial and/or “official” proc-
esses of social control. By directing at-
tention to such processes, the behavior-
producing and rate-producing proc-
esses may be investigated and com-
pared within a single framework.

SOCIAL ROLES AND PROCESSES OF SOCIALIZATION
IN THE PRISON COMMUNITY!

PETER G. GARABEDIAN
Washington State University

Studies of socialization in prison
communities have utilized two tem-

1Revised and expanded version of a
paper read at the annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association, St. Louis,
August, 1961. Grateful acknowledgement
is made to Clarence C. Schrag, University
of Washington for his direction and criti-
cism in the formulation of the research, to
James F. Short, Jr., and Richard H. Ogles,
Washington State University for their criti-
cal reading of the manuscript.

poral frames of reference within which
to describe and interpret changes that
occur on the part of inmates as they
move through institutions. First, the
usual method of treating the time vari-
able has been to consider length of ex-
posure to the new situation or length
of time served in prison. This frame-
work was used by Clemmer in his early
study where he observed that most in-
mates, upon commitment, gradually



