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ABSTRACT

This paper is concerned with facilitating the testing

of propositions‘associated.with labeling  theory. It

presents a comprehensive paradigm as a framework for the

~ concurrent handling of diverse variables and relationships

with particﬁlar‘emphasis upon those pertaining to secondarf

deviance. The paradigm was developed in the context of,

 and therefore4is reflective of, delinquency and police

programs for the diversion of juvenlle offenders. It

organlzes central labellng varlables for sequentlal causal

analyses andvillustrates the role of organizational (sbcialv
control) and social psychelogical‘factors in explicating
hypothe512ed labeling processes. Examples are offered of
major, testable proposrtlons central to explanatlons of ‘9
the development of secondary deviance, and of hypotheses-'
relating social control and social psychological processes |
to stages in that development. The paradigm is presented |
in terms readily transferable to areas of deviancevother

than delinguency.
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A PARADIGM FOR TESTING SOCIETAL REACTION PROPOSITIONS:
’ THE CASE OF DELINQUENCY AND DIVERSION

This paper proposes and amplifies a paradigm for the.

empirical investigation of a highly complex, controversial,

and ambiguous perspective On‘deviance; namely, labeling
‘theory. It useé,“eS‘a‘case iliust¥ati0n,,en‘appiication.,'
of labeling theo?y‘to'delinquency'end the diversion ef
delinquents away from the juvenile justice system. It is
our belief, however,.that in its basic form the paradigmatic
kappreaeh taken here is applicable to other areas of deviaﬁce

and societal reaction. ~

—

- We believe this despite two potentially limiting circum-

‘stances. The first of these is theaforemehtioneisetting
of delinquency and diversion,‘specifically an evaluation
research setting in which police diversion of delinquents"b
to socialeservice agenciesvrepresents the practitioner’'s
operationalization‘of labeling theory.

‘The‘second limitation is’similariiy derived} our per;
epective has deVelopedvin a settingpof policy-~related
research in which practitioners’heve seized upon-simplistic’
Versions df complex sociel theories to rationelize thei; c

ehdeavors.;»For the theorist, this requires avdifficult

retranclatlon of the relevant theoretlcal prop051t10ns to

‘mirror the practitioner's intent yet malntaln the 1ntegr1tye?e‘

 'of the theory,.



Both limitations, if such they be, open the door for
thekreader to deny the appllcablllty of our formulatlons to

his understanding of labeling theory or societal reaction

'theory. Yet our expcsition is undertaken in the belief that

it- ﬁs possible- to exnllcate labellng theory 1n a form
reasonably acceptable to its adherents and CrlthS alike,¥':
and to do so in a way whlch permits the 51multaneous
exploring and'testing of relevant theorétical propqsitioné.‘
As both proponents and criﬁiqs have noted, the task is asfﬁ
important as it is complex.z A |

Prominent proponents of the labeling perspective

‘freguently disclaim for it the full structure of a theory.

The most recent such statement comes from Goode:

I.abeling theory isn't a tﬁeory ét all. Perhaps

it isn't evenias grandiose an edifice as a generai
perspective. It is merely one way df looking

not at‘deviaﬁqé in general} but at some specific
featdrés of deviance. Aspects of‘labeling theory
are relevant for some' issues in examining déviant

behavior and irrelevant for many others (581) .

Both Kitsuse and Schur similarly stress the flexible, multi- =

faceted nature of what Kitsuse calls "the new perspective .
on deviénceﬁ whose function is less to explain what has

been noted than to alert us to what has not. .



fet £hé»com§lekities of the debate are such that each
of the pfoponents just cited, inrthe;very same articles,
complains that the critics fail ﬁo understand the essentials ”
of labéling theory. Goode complains that critiques "rarely
"render a faithﬁul,likenessiof'the driginalV"(57l),;apd‘ l
Kitsuse says they ao "ﬁdﬁvaé arﬁhéle'propérlyvappfeéiate:?
the logic and implications of the labeling éefinition of
'aeviance" (279) . Schur's somewhat more bélanéed stafement
ﬁoses an epistemological‘pfoblem here,’thatzlabelingr,

theory's proponenté and critics are addressing "different

ésgects of deviance situations... . (ana) different questions
germané to an undetstanding of’deviance ?henomena"‘(287)- |

The veritable explosion of labeling attacks and defensés
has bfought us almos£>to the point of a‘standéﬁill in progress)
a stalemate in which each side is positioned, if Schur is

correct, on different.boards. . So far as empiricism is.

S

concerened, the positivists demand tests of hypothesized

e

behavior outcomes, while many labelists insist uponvglggifu
fications of interactive processés. It is through the agon~
izing trade—offs‘bétween theée.seemingly'antagonistic
pefspectives‘that the propbsed‘paradigm,has‘emerged. To -
appreciate the(prOduét; hbwevér, one must‘address the under;

standings which buttress it. We must therefore present

o . . o ' 1
our own brief summary of the situation of labeling theory.




Perspectives on Labeling

Labeling theory iocates the causes of,the deveiopmeat
of many deviant careers as those who define deviance, andv
~ in partlcular as those socretal 1nst1tutlons Wthh have
~come. +o bear the mandate for deflnlng and enforcrng ‘
dominant social norms. Thus Becker flnds that drug users
“and drug subcultures grow partly in response to the
- establishment of federal drug laws and the social, moral
fand,bureaucratlc enforcement machlnery SO actlvated; Scheff
_demonstratesvthe development of “mentally;ill" identities
as a function of mental institutions; Cicourel demonstratesd
the manner in which patterns of thought and report among
juvenile justice practitioners involuntarily leads‘to the
categorization of various kinds of juvenile delinquents;f
Lemert (b) distinguishes betweenrprimary (behavioral)
and secondary (career) deviance and tnen a?pliesAthis‘
distinction to se&eral alternative prevention modelshcalied
"dlverslon“ (Lemert: c) that turn amay4from the justice |
system youngsters seemlngly destined for 1nsertlon into 1t.j
Labeling‘theory sucgests thatvwhatever may lead initiallf d
to ccvlant behav1or 1s of less 51gn1f1cance in perpetuatlng A
such conduct than the "soc1eta1 reaction" and the‘cyclek

of processes and responses it thereby 1n1t1ates.\ For

example, 1t is now abundantly clear that most youths commlt




acts defiﬁablerunder_federel, staﬁe and local statutes es‘
delinquent or criminal. Yet, because most of'these‘acts
go undetected officiallyi‘and because those acts detected
are usually,"normalized"—»i.e.}‘respoﬁded to as if they
> requiredvﬁo eociai‘eenction tLemert: c);—deiinquehf’cereere.7' 
are the exception rather than the rule.

In the‘labelihg theofists' vie&, it is the societal
reaction to that smell éropcrtion of acts that are detectedl
and sanctioﬁeQVWhich is of concern. The reactionyﬁcth".

defines the nature and extent of delinguency associated with

S~

the act and it sets off a chain of events, perceptiOns,
ideﬁtities, and actions which serve to call forth further
interactions that reinforce fhe delinquentrlabel. This
process 1is cyclical, a "self-fulfilling prophecyﬁ wherein-
the label, delinquenc,ahas a selfrpe:petuating character -
and leads directly to reinforcements gﬁkitself.,,fhus, a‘
dellnquent "career" develops.

| This reasoning, in its simplest form, is readlly
' accepted by many practitioners in the delinguency preven- :
tion, treatment, and enforcement fields. Even‘therpolice,e
so often‘characteriéea as archetypical labelers, oﬁﬁenﬂ
release Juvenlles W1thout formal processing in order tcAv‘
av01d.stlgmat1z1ng~those youngsters. It is -in fact thls  f:
very v1ewp01nt that underlies the police dlver51on pro;ects!f

. now mushroomlng throughout the nation.




Labeling theory has been bolstered by the writings of

ethnomethodalcgists and phenomenoclogists. Cicourel,

. Garfinkel and others have made note of prOceeses, viewed

fiom the perspective of the labeled individual, which mark
the passage from "lnnocent"‘actor to labeled Victim.“

This llterature is mentloned here spec1f1cally becauSe 1t

epitomizes an empirical difficulty of labeling theory and

the ﬂymbolic-interactiOnist perspective generally; i.e.,

there is a tendency‘to rely upon “soft" data or evidence

of a non—publlc or nonﬂrepllcable nature. This evidence

has been used to 1llustrate the contention that labeling

theory explains careexr deviance, rather than to test

whether it explains career deviance and if so, undexr what

conditions. S : _ R : S

Thus it_isksignificant that‘those most favorably dis-
posed toward labeling theory have provided few tests which
would satlsfy those of a p031t1v15t persua51on.r On the
other hand, the tests undertaken by positivists have been'
limited in number, contradictory in their findings;‘and'v
almostluniformly dismiseea as irrelevant by  the labeliag;

theoritsts. It is to the latter set of tests that we turn

" next.

Emplrlcal tests of labellng theory in the dellnquency *

arena are relatlvely scarce. We must exclude here the'

,oft-c1ted studles by Schwartz and SkOlnle Plllav1n and




Briar, Black and Reiss and similar work forvtwo;reasons.
First,' they tend to suffer from methodological difficultiesi
related to poor sampling,»unknown population parameters,.
aud nonrreplicability due to reoorting procedures (this is
least true of BTark and Relss) _ Second, 'although[they5
»demonstrate that,labellng does take place"and they
lnvestlgate factors determlnlng the 1n1t1al oartsﬁr

of the mnrocess, tney do not deal with the levels or the;th
’b_imgact of labeling. . The heart of the emplrlcal controversy
over 1abe11ng theory centers around the questlon of the

- conditions under which the appllcatlon‘of the label produces
more dev1ance 01, alternatlvelx, leads to less subsequent
deviance.

Pertinent here are studies dealing directly>with.the;
question of the impact of labeling on the'subseQuent status
of those labeled. Each of these studies deals with juvenlle'
‘misconduct.‘ Here,unfortunately; the 51m11ar1ty ends for.
»they have ylelded highly dlvergent COHCIUSLODS.

For instance, Fischer's study indicated that Eelinquent‘
vlabeling has'no impact-—either positive or‘negative——on -
subsequent performance in school; Gold s comparlson of
matched arrest and non-arrest cohorts lndlcated far‘greater7{ B
‘rec1dlv1sm among those arrested (labeled); ‘McEachern et al.

showed that court wardshlp (labellng) w1thout‘treatment

. was associated w1th the lowest rec1d1v15m rates of the four



possible combinations of wardship and treatment. Closer
ro process varlables, O'Connor's study of detalned offen-r
ders suggested a dlfferentlal impact of detentlon on.
attitudes depending on the sub]ects commitment to delin-
quency. Flnally, Foster et al. carried out 1nterv1ews WLth"
bovs recently released by the polrce or the court "ihe
’1nterv1ews revealed little percelved Jmpact in terms of
stigmatization although the data collection procedure seems
likely to have'placed‘limits on admitted perceprionsfefv

" stigmatization.

.

A recent evaluation of a police diversion project
{Lincoln) found‘that diverted offenders referred to
community treatment facilities exhibited higher recidivism
rates than a. matched cohort who were handled in the usual -
ways. The suggestlon here ‘was that. communlty referral,
‘far from leadlngrto successful treatment, merely relnforced
“the effects of the arrest label. Similaryreasoning eould |
at ieast partially ekplain the findings of McEachern et
al. and of O'Connor, cited above.. :

One of thekdifficulties with all these studies is'
that they are better tests of immediate impact thahiof
‘impact over time. Most labellng theorlsts would certalnly

argue that the progressmon from stlgmatlzatlon to label.

~ acceptance takes time and, presumably, more than one labelf7"(

. ing eventv(Lemert:"a, 76-77). In any Case;fit seems



ciear'thatAWe’have barely scraschedkﬁhe empiricalksurface
 0£ labeling theory. The conceptsiinvolvedAmake controlled
testing’very‘difficult,,practitiohers are ioathesto
collaborate.in controlled Studies, and the evailebility |
of naturaL" field experlmental opportunltles is very :f
e:limlted.‘ All of this results in cur current 51tuat10n of
kprovocat;ve.suggestlons not readlly amenable to'quantlfled‘ x

tests.

_Delinguency, Diversion, and Labeling

-~

N

Our paradlgm.has been developed for appllcatlon tok
delinguency and dlver51on. Althougn we belleve the paradlgm
has broader appllcablllty, we agree with Lemert:

No one theory or model will suffice to‘study

the societal reaction; ﬁodels must be appro-

priate'fo the area ﬁﬁder study, to £he values,vN ‘

norms, and structures 1dent1f1ab1e in the area,

as well as the special qualltles of the persons

and thelr acts subject to deflnltlon as deviant |

™ 21) . . . - A

Most juvenlles commit some acts whlch, in the eyes of

eadults, could be'labeled "dev1ant“ and whlch the'law deflnes 3g‘f ;ifﬂ3

,as‘"delinquent;" Accordlngly, there are many formal o

- organizations concerned with the soc1alfcontrol;of juvenile'




- 10 -

delinquenoy. These include the”components of the juvenile

justlce system,(pollﬂe, courts, prosecution, probatlon and

parole, correctional 1nst1tutlons) and the components of

' the soclial service system (a vast number of publlc and
pfivéte agencies ofﬁering.ooonseling, jobs, fecreétiohal'
opoortunities, aod educative'services) Qur paradlgm o
'concerns itself with dlLferent organlzatlonal treatments of

juvenlle of;ende*s accordlng to whether,uafter an 1nt1al

'soc1etal»reactlon (arrest),,they are 1nserted‘further'1nto
the juvehile justice eystem or divertedkand fefefied\to
fthe social service system (i.e., e‘varietyfof community-
based couneeling agencies); or ;eleased without fuither‘
actioh (post—afrest normalization).

Let  us elaborate on the meaning of these alternatives.

Youths who have been ariested have, ipso facto, been

subjected to an initial societal‘reactioh. ~Insertion even
further into‘hhe‘justice System leads to reapplication of
the delinqhencyklabel via petitions for‘coort appearance,‘i R 5?f'h
rpre—court;invest;gations, detention, and so on.‘ » ‘

On the other hand, poet~arrest”referra1'by‘the police'
to counsellng agenc1es is supposed to av01d such stlgmatl-'h

zation but may offer an al ernatlve eet of labels empha5121ngi‘ﬁf'“‘

psychologlcal and personal deflclenc1es.' Whether counsellng "qul
referrals Contribute more to further dellnquency labellng
hOr,more.toolabeliﬁg as "in need of therapy“ is at thlS*poxntf'””

problematic.
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Finally; outright release without either justice

system insertion or social service system referral presumably

amounts to an avoidancebof further labeling, or at the most,
to labellng as a minor offender.

Obv1ously, the dlver51on context of the paradigm

- developed here haS'givenfit a strong social control perspec— - .-

tive. Although notrintended to yield stﬁdies whieh eitherht
fully conflrm or fully dlscount labellng theory,'lt can

- y¥ield studles to tost and explore some relevant, central
theoretlcal notlons on labellng. |

For 1nstance, the process of identity change.is a common

assumption in labeling approaches (Becker; Glaser; Lemert: a) .

and one that can readily be~investlgated.' There is much
lltelature on self-concept, att1tude/behav1or conSlstency,‘
and behavior modlrlcatlon that eyp11c1tly or implicitly
challenges the 1mportance of 1dent1ty change as a slgnlfie i

cant aspect of movement into a dev1ant career. There'iS”"i '

~also some dev1ance llterature Whlch questlons thlS ldcutlty |

assumptlon,'such as studles of embezzlers (Cressey) and

homosexunal act1v1ty (Humphreys)

Another major testable questlon relates to the contrastn'f

hbetween deterrence and labellng approacnes to soc1etal

"reactlons. ThlS coutrast represents boch a theoretlcal dls—ffh_g

tlnctlon and a major spllt in oplalon between publlc'
'doff1c1als such as pollce and,judges.‘ Manv off1c1als f

“eSpec1ally those who espouse varlous forms of dlver31on(,
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programs for‘offenders,vare~impfessed with the tenets of
a'labeiing approach,-at least ih its broad outlihes.
Manyyothers;'however,yﬁiew the application of a label via

v arrest, petition filing, detentlon, or court appearance as -
'a clear deterren ~to subsequent offenses of the subject
(spec1f1c deterxrence) and his peers (general deterrence)
The:e are data supportlng both p051t10ns (Tittle).

In the materlals to follow, we do not seek to support
~or to deny the “moortance of ldentlty change in the develope;
ment of‘devlant careers, nor do we seek to Qemonstrate the h
superlorltv of a labellng over a deterrence approach.

BUL such alternative 1mp11cat10ns might well develop through
studies based on the paradlgm. It fac111tates both (a)
the investigation of some alternative causal hypotheses and
propositions concernlng societal reactlons and (b) the
specification of some of the factors contrlbutlng to the
labeling processes. | | o

In the presen£ context, we are concerned with the
intficate-label/stigma constructs attached to a}yocngsﬁer's'
involvement in the juveniie jcsﬁiCe system‘or thekaiferna—ﬂ

tive social‘service system. ' The justice domain might'bee”

indicated by such word labels as delinquent; bad kid, drug‘::,j'v

user,‘trouble—maker, and SO On.. Such words are necessary
to dlstlngulsh the justlce 1nvolvement from armore thera—.}

peutlcally oriented soc1al serv1ce domain w1th lts assoc1ated.'
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word labels of sick, disturbed, unhappy, neurotic, and so
on. ~Obviously these are matters of emphasis, as practition-

.. ers in each system also use the word labels of the other.

The;Labeling Paradigm

The paradlgm exhlblted in Figure 1 is best viewed as

'two-dlmen31onal The horlzontal dlmen51on (see column head—
ncs)‘expresses the major causal sequence presumed to lead

'from.pollce dlSpOSltlon follow1ng arrest to behavmoral
outcomes. The time sequences from left to_right imply
unidirectionality, but there are circulax sequences here
(ex011c1tly included as last 1tems under Contrlbutlng Factors
in Columns 2 and 3). |

The vertical dimension is found in the second and third
columns only. Here we specify certain of the major variables o
said,to:influence or ccntribute to the 1e9els‘of label |
encapsulation‘and“label acceptance/rejection. Thus‘we are
describing two;directionalk"flows,“ the horizontal flow |
being directly causal and ﬁhe vencical flow being‘more
processual;‘with che’two flcws intersecting in the causal
'process.”'It is this sense of flow, intersection; and circu- |
.flar 1nterplay Whlch mirrors the flex1b111ty,vcomplex1ty,

'and amb1gu1ty of the 1abe11ng process.

AR
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A, Column One merely'acknOWledgés the three major

decision alternatives available to the police once the arrest

has been made. It éocuments the decision, bﬁt not'the ,
,intéréctiVe procéséés léading to that aecisioﬁ, ﬁo£ go tﬁé
decision‘fo make the érrest’ih the first place.-'Our work
has concentrated on this post~arres£ arena for very prac;
 tical ieasons; the éffénder‘cohorts are immediately avail—.
vablé and shérejéhe'CCmmon deciéién of érrest."'Lonéitudinal
studies of yoﬁngstérs hot yet arrested ;hﬁglve othef prob—v
flems‘(see Biack and Reiss) and would requife a'prior'column
in the paradigm. |

Our interest here is to indicate that a separate

" Column One is necessary to contrast System Response with

level of Label Encapsulation. All police departments make

arrests, all send youngsters on toward court, almost all
make releases, and many today make referrals to community
agehcies. One can, from these decisions alone,lmake

- predictions to behavioral ouﬁcomesnampng the threevconse—_

quent offender cohorts (Klein: a). However, the vast differ- i;z,j°

ences in pracﬁice within each;bf'these dis?ositioné\‘(Kiéin,:» "

Labin,’énd Bates: b;;Klﬁin'et‘ai.: c) neCessitétes é>iécogﬁiti6n“

of a pdint;made clear in mdch of the 1abeling 1iteraﬁu£é: ‘
.actlonswhlch seem similar to the observer may ‘nQﬁe\‘ehi 1e ‘SS;; i
" have di;éimiiar effects;‘ | |

o
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B. In Column Two, we are concerned with some major com-

ponents of Label Encapsulation and with factors presumably

contribhting to'those components. The four components~—number
of contacts, label spread label con51stency and label appli- e

catlons——comblne to yleld a 1evelnof label encapsulatlon Wthh

. is cnly Dartlal y é ermlned by the pollce dlsp051t10n (Column

One)--a decision that does not ipso facto equate with. full

encapsulation in a.label domain. One needs to distinguish
- between youngsters whsehave higher aﬁd lower levels‘of label
encapsulation, and~thls can be done by gauglng the number of
_label—relevant contacts (e.g. one arrestlng offlcer, two juvenllevls“
officers, people at the detention center, etc.), the numbe: of ’
persons infofmed of the arrest_(e;g. parents, school cOunselor,i
coach, etc.), the consistency with which these lettef use or
define the woidilabels, and frequency of the label‘applications..
Opefations associatedlwith these‘eomponents then_permit | -
the assignment‘of a Label Encapsulation score to‘youﬁhs
sufficient to distinguish‘between those with more and less"
exposure to 1abelinq.‘ Frem sueh seores, predictions'can be
made dlrectly to Label Acceptance/Rejectlon and to various
rsubsequent behav1ors.
However,’this horizontal‘pattern does.not dealvfslly‘
with significant-processes ln labeling. Thus we‘have" i
'identified”feur kinds of‘Contributing Factors.ﬁhat.ere'l‘
thoughtktovinfluence hdﬁ and to what degree Label‘EheapsuQL [;"
1atioﬁ ﬁakes plaee. Fer instance, one of theseyfour‘isb' ‘

Label Acceptanee/Rejection, the substance of Column 3.




gf;The degree of encapsulation in aylabel such as "in need

of therépy“'is partly a funccioﬁ of the youngstef's

' proPensity at the time of the interaction situetion to’
accept or reject such a label. Similarly, it depends upon
the COLnselOI/YOUcﬂ relatlonsh1os as. belng punlelve .Or:, |
‘supportlng; Another. 1nterest1ng example is the treatment :
strategy of the rezerral agency. Examples of such 1mp11c1t
strategies include soc1al control, conventionsmithy
(Warren), oxr norﬁalsmlthy (Lofland) stra+eg1es that emphasmze
‘dlvergent approaches to rehabllltatlon.

Perhaps the mqst51gn1f1cantaspect of\the‘Contributing .
Factors is their diversity. They range from the intra—  |
personal to the inter~organizational. The complexity cf a
comprehensive view of.labeling is well illusfrated by’the;
list as well as by the paradigmatic placement of the varia-
bles; those>thet are verﬁical are contributors to the prd-l
. cesses postulated es part of the hofizontal, caﬁsal chain
linking societal reaction‘to subsecuent behaviors,‘_The
chain can be studied without these contributing factcrs,
but when specified'by them itutekes on far more of‘the
interactive and situational flavor of;labeling~theofy.

C. In Column Three, we are concerned once again with

Aboth Components and Contributing Factors. Label Acceptance

or. Rejectlon by the labelee is the polnt at whlch the soc1al
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psychological, and specifically the symbolic interactionist,’
flavor of much of the labeling literature comes to. bear; it
includes the éontent of the label as perceived by the
labelee, andkits favorablenéss in the sense of stigmatiza-
tion ox other iﬁpligatioqs about the self.,.if'LemértYQ
‘Viéwxof'the’sécoﬁaary de§iance.pfoceS§ is‘correct; prédic—
tions to subsequent behavior from Label Aéceptance/Reﬂection
scores will bé-more‘acéurate than will prediétions from
‘Label Encapsulation,scores. If not, then the invocatién
ofrideﬁtity‘changé'as"an ihtérvening‘process may be an |
, uhnecessary.théoretical;refinemegg. “

Undexr the heading of Contributing Factors’in Colﬁmn
3, we have listed components of Label Encapsulation, stake
in.confirmity, and sikyéﬁbjective variables that are
théught»tb be important -in the. postulated labeling prdcess.~
Taken together, these vafiables specify leVelS'of'Labei
Adceptance/Rejection by those internal factors--cognitive
and affecti#e—*brdught‘to the "deviance situatiqn"‘(sdhut)‘
‘by the labeled youth. One-could just as easily'list‘hefe‘ -
some of the nonélabeling but subjéctivé suggestions:of -
- other writers suéh as Reckless' good boy/bad boy self image,”
‘the Sykes:and Matéa techniques of neutralization or the
Short and Strodtbeck concept of aleatory risk; that‘is,f~f
. the format of the paiédigm is most important,‘and the

substance may vary.
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D. PFinally, in Column Four, we are concerned with the

behaviors prédicted from the labeling process. The prac-
titioner's primary-interest‘is.usually in repeaﬁedmoffenses-—
recidivisﬁ—-as preaicted from the»éubjecté' disposition
,(Coluﬁn 1) as well asyfrbm‘theitwo inﬁermediaté process
.poinés,'i,e., Labei Enééﬁsulatibn aﬁd Label Aéceﬁﬁancé/ 
Rejection. However, attention can equally well be given

to othei subsequent behévioﬁs related to specific label

-

domains. These may suggest stigmatizations such as "disturbed,” .

"in need of counseling" and other implicatioﬁs df agency
:eferfals,bor alternatiﬁely they may CAQSEItute socialiyb
- accepted cohforming behaviors. |

It should also be remembered that the societal réactién
process is iterative, and this fact is critical to the pro-
duction of secondary deviance. It would seem foolhafdy to
suggest that one arrest situation or oné referral is
sufficient to trigger the full-blown development of a
delinquent‘careerﬁ‘ Career development is presumably a
process requiring‘a series bf societal reactioﬁs ana their: 
‘aftermaths. Each recidivist or non-conforming act in |
Column 4 in@reases the chances of a new arrest and disposi-
tion, aﬂdleach new arrest and dispositioﬁ may thereby o
re-initiate fhe entire procedure‘butlined in thé‘paradigﬁ.
This is a further complexity but a necessary componentvéff
the secondary deviance process as Suggested by manY‘of‘itslt_

;proponenﬁs.
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Descriptive charactefisticerf thellabeled indi&iduais are
not listed’in afseparatedcoiumn in the paradigm; but are -
honetheless cf much imporcancevih the application of labeling
theory. Such descriptore as age, sex, prior offense record,
famllv comp051tlon, race, class, re51dence (1n or out of the:"
'arreStlng jurlsdlctlon), and so on take on the status of
"specifying varlables in data analyses. Thus one can.
indicate for'what categories of offenders the various-dis—
p051t_ons are most useful and what categorles of offenders,,“
for examole, seem to recelve dlsproportlonate 1abel appll—-r
cations. The observatlon that dlsadvancaged persons—--the |
poor, social mlnerltles,vetc,*~are often inequitably subject'

to negatlve soc1etal reactlons is common to the labellng

literature (see Gove, all chapters) - B

Modes of AnalySisA

- The authors have created the paradigm to organize
varioua modes of empirical analysis as they relate tqdmajor
propositions attfibuted to‘labeling theory by cfiticsfand |
prop0nents.: The major modes of analYSiebare listed he:e*‘
for iliustrative purposes; ‘

A. Disposition effects on process: Here;vthe three . .

dlSpOSltlons——system insertion, agency referral, and

'release——would be compared as they affect levels of Label A
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Encapsuiation and levels 0f'Labéi,Acceptance/Rejection.
Practical‘police actions (ébciétal reactions) would bé
directly tied to théoretical prbéess variaglesm

A', These cémparisons can be specified by major

' Labelee descriptor variables.

B. Dispésition effects‘on subsequen£ behaviors:vahese
analyses'woﬁld by~passvthe intervening process variables'té
compafe the causal effects of the several poiice dispOSitioﬂs
QnVSubsequent behaviors directly. This is the kind of compér~f
ison most coﬁmonly undertaken by £hé practitiOner.‘ In the:
case of‘labeling hypotheses,'unlike some other areas of
ihvestigation,‘it'wouid'be cruciallﬁo-employ bgﬁh official
and self-report measures of subsequent behaviors, the latter
being more appropriate than the former. The self-report i
meaéure would avoid the circular artifaét inherent in
official data of using sociefal reaétions (re—arrests) to
measﬁre the impact of prior societal reactions; i.e.; re-
arreéts may be a reaction to the record of prior arreéts.

B'. Each of the principal comparisons cén be.$pecified  ‘j

by major.Labelée descriptor’variables.

C. Process variable effects on subsequent behaviors:

Here, one would directly relate Label Encapsulationfscorés
and Label~Acceptance/Rejection scores to‘subsequent‘behaviors‘1

regardless of the police disposition. If a symbolic inter—~
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aetionistvversion_of’labeling theorj has preaictive vaiue
superiot to that derivahle from simplistic, mechanicai
application of stigma,'then these are’the analySes that
should demonstrate 1t. V .

c'. AOnce again, labelee descrlptors would be applled

to specify these relationships.

D. Vertical analyses' of greater interest,to7many"

labellng theorlsts would be the analyses undertaken w1th1n
vColumns 2 and 3. Fere we attempt to determlne the degree
to which varioﬁs factors derivable from~theu1abeling ‘and
symbolic interactionist iitefature do indeed relate empiri-
fcally to the components of Label Encapsulation and Label
Acceptance/Rejection. Both-sets of analyses; i.e., the
tpredictions from Contributinngactors to the two label
process scores, would. in some cases-require differential -
predictions depending upoh'the police‘disposition given to
the subjects,'sihce these dispositions involve various o
Contributing Factors unequally; | ‘
Addltlonally, one should note that the Contrlbutlng .

Factors in Column 2 are more in line with the macro—analySLS

recommended by Schur, since they {fe~concerned w1th rule— P

_creatlon ‘and rule- change processes (Schur, 293). Inltlal

attempts of thls sort have already been undertaken

(Sundeen; Klein: ‘a). Contributing Factors under Ccolumn 3
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are more in line'with the social psychological emphases
found in most works by labeling proponents.r'CompariSons
between internéerolumnvz and Column 3 analysés'cbﬁld ;
reveallOne emphasis as being more frﬁitful,‘empiricallyf

than the other...

E.. Lbngitudinal Analyses: It may be rare that a

single societal reactlon to. a disapproved act-—for example,'
a single arrest and dlSpOSltlon situation--is su£f101ent to
initiate a dezv:.an‘~ career. The paradlgm presented here is’
explicitly designedifor reinsertion‘of subjectS‘into the
analyses upon repéated responses to deviant acts (re—arresﬁs,
re-referrals). Following sﬁch repeated responses, re—assess-
ment of Label Encapsulation and Label Acceptancé/Réjectioh
scores provides an unusual; longitudinal oppoftunity to Qiéw
the "self~fulfilling prophecy" of thé labeling process. If -
iabeling processes do, indeed, leéd over time to secondary
deviance, we shoula find increasing evidence of this in
re-analyses following subsequent arrest and/or referral
siiuations, If wé do hot find it here, then we would’hévé
to conclude that delihquency as a deviant career is not

amenable to this~labeling process.

" Conclusions

" In this paper, we have not elaborated on'operations orf?‘

hypothesés and have not presented data illdstrating these.
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We’can report néveftheless'that we have developed empirical
’operatiOns to measure gég£5ofitherariables in the paradigm.
'Thesevoperaﬁiénsvare‘accompliéhed‘through case filebdaté
extraction, inteiviews wifhyagénéy administrators,ﬁquesfion~‘
pairgs completed by‘égencychgnselors, observatiqnal;?rofi
céssés, youfhbihtéivieﬁs,-and policé file‘dé£a éxtféétioﬁ.

Similaity, literally dozené ofAhypotheses have been
developed in line with the five modes Qf analysié spelled‘
out in thé precediig section.of the péper,’each‘of ﬁheéé
vbeing susceptible to’confirmationvor disconfirmation by,>
application'of data derivable from thewépébifiéd opeﬁations.;
We mention this as a ﬁay of'emphasizing'once again that -

there is little in the labeling perspective which inherently

deféats an appropriaﬁe empiriciSm. Though complex and -
’difficult, the process of moving from theory to data and
back is viable in the arena of labeling théory; and it is
a process that should enlist the support and invoivement ofl A

labeling opponents and propbnents alike.
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1 We do not attempt to include all aspects of the labeling

perspective. We are limited by the delinquency/ )
diversion context in which we are working. Thus, the reader
will find little in the pages that follow which deals

directly with rule-making, or with radical criminological

viewpoints.












