Chapter 5

Individually Oriented and Integrated Theories of Crime

INTRODUCTION

The limitation of theories which posit social and cultural processes as the critical determinants of deviant behaviour is that individuals exposed to similar environments do not develop in uniform fashion. It therefore seems inescapable that individual differences emerging early in development moderate the effects of the social environment. This chapter examines three general psychological theories which focus on “internal” factors mediating deviant development, although it should be noted that none assumes that the individual develops in a social vacuum. The chapter concludes with a consideration of recent attempts to integrate theories of crime.

PSYCHOANALYSIS AND CRIME

As Lazarus (1980) has put it, the crucial Freudian contribution to abnormal psychology was the idea that people experience distress and are inept in their coping because they carry around with them childhood agenda which interfere with adult good sense. Freud, however, had little to say about crime, and although subsequent psychoanalysts have shown extensive interest, it has always been indirect and focused on the pathological processes of which criminal acts are thought to be a manifestation (Glover, 1960). There are consequently several psychoanalytic commentaries on crime ( e.g. Feldman, 1964; Marshall, 1983; Kline, 1987), but no unitary psychoanalytic theory. What follows attempts to summarise the more orthodox concepts of the psychodynamic perspective.

Socialisation theory

Freud regarded humans as inherently antisocial. Individuals are held to be biologically endowed with egocentric pleasure seeking and destructive impulses which conflict with the demands of the social group. To ensure social survival, these impulses must be controlled or redirected by individuals themselves, and this is achieved in two ways. First, the primary process activity of the id is opposed by the emergence of the secondary process, an ego function guided by the reality principle. The development of reality oriented thinking and imagination thus permits delay of gratification through the employment of fantasy and planfulness, or the inhibition of overt motor discharge (Singer, 1955). 

Second, in channelling id drives, the ego is guided by the superego, which represents the internalisation of group standards. Although originally conceived as an unconscious agency, the superego is now regarded as mainly conscious, or preconscious (Nass, 1966), and has two components. The conscience is concerned with moral rules, and impulses contrary to these are neutralised, or prevented from reaching consciousness through the ego’s defence mechanisms. The ego-ideal represents standards to which the self aspires, and hence provides the ego with positive values and goals. In the psychodynarnic hydraulic model, ego and superego are counterbalancing components of a psychic system in which energy generated in the id must be discharged directly, transformed, or neutralised. If strong impulses which violate superego standards break through into consciousness or action, the superego turns the aggressive energy of the id on the ego in the form of guilt experiences. The ego therefore regulates behaviour in accordance with superego standards to avoid the pain of guilt.

Superego formation depends on psychosexual and ego development through the child’s relations with its parents, and is associated with the resolution of the oedipal conflict around the age of five. Prior to that, a rudimentary conscience develops as the child learns to control its impulses, but this depends primarily on external sanctions (Malmquist, 1968). Starting from a state of primary narcissism in which the child is its own ideal, and which is analogous to intrauterine equilibrium, the infant learns that it is not omnipotent, and must form relations with the “objects” on which it depends for its needs. These object relations centre on the affection and approval of parents, who are sources of both satisfaction and frustration. As the child progresses through oral, anal, and genital stages, ego development determines the control of impulses to optimise their gratification, while ensuring the continued approval of parents. Satisfying parental relations are therefore critical to early development, and impaired relationships produce fixation points to which the individual subsequently regresses at times of crisis. Conflicts at the anal stage, for example, may lead to oppositional and sadistic tendencies, which are elicited in situations involving obedience.

With the onset of the genital stage, incestuous wishes for the opposite-sexed parent and hostility to the same-sexed parent generate tension because of fears of counteraggression (castration anxxiety) in the boy, and loss o love in the girl. This conflict is resolved by defensively identifying with and introjecting the attributes of the threatening parent, i.e. adopting their imagined thoughts, feelings, and behaviour. The child is therefore able to renounce oedipal strivings by abandoning investment in external objects and incorporating them into itself. Conscience at this point is consolidated by identification with the aggressor. Thus the boy avoids the threat of paternal punishment by internalising the father’s perceived aggression toward him, utilising it against the self, and maintains the object relation with the mother as one of affection rather than possession. The ego-ideal is formed by anaclitic identification, through which the desirable image of the loved objects is incorporated. This restores the lost narcissism of infancy and provides an agency of wish fulfilment and self-esteem. While the early theory considered the superego to be essentially formed at this stage, later theorists see superego standards as developing throughout adolescence (Nass, 1966).

Psychoanalysts continue to disagree about the functional differentiation of superego from ego, but agree on the essential notion of an inner moral agency governing conduct whose development depends on satisfying parent-child relationships. However, recent developmental theorists have been more influenced by ego psychologists and neo-analysts such as Sullivan, and question the classical instinct model. Attachment theory (Sroufe and Fleeson, 1986; Ainsworth and Bowlby, 1991) is an eclectic approach grounded in psychoanalytic concepts, but drawing also on ethology , evolutionary theory , and cognitive psychology .The focus is on the quality of infant-caregiver attachment during the first year of life as a determinant of later cognitive and social development. Early attachment affects later behaviour through the internalisation of the relationship as a working modelof dyadic relationships. Insecure attachment, for example, is seen in anxious-avoidant and anxious-resistant infants who come to expect that others are not available for support and cannot be trusted. Such children are subsequently likely to select and shape disordered interactions which recreate aspects of relationship systems previously experienced. This more cognitively oriented theory is seen in recent accounts of personality disorder (Carson, 1979), child abuse (Egeland, Jacobvitz and Sroufe, 1988), and sex offending (Marshall, 1989).

Applications to criminal behaviour

Inadequate superego formation and functioning are central to psychodynamic accounts of criminal behaviour, and as Glover (1960) notes, “Crime is one of the results of unsuccessful domestication”. However, the superego is never totally absent, and its role must be seen in the total context of the dynamic system. Since behaviour depends on the balance of the psychic energy system, disturbance in any component structure produces maladaptive development. For example, superego deficiencies may be expected to correlate with deficiencies in ego control, and failure to delay gratification. Further, disturbed parental relationships are unlikely to be confined to the oedipal stage, and superego problems are hence associated with unconscious conflicts arising at all developmental stages. These conflicts motivate deviant acts in later life, when early conflict situations are reproduced. Psychoanalysts therefore propose three main sources of criminal behaviour, which relate to a harsh, weak, or deviant superego.

First, criminal acts may reflect a harsh superego, and resemble a neurosis. In both symptomatic and criminal neurosis, the unconscious conflict is repressed, the only difference being that in the former, it is experienced as an autoplastic change in the individual’s functioning, while in the latter, the conflict is “acted out” in an alloplastic at tempt to change the environment. In “compulsive” theft, for example, the act of stealing or the object stolen symbolises the conflict. One variant of this view is that the neurotic criminal has a punitive superego, and experiences extreme unconscious guilt over repressed infantile wishes. The acted-out wish invites punishment in the form of legal sanctions (Freud, 1915/1957). Alternatively, delinquency may represent substitute gratification of needs for security, acceptance, or status, which are not met in the family (Healy and Bronner, 1936). Unfulfilled unconscious wishes may be sublimated and find expression in alternative actions which provide the needed recognition or status, for example, in the context of gang delinquency. While not employing an orthodox Freudian model, Stott (1982) also sees delinquency as a solution to the frustration of emotional needs for personal effectiveness and social attachment within the family. From observations of Glasgow delinquents, he suggests that their delinquent acts were typically responses to family stress, and motivated by one or more of the following; escape from the home situation, avoidance of stress through excitement, hostility, loyalty testing, and compensatory bravado.

The effect of a weak superego has long been associated with psychopathic personality, and the notion of an egocentric, impulsive, guiltless, and unempathic individual is, in fact, a psychodynamic portrayal. Although an early formulation identified “impulse-ridden” characters, who express primitive instinctual needs unmodified by either superego or developmental fixations, most writers propose a combination of unresolved oedipal and pre-genital fixations. Glover (1960), for example, sees psychopaths as arrested at an earlier stage of superego formation involving hostile identifications with parents of either sex, and for whom “the central issue of mental life is the control of sadism”. He sees the psychopath as constitutionally predisposed to aggression and the use of projection as a defence. When combined with experiences of frustrating parents who fail to satisfy the child’s dependency needs, the result is narcissistic fixation, resulting in egocentricity and exploitativeness. A similar view appears in recent accounts of narcissistic personality (Akhtar and Thompson, 1982). In addition, frustrations at oral and anal stages exaggerate the psychopath’s natural tendendes towards sadism, as the child introjects the hostility projected onto the frustrating parent. However, Glover suggests that the superego is not a unitary entity, but is made up of layers formed by identifications at different stages. Since poor relationships may be confined to one parent and a specific developmental stage, only parts of the superego may be deficient. The psychopath’s behaviour may therefore be deviant only at times of crisis. Glover’s account resembles Kernberg’s description of “borderline personality organisation”, which includes antisocial personality (Kernberg, 1975).

Also relevant in this context is Bowlby’s hypothesis that the disruption of attachment bonds between mother and child is a significant precursor of later deviance (Bowlby, 1979). His original view of “maternal deprivation” was based on findings of a history of separation from the mother before the age of five among juvenile thieves showing ”affectionless character” (Bowlby, 1944). However, these findings were not substantially replicated, and the effects of separation have been questioned on both methodological and conceptual grounds (Wootton, 1959; Rutter, 1971). Rutter’s analysis pointed

 up ambiguities in the “maternal deprivation” concept, and his review found little to support the causal significance of separation per se. However, he found some indication that failure to form an attachment bond with the caretaker (not necessarily with the mother) was significant in later delinquency .This aspect is emphasised in recent accounts of psychopathy, which see the hostility and apparent lack of anxiety as a defence against painful feelings of dependency and powerlessness originating in early maternal rejection and inconsistency (Vaillant, 1975; Marshall, 1983).

The third source of delinquent behaviour is where superego standards develop normally, but those standards reflect deviant identification. This may occur when a criminal father has a good relationship with his son, who introjects his father’s criminal attributes. In this case, the child’s delinquent behaviour reflects an absence of guilt, but not abnormality of psychic structures. A related concept is that of “superego lacunae” Johnson, 1959), which implies that delinquents may be adequately socialised in general, but lack prohibitions against specific forms of deviance. This is held to result when parents encourage criminal activities which serve as vicarious gratification of their own unconscious conflict. For example, a mother with concerns over her own history of shoplifting may pay undue attention to the possibility of stealing by her child, to the extent that her expectation becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy (Aldrich, 1987).

The validity of psychodynamic hypotheses of criminality

Psychoanalysis does not offer a comprehensive theory of crime, and fails to account for several features. For example, the theory would not explain the age distribution of offending. While the increase in delinquency at puberty might plausibly be linked to a resurgence of infantile conflicts at the end of the latency period, this would not account for desistance in late adolescence. Furthermore, Freud maintained that since females do not fear castration, they do not resolve the oedipal complex as completely as do males, and hence should have weaker superegos. This is not consistent with sex differences in crime, and is contrary to evidence that females show a stronger moral orientation than males at all ages (Hoffman, 1977).

The theory seems to rest on the following claims: (1) socialisation depends on the internalisation of society’s rules during early childhood; (2) impaired parent-infant relationships are causally related to later criminal behaviour; (3) unconscious conflicts arising from disturbed family relationships at different stages of development, particularly the oedipal stage, are the causes of some criminal acts. The first assumption is not unique to psychoanalysis, and the second is also shared by other theories, although explanations of how family factors influence delinquency differ (Chapter 7). The third assumption is the most unique and hence critical to the theory .

It should be emphasised that not all crimes are held to result from unconscious conflicts. Kline (1987) notes that many acquisitive crimes, such as white collar crimes, and even some aggressive crimes, are “ego crimes”, which involve rational goals and planning, and the explanatory utility of psychodynamic theories may be limited to “irrational” criminal behaviour. The available evidence also suggests that neurotic and psychopathic individuals do not make up the majority of offenders, although Stott (1982) believes that most persistent delinquents exhibit some form of maladjustment. As yet, however, the basis for the claim that some offenders offend because of unconscious conflicts rests largely on post hoc clinical observations, which typically avoid the risk of exposure to invalidation.

Kline (1987) points to the availability of subliminal stimulation techniques which provide tests for the presence of conflict and the use of defence mechanisms, and proposes that there are testable and falsifiable predictions which can be made using such techniques. However, the validity of these procedures is questionable (Balay and Shevrin, 1988), and the theory does not adequately predict when conflicts will be expressed as alloplastic rather than autoplastic symptoms. Neurotic conflicts may also be as much a consequence as a cause of crime, and Feldman (1964) points out that psychodynamic writers ignore the reciprocal effects of involvement in crime on personality disturbance.

Nevertheless, the psychodynamic hypotheses cannot be rejected out of hand. Psychoanalysis is the only theory which attempts to deal systematically with the phenomena of affective experience, and contrary to the somewhat overdone positivist critiques, the theory has proved to be falsifiable, and has withstood the test in several respects (Dixon and Henley, 1980). The resistance of psychologists to the notion of unconscious processes has also begun to dissipate (Meichenbaum and Gilmore, 1984), and with the cognitive “revolution”, psychology has moved closer to psychoanalysis (Lazarus, 1980; Erdelyi, 1985).

EYSENCK’S THEORY OF CRIMINALITY

Eysenck’s theory of personality has evolved over almost half a century, and continues to stimulate research. However, many aspects remain contentious, particularly those relating to crime. The present discussion focuses on the theory of criminality originating in 1964, but subsequently developed by Eysenck (1977) and Eysenck and Gudjonsson (1989).

Criminality is construed as a disposition to commit crimes, and as a continuously varying trait, which ranges from “altruistic behaviour through normal conduct to victimless but possibly antisocial behaviour to victimful behaviour in criminality” (Eysenck and Gudjonsson, 1989). The theory centres on “the actively antisocial, psychopathic criminal”, who exemplifies the undersocialised extreme. Family murderers and “inadequate” criminals are excluded from the theory, which to this extent is not a theory of criminal behaviour in general. Rather does it seek to explain why some people fail to comply with rules.

The attributes of criminals are deduced from three sets of propositions. First, the descriptive model of personality relates variations in human temperament to three independent dimensions of Neuroticism-Stability (N), Psychoticism-Superego (P), and Extraversion-Introversion (E). N and E have been defined by successive questionnaires, notably the Maudsley Personality Inventory (MPI) and Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI). The more recent Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ; H.J. Eysenck and S.B.G. Eysenck, 1975) measures N, E, and P, and contains a Lie (L) scale, which despite its name, taps traits of rigid conformity or lack of openness to experience (McCrae and Costa, 1985).

Second, Eysenck presents evidence for genetic influences on N, E, and P, which supports the biological basis of personality. N is held to reflect greater reactivity in the limbic and autonomic systems, resulting in stronger emotional responses to stress, and higher levels of “drive”. Underlying E is the level of cortical arousal or arousability, governed by activity in cortico-reticular circuits. Extraverts have low arousal relative to introverts, and are predicted to form conditioned responses less readily, to require more intense stimulation to maintain “hedonic tone” (i.e. pleasurable states of consciousness), and to be less responsive to pain. More tentatively, P relates to circulating androgens.

Third is a control theory of socialisation. Like Freud, Eysenck sees people as naturally hedonistic, and socialisation involves the acquisition of restraints in the form of “conscience” or “superego”. Morality or rule-compliance is a function of involuntary emotional responses to temptation, which are acquired through classical conditioning as a result of punishment of antisocial behaviour by parents and others. Resistance to temptation thus entails avoidance of punished behaviour mediated by the arousal of a conditioned anxiety response, and “conscience is indeed a conditioned reflex”. Given that extraverts are less susceptible to the pain of punishment, and form conditioned responses slowly, other things being equal, they will be less well socialised than introverts.

The theory does not assert that criminality per se is biologically determined. Adult conduct depends on the quality of conditioning received in childhood as well as the child’s degree of conditionability, but Eysenck is primarily concerned with individual differences. While acknowledging that criminals are heterogeneous, he predicts that as a group they will be more extraverted, and will exhibit lower arousal and weaker conditionability. However, from Hull’s theory that drive interacts with habit strength to potentiate a prepotent response, they are also predicted to score highly on N. Extraverts who are also “neurotic” will therefore exhibit stronger antisocial tendencies. Criminals are further predicted to score highly on P. This is not derived from theory, but from findings that criminality and psychopathy are more prevalent among the relatives of psychotic patients, from which it is argued that the genetic predisposition to develop psychotic disorder is also expressed in antisocial tendencies. The traits of the high P scorer (hostile, socially insensitive, cruel) are also noted to be those attributed to psychopaths. It is therefore proposed that high P scores characterise primary psychopaths, while secondary psychopaths will be high on N and E. As a group, however, psychopaths and criminals will have higher mean scores on all three personality dimensions.

The most powerful explanatory component of the theory is clearly that linking E with low arousal and undersocialisation. This is independent of the predictions regarding N and P, which carry little explanatory power. Psychophysiological research on arousal and conditioning in offenders will be discussed in Chapter 6, and the focus here is on the evidence relating crime and antisocial behaviour to personality dimensions. However, the basic propositions are first examined more closely.

The dimensional structure of personality

The misleading concepts of “neuroticism” and “psychoticism” derive from a basic assumption that N and p are the phenotypic expressions of genetic predispositions to develop the major forms of psychiatric disorder. N and P are thus what “neurotics” and “psychotics” have “in common” (Eysenck, 1960). However, the identification of symptom patterns as “neurotic” in psychiatry reflects the psychoanalytic theory of neurosis. The term has no precise meaning outside the framework of this theory. “Neuroticism” is therefore a reification, which has obscured the identity of N with the trait anxiety dimension of American investigators (Blackburn, 1968a). In fact, N is pervasive in self-evaluative questionnaires, and measures proneness to anxiety, depression, hostility, and poor self-esteem, or negative affectivity (Watson and Clark, 1984). These attributes are not specific to “neurotic patients”, and characterise many “psychotics” and personality disorders. However, if N measures trait anxiety, the predicted high N of criminals is difficult to reconcile with a lack of conditioned anxiety.

Even greater uncertainty surrounds the meaning of P (Howarth, 1986). There is no evidence that the P scale measures a genetic predisposition to psychosis or precursors of psychotic disorder (Davis, 1974a; Bishop, 1977). There is also no justification for equating predisposition to psychosis with an absence of “superego”, which according to the theory is a function of E. Eysenck has sometimes suggested that P may be better construed as “psychopathy”, an interpretation favoured by other investigators (Zuckerman, Kuhlman and Camac, 1988).

Introversion-extraversion is also an ambiguous concept, and questions have been raised about whether it describes a single dimension. The issue centres on the relation of E to the “sociable” and “impulsive” components of extraverted behaviour. Sociability denotes gregariousness, talkativeness, and group involvement, as opposed to aloofness or withdrawal, although introverted preference for solitary activities is distinguished from shyness or social anxiety (“neurotic introversion”). Impulsiveness or impulsivity implies acting without forethought or restraint, and among trait theorists, typically refers to speedy decisions or motor responses to external stimulation. However, impulsivity in psychological theories more generally also refers to control of

internal emotional “impulses” (e g. Shapiro, 1965). 

In Eysenck’s hierarchical model, sociability (SOC) and impulsiveness (IMP) are primary traits, which correlate with others, such as assertiveness or dominance, to yield the higher-order E dimension. This is supported in studies of the E scale of the EPI (H.J. Eysenck and S.B.G. Eysenck, 1963; McCrae and Costa, 1985), and Eysenck (1974) suggested that conditionability is related to IMP rather than to SOC, and that IMP is the more important component of extraversion in criminality .IMP items, however, are largely absent from the E scale of the later EPQ, and IMP is now considered to be a component of P (S.B.G. Eysenck and H.J. Eysenck, 1978). If IMP carries the theoretical significance attached to E (low arousal, weak conditionability, deficient conscience), and IMP is related to P, the theory of criminality is seriously undermined.

However, some writers argue that SOC and IMP represent independent dimensions (Carrigan, 1960; Guilford, 1977). Since P correlates with impulsivity, nonconformity and lack of restraint (Raine and Venables, 1981; Zuckerman, Kuhlman and Camac, 1988), it could also be argued that P is a component of a broader dimension of impulse control, and that the E and P dimensions of the EPQ correspond to what others have identified as independent dimensions of social extraversion and impulsivity. While Eysenck is committed to a hierarchical model, the relationship between traits such as SOC and IMP can, in fact, be represented alternatively by a two-dimensional circular array, or circumplex (Wiggins, 1982). Figure 5.1 shows such an arrangement as demonstrated in the MMPI scales by Kassebaum, Couch and Slater (1959), and replicated by Blackburn (1971b). Kassebaum et al. showed that the two main factors in the MMPI were essentially N and E, but argued that the vectors at 45 degrees (factor fusions) to the primary reference axes are important in explicating the meaning of the main axes. These vectors are defined by scales of social withdrawal versus social participation (i.e. sociability) and impulsivity versus control. In this analysis, then, SOC and IMP are independent dimensions which correlate with E (and N), but not with each other, and the Eysencks’ finding of correlated clusters can be attributed to a narrow selection of items emphasising motoric aspects of IMP rather than emotional control. Many of the traits which Eysenck claims to make up P (dominance, masculinity, aggression) are, in fact, sufficiently accounted for by the circumplex arrangement (Blackburn and Maybury, 1985; Wiggins and Broughton, 1985).

If IMP and SOC are construed as an alternative rotation of the axes defining the two-dimensional space, they may represent the main lines of causal influence on individual differences. This is the essence of Gray’s revision of Eysenck’s theory (Gray, 1981). Although distinguishing N from anxiety, and labelling his rotations impulsivity and anxiety, Gray’s dimensions are the impulsivity and social withdrawal (i.e. social anxiety) axes of Figure 5.1. However, applications of Gray’s theory to criminality focus on anxiety / social withdrawal rather than on impulsivity (see below).
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Figure 5.1.
Relation of impulsivity and sociability to neuroticism and extraversion. A and B represent primary and secondary psychopaths.

The biological basis of personality

The theory that the substrate of N lies in thresholds of activation in limbic structures lacks firm support, and the hypothesis linking P to androgen level has yet to be investigated. This section examines the implications of the hypothesis linking E to cortical arousal.

EEG measures, which are potentially the most direct index of cortical arousal, do not consistently discriminate introverts from extraverts (Gale and Edwards, 1983), but some predictions from the model have been supported. For example, introverts are expected to show superior conditioning under conditions of (a) partial reinforcement; (b) weak unconditioned stimulus; and (c) short interval between conditioned and unconditioned stimulus. When these conditions do not obtain, extraverts will exhibit superior conditioning, and Eysenck cites evidence demonstrating this. However, the notion of a disposition of conditionability generalised across physiological systems is open to question (Levey and Martin, 1981). Developments in conditioning theory also now emphasise informational aspects of classical conditioning, rather than a simple reflex arc model (Rescorla, 1988).

A further prediction from the arousal postulate is that extraverts require more stimulation to support positive “hedonic tone”, and thus have a higher optimal level of stimulation. Eysenck notes that delinquent activities often appear to stem from boredom and risk taking, and Baldwin (1985) suggests that sensation seeking, which is most prominent among adolescent males, may account for both the age and sex distribution of crime. Other theorists also posit a relation between low arousal, stimulation seeking and deviant behaviour. Quay (1965, 1977b) explicitly relates “stimulus hunger” to psychopathy, while Farley (1986) proposes that delinquents more generally are likely to be underaroused and sensation seekers. In a presentation of “arousal theory”, Ellis (1987) hypothesises that eight behaviour patterns are related to suboptimal arousal (resistance to punishment, impulsiveness, childhood hyperactivity, risk-taking, recreational drug use, active social inter-actions, broad-ranging sexual experiences, and poor academic performance), and proposes that all are associated with ”criminality and / or psychopathy”.

The links between extraversion, stimulation seeking, and arousal, however, are by no means clearly established. Optimal level of stimulation has commonly been measured by Zuckerman’s Sensation Seeking Scales (555; Zuckerman, 1969), but research with these indicates that stimulation seeking is related to IMP rather than SOC (Blackburn, 1969; Farley and Farley, 1970). It also correlates with P and with undersocialisation, and together, these variables define a factor independent of extraversion as measured by EPQ E (Zuckerman et al., 1988). Stimulus seeking is not, then, a direct function of E.

The optimal level of stimulation concept itself presents difficulties. It denotes a preferred level or standard, departure from which is assumed to motivate stimulation seeking or avoidance. It is therefore the discrepancy between this postulated standard and the current level of input which is assumed to be motivating, not the levelof arousal per se. The nature of this putative standard, however, remains obscure, and there is no obvious reason why a high optimal level should be related to low arousal level. There is, in fact, evidence that the aversiveness of “boredom” results from increased autonomic arousal (Berlyne, 1960; Zuckerman, 1969; London, Schubert and Washburn, 1972).

Optimal level of stimulation theories emphasise the nonspecific arousing effects of stimulus intensity, but research on sensory deprivation demonstrated that what is reinforcing for stimulus-deprived subjects is not stimulus intensity or variability as such, but rather the information contained in stimulation (Berlyne, 1960; Jones, 1969). Several theorists therefore proposed that people seek an optimal level of information in the form of uncertainty or incongruity (Hunt, 1965). These are not inherent properties of “raw” stimulation, but rather depend on how stimulation is appraised. While novel or complex stimulation is arousing, this effect is a consequence of information processing. If stimulus hunger represents a departure from a preferred optimum of incongruity, then sensation seeking behaviour should have more to do with mediation by central cognitive control mechanisms than with reductions in nonspecific arousal level.

Zuckerman (1984) concluded that there is no evidence for a relationship between optimal level of stimulation and low arousal, at least as far as sensation seeking is concerned, and recent research suggests that sensation seekers have an excitable central nervous system, being more aroused and arousable (Smith et al., 1989). Zuckerman now sees sensation seekers as compensating for low tonic activity in brain catecholamine systeros governing release of noradrenaline. This may well relate to the control of information flow, since the noradrenaline systero is involved in stimulus sampling and the filtering out of irrelevant information (Mason, 1984).

It would appear, then, that stimulus seeking is not directly related to E or to arousal level. While this does not invalidate the hypothesised link between arousal and extraversion, it compromises the theory of criminality, since Eysenck’s prediction that criminal behaviour represents stimulus seeking rests on the link between extraversion and optimal level of stimulation.

Gray also minimises the role of arousal in individual differences, which are proposed to be more closely associated with specific forebrain systems (Gray, 1981). Underlying the dimmension of “anxiety” is the Behavioural Inhibition Systero (BIS), a septo-hippocampal system responsive to conditioned stimuli for punishment or the absence of anticipated reward, which mediates passive avoidance. The BIS interacts with the Behavioural Activation System (BAS), which mediates responsiveness to conditioned stimuli for reward or nonpunishment, and underlies impulsivity, although the biological substrate for this is less clear. Psychopaths are held to be characterised by a deficiency in the reactivity of the BIS, leading them to be relatively insensitive to threat stimuli (Trasler, 1978; Fowles, 1988). Fowles proposes that this deficiency will be manifest in hyporesponsiveness of the electrodermal system. No dysfunction of the BAS is suggested, but reward seeking behaviour is held to be disinhibited in psychopaths by virtue of the failure of conditioned stimuli for punishment to inhibit approach responses.

Quay (1986), however, suggests that in childhood behaviour problems, conduct disorder is a function of an overactive BAS, attention-deficit disorder reflects an underactive BIS, and social withdrawal results from an overactive BIS. This appears to be more consistent with the personality correlates of these systeros as hypothesised by Gray. It should, nevertheless, be emphasised that all individuals will have a position on both dimensions, and some may therefore be extreme with respect to both BIS and BAS functioning. In Figure 5.1, for example, A and B represent the positions of two individuals who are both highly impulsive, and hence would be predicted to have an overactive BAS. B, however, is socially withdrawn, and would be expected to have an overactive BIS, while A should have an underactive BIS. A and B, in fact, correspond to groups of primary (A) and secondary (B) psychopaths as identified eropirically (Blackburn, 1986).

The theory of socialisation

The claim that socialisation is mediated through the conditioning of anxiety or fear is difficult to demonstrate. While the importance of punishment in child training is widely accepted, many argue that reinforcement of behaviour which is incompatible with socially disapproved behaviour is equally involved. Observations of parent-child interaction further suggest that deviant families positively reinforce deviant behaviour (Chapter 7), while social learning theorists emphasise the role of modelling in both prosocial and antisocial behaviour, and the development of cognitive self-regulation in socialisation. Eysenck’s theory has therefore been criticised for relying on a narrow concept of human development derived from animal laboratory studies (Passingham, 1972; Trasler, 1978). The conditioning model of fear acquisition, which has always been debatable in the light of Hebb’s classic studies on the role of cognitive incongruity in fear reactions (Hebb, 1946), has also been increasingly challenged in recent years (e.g. Rachman, 1977).

It was noted earlier that introverts show superior conditioning under certain conditions. Given the lack of evidence of a generalised trait of conditionability, the relevance of this to socialisation depends on acceptance of eye-blink or electrodermal conditioning as analogues of natural emotional conditioning. It is, however, doubtful that any differences in acquisition of conditioned responses between introverts and extraverts could adequately account for real-life differences. As Passingham (1972) points out, conditions favouring conditioning in introverts (weak unconditioned stimulus, short intervals between conditioned and unconditioned stimulus) are infrequent in everyday circumstances. Gray (1981) similarly argues that conditioning is relevant to socialisation only to the extent that introverts are biologically more susceptible to fear, and condition more readily with an aversive unconditioned stimulus.

Raine and Venables (1981) describe a test of the socialisation theory in normal adolescents, employing an electrodermal conditioning paradigm in which the parameters favoured introverts. Subjects were divided into more and less socialised by means of scores on a factor extracted from self-report tests of socialisation and personality, but no differences were found in conditioning. Although this failed to support Eysenck’s theory, partial support was claimed from an interaction between social class and conditioning: antisocial boys from middle class families showed poorer conditioning than less antisocial boys, the reverse being the case for lower class boys. This is interpreted as consistent with Eysenck’s suggestion that introverts reared in more criminogenic environments will themselves become antisocial because of their superior conditionability (although it is unclear how antisocial behaviour can be directly conditioned). However, the data do not provide a test of this prediction, since the measure of socialisation was unrelated to EPQ E.

Trasler’s theory of socialisation (Trasler, 1962, 1978) is more immune to the above criticisms. While he also sees socialised behaviour as dependent on conditioned anxiety rather than aversive contingencies in the immediate environment, he relates this specifically to passive avoidance learning. Thus, cues associated with punishment arouse conditioned anxiety, which is reduced by inhibiting the punished response. However, this does not depend on a general conditioning process, and “aversive inhibitory conditioning” is held to be a primitive and relatively independent form of learning, which in humans capitalises on cognitive abilities in the form of instructions and reference to rules or principles. In emphasising verbal mediation, Trasler departs from Eysenck, who regards it as playing a subsidiary role in socialisation.

Trasler gives greater weight to withdrawal of approval than to physical punishment as the source of punishment, anticipation of loss of approval or nonreward being functionally equivalent to anticipated pain. Parents who utilise “approval-related” training methods, which assume a dependent parent-child relationship, will be more effective as socialising agents, and socialisation will there fore be optimal in middle class and intact homes. He thus places more emphasis on the social conditions surrounding child training. Criminality may reflect a lack of appropriate training conditions more than a deficient ability to respond to training, and Trasler doubts that personality factors related to conditionability are significant for the majority of offenders. However, psychopaths represent the “type case of deviance, being deficient in the mechanisms necessary for learning social prohibitions. This is not due to any generalised deficit in conditionability, but rather to a specific deficit in responsiveness to punishment cues. Trasler equates this with a deficit in Gray’s BIS.

Personality and crime

The preceding discussion suggests a number of flaws in Eysenck’s general theory, which cast doubt on its adequacy as an explanation of criminality. Nevertheless, tests of the prediction that antisocial behaviour is related to high levels of E, N, and P provide a focus for examining the relation between personality and crime. Studies employing earlier forms of Eysenck’s questionnaires yielded little support for the theory. Cochrane (1974) summarised the results of 20 studies up to 1972. Only one showed delinquents to be more extraverted, while five found them to be more introverted. Subsequent studies, which rely more on the EPQ, produce more consistent results, though not always those predicted. In an acerbic review, which questioned the validity of the Eysenck questionnaires, Farrington, Biron and Le Blanc (1982) examined 16 comparisons of officially defined offenders with controls. In the majority, offenders were higher on P and N, but not consistently higher on E. In contrast, seven self-report studies indicated an association with E, while a correlation with P was suggested in a few studies including this scale. There was no clear association with N.

Farrington et al. describe a study of self-report delinquency in Montreal which also indicated an association with E and P, and a tendency for boys and girls with a combination of high N and E scores to report more delinquent behaviour. Data from the Cambridge study also revealed a significant association of E with self-report delinquency, and of N with official delinquency , while high NE combinations obtained at age 16 were related to both official and self-report delinquency in adulthood. Since these associations did not hold when juvenile self-report delinquency scores were taken into account, the authors suggest that the relation between E and self-report delinquency reflects a response bias. They also dismiss the correlation with P as an artefact of scale construction, on the grounds that items were selected to maximise the delinquent-nondelinquent discrimination, although this claim is not substantiated.

Although Farrington et al. conclude that Eysenck’s theory lacks support, some consistencies in their data are also apparent in subsequent research. Rushton and Christjohn (1981), for example, found that self-report delinquency correlated consistently with E and P, and negatively with L, across seven samples of schoolchildren and students. Their finding that self-report delinquency scores had loadings on three personality factors (extraversion, toughmindedness and psychoticism) also seems to argue against any simple interpretation in terms of response bias. Goma, Perez and Torrubia (1988) summarised research in Spain which also found self-reported delinquency in nonoffender samples to be significantly related to P and E. Consistent with the review by Farrington et al., incarcerated offender samples scored highly on P and N, but not E. However, S.B.G. Eysenck and McGurk (1980) found that young offenders in a detention centre scored significantly higher than controls on P, E, and N, as well as on IMP.

Further evidence comes from studies of observed antisocial behaviour in schoolchildren. Saklofse (1977) found that the P scale significantly discriminated boys nominated by teachers as well- or badly-behaved, and Powell and Stewart (1983) similarly reported that teacher ratings of antisocial behaviour correlated with the P scale of the Junior EPQ. In a series of studies, Lane (1987) found that children with records of serious trouble in school scored higher on P and E, while P was correlated with ratings of hostility .In a five year follow-up, official delinquency was predicted by high scores on P, but also low scores on N, as well as L. P was additionally correlated with number and persistence of offences, and with violent offending, correlations with E and N being insignificant. In these studies, then, it is the P scale which is most consistently related to antisocial behaviour .However, Berman and Paisey (1984) found that more serious (violent) delinquents scored higher than less serious (property) offenders on P, E, and N, and lower on L.

Only limited evidence is available on Eysenck’s predictions regarding psychopathy. Hare (1982) found that inmates of a medium secure prison in Canada scored close to the normative mean on all scales of the EPQ, but there was a small positive correlation between P and the Psychopathy Checklist, correlations being highest with items relating to boredom and impulsivity. However, among mentally disordered offenders, Blackburn (1987) found that contrary to Eysenck’s prediction that P will characterise primary psychopaths, highest scores on the EPQ P scale were obtained by secondary psychopaths, who were also more introverted than primary psychopaths. Both psychopathic groups scored highly on N, but primary psychopaths scored highest on the Sensation Seeking Scales. The latter is consistent with previous research on psychopaths (Blackburn, 1978), although sensation seeking has also been found to correlate with self-report delinquency (White, Labouvie and Bates, 1985; Goma, Perez and Torrubia, 1988), official delinquency (Farley and Sewell, 1976), and with more serious antisocial behaviour among delinquents (Farley and Farley, 1972; Berman and Paisey, 1984).

The most consistent findings, then, are that P is related to both official and self-report delinquency as well as to unsocialised behaviour not amounting to formal crime. There is also some evidence that high P scores may characterise the more serious and persistent offenders, although not necessarily primary psychopaths. Although high N scores are also common among officially adjudicated offenders, at least one study finds low N to predict delinquency. However, while some studies have found offenders to pe more extraverted than controls, this is not a robust finding, and the strongest support for an association between E and antisocial behaviour comes from self-report studies. It remains possible that this reflects a ttendency of extraverted youth to exaggerate or brag about their misconduct (Gibson, 1975; Farrington, Biron and Le Blanc, 1982), and given the theoretical centrality of extraversion, the failure of E to discriminate official offenders with any consistency seriously undermines the credibility of the theory.

Eysenck advances several reasons for failures of prediction regarding E. One is the influence of age. Self-report studies typically employ samples of schoolchi1dren, whereas studies of offenders are more likely to employ incarcerated adults. Eysenck suggests that E is more relevant to the antisocial behaviour of young children and juveniles, N to older criminals, although he has also stated that the theory is less applicable to juvenile delinquency than to persistent offending into adulthood (Eysenck, 1974). In one study involving comparisons of prisoners and the EPQ normative sample at several age levels, P and N discriminated at all ages, but E was discriminating only for prisoners over 40 (S.B.G. Eysenck and H.J. Eysenck, 1977). This is not consistent with the view that E is significant mainly in the offending behaviour of youth. It would also appear that persistent offending relates to P rather than E or N.

Another reason given for the failure of prisoners to score highly on E is that their sociability scores may be depressed because of the restrictions on their social behaviour. This seems implausible, since scores on personality tests of sociability reflect preferred as much as actual behaviour, and on any motivational theory, deprivation of preferred activities is more likely to increase than reduce interest. Also, short-term prisoners are no more likely to be extraverted than longer-term, institutionalised offenders (Burgess, 1972). More plausible is the suggestion that it is the IMP rather than the SOC component of extraversion which is relevant to antisocial behaviour, and there is some evidence that IMP is related to both self-report (Silva, Martorell and Clemente, 1986) and official delinquency (S.B.G. Eysenck and McGurk, 1980). However, it has been noted that the theory now links IMP more closely to P than E, which negates its explanatory power.

One further reason for the failure of E to discriminate offenders lies in the heterogeneity of the offender population. Eysenck emphasises that his theory will not apply to all offenders, and in one study, it was shown that EPQ scales distinguished between categories of criminals with differing careers (S.B.G. Eysenck, Rust and H.J. Eysenck, 1977), although discriminations involved mainly scores on P and N. Cluster analytic studies have indeed identified patterns of personality test scores which suggest that the theory might be relevant to only some groups of offenders. In a comparison of EPQ clusters in delinquents and controls, McGurk and McDougall (1981) found that, while neurotic introvert and stabie extravert clusters appeared among both groups, clusters of NE and high PNE appeared only in delinquents, these patterns being those most clearly implicated by Eysenck’s theory. McEwan (1983) obtained similar results in younger delinquents, and also found that the high PE group had the most convictions. However, while this approach is promising in elucidating the relation between personality and crime, it cannot be regarded as an adequate test of Eysenck’s theory, which is primarily concerned with differences between the antisocial and the conforming, not with differences within offenders. Differences between PE and NE groups of offenders, for example, are not derivable from the theory.

It must be concluded that Eysenck’s theory of criminality is not well supported. While attempts to test it have produced a number of significant findings, these are not for the most part related to the central components of the theory, which is concerned with the relation between extraversion, its physiological substrate, and the process of sodalisation. The evidence points to a more consistent link between antisocial behaviour and the P dimension rather than E, but given the ambiguities surrounding the meaning of P, and the lack of a theory linking P to socialisation, this association currently has little explanatory power. Moreover, cluster analytic studies reveal that high P scorers form only a small minority of the delinquent population. While it is clear that extraverts are more likely to describe themselves as prone to delinquent acts, and also that some criminals are extraverted in personality, the crucial prediction that the ranks of criminals are swelled by extraverts has not been upheld with sufficient consistency to justify confidence in the theory.

COGNITIVE-DEVELOPMENTAL THEORY

Theories of socialisation which appeal to the development of superego, conscience, or self-control view criminal behaviour as part of a more general failure of moral development. Morality in these terms entails the acquisition of conforming behaviour and beliefs through conditioning, modelling, or identification, and represents the intemalisation of society’s rules through the influence of parents, teachers, or peers. On this view, moral discriminations of right and wrong are primarily affective responses originating in biological need or in the pursuit of social reward and the avoidance of punishment. Moral action is hence irrational conformity to culturally relative standards (Lickona, 1976; Gibbs and Schnell, 1985).

The socialisation model of morality has been challenged by Piaget (1959) and Kohlberg (Kohlberg, 1976; Colby and Kohlberg, 1987), who see morality as motivated by cognitive needs for self-realisation and the understanding of reality. Moral development involves cognitive growth in which children actively construct moral judgements through experiences of social interaction, rather than passively internalise those of socialising agents. Moral principles are held to relate to the structure or form of the moral reasoning process, i.e. how people think about and derive their beliefs, rather than the content of those beliefs.

In Piaget’s structural theory , moral reasoning follows from intellectual development, which consists of sequential transformations of cognitive structures in response to internal and external pressures. Stages of moral reasoning are preset by universal stages of cognitive development. Thus, the childhood stage of concrete operational thought is associated with heteronomous reasoning, in which adult rules are seen as immutable. As children move to the formal operational stage, there is a corresponding shift to autonomous reasoning, in which rules are viewed as the products of group agreement, and justice becomes a rational principle regulating interpersonal interaction.

Kohlberg also defines the development of moral reasoning in terms of successively more advanced understanding of a universal principle of justice, the core of which is the distribution of rights and duties regulated by concepts of equality and reciprocity. However, he extends Piaget’s theory by proposing three levels of moral reasoning, each having two stages (Table 5.1). These levels represent three types of relationship between the self and society’s rules. The preconventional level is associated with concrete operational thinking, and characterises pre-adolescent children and a minority of adolescents and adults. It represents an understanding of society in terms of relationships between isolated selves. At the conventional level, which is reached by most adolescents and adults, the individual is able to judge relationships from the standpoint of the group or society. The postconventional level is reached by only a minority of adults. At this level, the individual understands society’s rules in terms of the general moral principles underlying them.

The second stage of each level is a more advanced form of the general perspective. The stage 3 perspective, for example, is that of shared relationships of caring, trust, or loyalty between two or more individuals, whereas at stage 4, such relationships are seen from the viewpoint of the social system as a whole. Each stage is defined in terms of what is right, the reasons for upholding the right, and a social perspective underlying that reasoning, and represents a logically coherent structure of connected ideas. The six stages thus form a hierarchical sequence of more complex and abstract modes of moral reasoning, each presupposing the logic of the prior stage. In more recent statements, substages of moral orientation are identified within each stage, substage A being oriented to given rules of authority, substage B to fairness and personal responsibility (Kohlberg and Candee, 1984). Also, stage 6 is now considered an elaboration of the B substage of stage 5, rather than being a distinct stage.

Movement through this sequence is held to be invariant and universal. Progression to the next stage is dependent on appropriate levels of cognitive development and social perspective or role-taking, which are necessary, though not sufficient prerequisites for a shift in reasoning. Movement to a higher stage depends particularly on cognitive stimulation, social experiences of dialogue and exchange through group participation, and the experience of cognitive conflict resulting from exposure to the logic of the next higher stage. Thus, where learning theories see the environmental influences on moral development in terms of the availability of models of conformity and rewarding and punishing contingencies, Kohlberg emphasises role-taking opportunities. This assumption forms the basis for educational applications of moral development principles.

Table 5.1.: Levels and stages of moral development in Kohlberg’s theory

	Level 1

Preconventional or premoral: Moral and self-serving values are not differentiated: rules and social expectations are external to the self.

Stage l - Obedience and punishment orientation: 

Right action consists of obedience to rules backed by punishment, and administered by powerful others. Avoidance of punishment is the reason for doing right.

Stage 2 - Instrumental purpose and exchange: 

Right action is what serves someone’s immediate interest, and also what is a fair exchange. The emphasis is on meeting one’s own needs while recognising those of others.

	Level 2

Conventional: Moral value is defined in terms of social conformity, mutual interpersonal expectations, and interdependent relations: self has identified with, or interna1ised the rules and expectations of others.

Stage 3 - Interpersonal accord and conformity: 

Right action consists of living up to one’s expected roles. Behaviour is judged in terms of good intentions, trust, loyalty, and concern for others.

Stage 4 - Social accord and system maintenance: 

Right consists of fulfilling one’s agreed duties, upholding laws, and contributing to the group, society, or the institution.

	Level 3

Postconventional or principled: Rules and conventions of a particular social system are distinguished from shared standards and universal moral principles: self is distinguished from the rules and expectations of others.

Stage 5 - Social contract, utility, and individual rights: 

Right action is what upholds the values and rules relative to one’s group because they are the social contract. Some nonrelative rights, such as life and liberty, are given priority.

Stage 6 - Universal ethical principles: 

Right is defined in terms of self-chosen and universal ethical principles of justice, human rights and dignity. Laws and social agreements are supported to the extent that they derive from these principles. The reason for doing right is rational belief in, and commitment to the validity of universal moral principles.


Level of moral judgement has been assessed in several ways. The Moral Judgement Interview (MJI) presents the subject with hypothetical moral dilemmas, which pose a choice between acting on the basis of sanctioned authority or human welfare needs. Responses are probed to determine reasoning about issues such as punishment, personal relationships, or conscience, and are coded in terms of dominant stage, or moral maturity scores related to the stage sequence. While earlier scoring procedures attracted criticism for their subjectivity, a standardised method with satisfactory psychometric properties is now available (Colby and Kohlberg, 1987). Objective, self-administered procedures have also been developed, which correlate quite highly with the MJI (see Jennings, Kilkenny and Kohlberg, 1983), but these rely on comprehension and preference for moral arguments, rather than spontaneous production, and do not yield identical results.

Kohlberg’s theory represents a return to the classical rationalism of Plato and Kant, which assigns primacy to the role of reason rather than external experience as the source of knowledge, and assumes that moral standards are absolute rather than historically and culturally relative (Kurtines, Alvarez and Azmitia, 1990). However, while now absorbed into mainstream psychology, it continues to be controversial on both ideological and empirical grounds. For example, the notion of a universal concept of justice is seen as an ethnocentric and specifically American ideal (Hogan, 1975). Social learning theorists also challenge a stage concept of moral development on the grounds that the level of moral reasoning varies across domains of content, and that people are selective in their use of the moral principles they understand (Bandura, 1986). Nevertheless, significant support has accumulated for the validity of the theory .For example, Snarey (1985) examined 45 cross-cultural studies to test the claim of an invariant progression towards universal ethical principles. He found significant support for the universality of stages 1 to 4, but the data suggested that, while the higher stages were not entirely ethnocentric, they required more pluralistic definition to accommodate nonwestern cultures. It is also claimed that there is a sex bias in the theory and method, which emphasises masculine ideals of rights and fairness at the expense of the “ethic of care” predominant among females (Gil1igan, 1982). However, sex differences in moral judgement have not generally been found (Walker, 1986), and Nunner-Winkler (1984) argues that female preferences for relationships as opposed to task-oriented pursuits relate to ego-strength rather than moral orientation.

Moral development and delinquency

Kohlberg offers neither a theory of behaviour in general nor of delinquency in particular. Nevertheless, he regards moral reasoning as the single most important mediator of moral action, though not the only factor. Clearly, people may reason in terms of high moral prindples, but fan to live up to them, and conversely, prosocial action is not the prerogative of those capable of principled moral thought. The theory acknowledges that nonmoral factors, such as attention, ego-strength, empathy-arousal, or situational factors enter into moral action, and that the effects of moral reasoning on behaviour are not only a function of judged rightness, but also of perceived personal responsibility (Jennings, Kilkenny and Kohlberg, 1983). Moral decisions have also been shown to be a function of both task characteristics and individual variation in moral value preferences (Kurtines, 1984). The relation between moral thought and action is therefore neither simple nor direct (Blasi, 1980).

The relationship of moral development to delinquency is similarly complex. Delinquency is not synonymous with immoral behaviour, and no clear relationship can be anticipated between moral stage and status offending, or between moral reasoning and crimes committed when reasoning is impaired. Thornton (1987a) observes that, although the reasoning of higher moral stages is less likely to endorse a criminal lifestyle, justifications for law violation can be found at all stages, e.g. if it involves no punishment (stage 1), if it preserves relationships (stage 3), or if it protects basic human rights (stage 5). The absence of sex differences in moral judgement also argues against a straightforward association between moral reasoning and delinquency. Jennings et al. (1983) argue that the relationship is too complex to justify any causal claims, and that at most it provides a necessary, but not sufficient, condition. It is necessary to the extent that preconventional stages limit obligations to conform with any norms, while postconventional reasoning insulates against delinquency. It is not sufficient insofar as other personal and social factors are involved.

The simplest prediction, then, is that on average, delinquents will exhibit developmental delay as shown by lower moral maturity than nondelinquents. Research to date tends to support this (Blasi, 1980; Jurkovic, 1980; Jennings et al., 1983; Arbuthnot, Gordon and Jurkovic, 1987; Thornton, 1987a). The typical finding is that with age, sex, IQ and social status controlled, delinquents obtain lower moral maturity scores on Kohlberg’s MJI than nondelinquents, and in many, though not all studies, more delinquents are functioning at stage 2. Arbuthnot, Gordon and Jurkovic (1987) note that only three of 19 controlled studies using the MJI failed to find significant dilfferences. Further support comes from a meta-analysis of 15 controlled studies of juvenile delinquents, including unpublished research by Kohlberg, which found a significant mean effect size of 0.74 (Nelson, Smith and Dodd, 1990). Thornton (1987a) also describes unpublished data showing an association between moral stage and teacher ratings of antisocial conduct. Less consistent findings are reported in studies using recognition of moral arguments rather than production of moral reasoning (Gavaghan, Arnold and Gibbs, 1983). Delinquents’ understanding of conventional reasoning may therefore exceed their capacity to produce and apply it in practice.

There is also some support for the theoretical expectation that moral immaturity is a consequence of restricted role-playing opportunities in the family backgrounds of delinquent youths. More mature reasoning is found in children whose parents encourage participation and collective problem solving, and who employ inductive disciplinary techniques (Hoffman, 1971; Olejnik, 1980), and lack of these conditions may be a significant factor in the moral development of delinquents. Hudgens and Prentice (1973), for example, found that the mothers of delinquents showed significantly lower moral reasoning than mothers of nondelinquents, although this has not been a consistent finding Ourkovic, 1980). Delinquents who experience absence of a father, or surrogate, are also particularly likely to show lower moral reasoning (Daum and Bieliauskas, 1983).

The conclusion that delinquents are more likely to demonstrate preconventional reasoning must, however, be qualified on several grounds. First, it is confined to officially identified delinquents, and no firm relation has been found between moral stage and self-report delinquency. Emler, Heather and Winton (1978), for example, found that delinquents showed less principled reasoning than matched nondelinquents, as well as scoring higher on a self-report delinquency measure, but there was no relation between the measure of principled reasoning.and self-report delinquency. While Tsujimoto and Nardi (1978) found that moral judgement predicted scores on a self-report measure of avoidance of stealing, it was unrelated to a more general scale of rule compliance.

Second, delinquents are no more homogeneous in moral reasoning than they are in other respects. Many delinquents, in some cases a majority (Gibbs et al., 1984), are clearly functioning at a conventional level, and lower moral reasoning may be more characteristic of recidivists (Jennings et al., 1983). Psychopathic delinquents seem particularly likely to reason at preconventional levels (Jurkovic and Prentice, 1977; Kegan, 1986), consistent with the egocentric and hedonistic reasoning characteristic of precoonventional development. Ther is also some evidence that older delinquents are more likely to be at stage 3, and delinquents who exhibit lower moral maturity may simply be developing at a slower rate, rather than being fixated at a preconventional level.

The relationship between moral development and offending also seems to vary with type of offence. Thornton and Reid (1982) noted that preconventional reasoning would justify crimes in which personal gain outweighed the risk of punishment (prudent crimes), while “imprudent” crimes might be less likely to relate to moral stage. Consistent with prediction, they found that recidivists convicted of prudent crimes (robbery, burglary, theft) were more likely to exhibit preconventional reasoning than controls or than recidivists convicted of imprudent offences (assault involving no material gain), who did not differ from controls. Similar differences obtained for prudent and imprudent sex offenders (Thornton, 1987a). Renwick and Emler (1984) also found differential relations between stage of moral reasoning and self-reported delinquency in students, stage 4 showing a small negative correlation, but stage 5 a small positive correlation. They argue that these stages are confounded with conservatism-radicalism.

Although few offenders appear to exhibit postconventional reasoning, the evidence that many have reached conventional levels casts doubt on the claim that higher moral development serves to insulate against delinquent involvement. Several reviewers suggest that the offences of conventional level youths may be more related to situational pressures or intrapersonal difficulties, drug addicts, for example, being more morally mature than other delinquents (Jennings et al., 1983). Jurkovic (1980) also notes that solutions to hypothetical moral dilemmas may not be directly relevant to delinquents’ experiences of problem situations, and that the performance of delinquents may not match their levels of competence in reasoning, either because of situational pressures, such as the “moral atmosphere” of an institution, or deficits in other cognitive skills.

The available evidence, then, suggests a correlation between moral development and delinquency, but preconventional reasoning seems most evident in younger and in more psychopathic delinquents. What remains unclear is how moral reasoning interacts with nonmoral personality and situational factors in affecting moral action. There continues to be debate about the influence of content, and particularly the affective loading of moral beliefs, on moral conduct, and some argue that the content of values may have stronger functional ties to behaviour (Lickona, 1976). It has also been suggested that moral judgement may be more predictive of delinquency if related to moral character traits (Tsujimoto and Nardi, 1978), the bonds of attachment and commitment suggested by control theory (Jennings et al., 1983), or history of aversive conditioning (Burton, 1984). Gibbs and Schnell (1985) similarly conclude that Kohlberg’s individualistic and rationalist approach must be considered complementary to more social and affect-oriented theories, rather than a sufficient account of sociomoral development. Some of these alternative approaches will be considered in Chapter 8.

INTEGRATED THEORIES

None of the traditional criminological theories has proved to be more than moderately predictive of either criminality or criminal acts, and an integration combining more promising elements of these theories may be more powerful. Akers (1977, 1990), for example, sees the process of becoming deviant in reinforcement terms. Anomie, subculture, and conflict theories identify the social conditions which determine the patterns and schedules of reinforcement, while control theory specifies the outcome of the developmental process. Labelling reflects changes in differential reinforcement surrounding later deviant behaviour.

An integration of strain, control, and social learning theories is proposed by Elliott, Huizinga and Ageton, (1985). They argue, contra Hirschi, that delinquency requires positive motivation, which is supplied by the experience of failure at school and by bonding to deviant peers (Chapter 7). This integration goes beyond the single component theories by specifying a sequential process of individual development dependent on experiences with successive socialising agencies. Colvin and Pauly (1983), however, argue that such an analysis neglects the macro-social structures emphasised by conflict and radical theories. They propose that both the form and content of socialisation experiences in the family, at school, and with peers is shaped by the control systems of the wider class structure. Thus, experiences of control by authority in the workplace determine the nature of the bonds of individuals to the conventional order, which may be negative (alienated), intermediate (calculative), or positive (moral). In turn, these control relationships will be reproduced in child-rearing, and selectively reinforced at school by teachers and by peers with similar socialisation experiences.

While incorporating psychological processes of learning, these sociological integrations are in the tradition of unidirectional environmental determinism, and pay no attention to individual differences. These, however, are central for Wilson and Hermstein (1985) who describe a general eclectic theory combining operant and rational choice theories, but which also draws on classical conditioning, equity theory, and individual difference variables suggested by Eysenck and Kohlberg. Their concern is with criminality as a tendency to commit “predatory crimes”, but their analysis centres on the criminal act as the outcome of choice when people are faced with temptation or criminal opportunity. The choice of crime depends on the ratio of reinforcing and punishing consequences of crime to those of noncrime. The net rewards of crime may include both material gains and psychological consequences, such as approval, emotional gratification, or the restoration of equity, while losses include “the bite of conscience”, disapproval, or retaliation. The value of noncrime lies in the future, and includes the benefits of avoiding legal punishment, loss of social reputation, and shame. Individual differences in the ability to take account of future consequences are therefore significant, and these may have a biological origin. Wilson and Herrnstein accept Eysenck’s notion of conscience as a conditioned reflex, but argue that when opportunity is strong or immediate, the outcome is determined more by the individual’s calculation of risks, which is a function of operant conditioning. Impulsiveness and the discounting of time make individuals less susceptible to operant learning. Individuals additionally differ in the values assigned to crime and noncrime as a result of variations in sentiments such as sympathy and justice. However, value is also a function of social context, since the greater the total supply of reinforcers, the less the impact of a small reward on crime.

The theory is held to be consistent with traditional sociological theories, which are, however, considered incomplete. Thus, strain theory focuses on the availability of some reinforcers for noncrime, such as job opportunities, but ignores others, such as sanctions; control theories emphasise the social reinforcers associated with noncrime, but ignore individual differences in time perspective or impulsiveness which may override them; subcultural theories also emphasise the role of social reinforcers, but neglect individual variations in susceptibility to the influence of deviant and nondeviant groups.

As a psychological model, the theory falls short by attempting to incorporate cognitive mediators, such as anticipated consequences or evaluations of equity into a noncognitive operant model. Moreover, while “reward” is used interchangeably with “reinforcer”, it retains its vernacular meaning of what is valued rather than the operant meaning of reinforcer as whatever consequence strengthens behaviour. The kinds of consequence which reinforce crime are not therefore clearly addressed (Gibbs, 1985). Gibbs, however, sees the theory as “a chanenge” to sociological criminology, and this is taken up by Cohen and Machalek (1989). They argue that while the individual is the appropriate unit of observation, the appropriate units of analysis are behavioural strategies, whose selection depends on the evolution and distribution of alternative strategies within a population. Thus, the choice of a strategy which expropriates the resources of others depends as much on the social dynamics of choices adopted by others as on biological and psychological differences.

The most eclectic integration is that of Farrington (1990, 1992), who accounts for findings from the Cambridge study by drawing on Trasler’s social learning, subcultural, opportunity, control, differential association, rational choice, and labelling theories. Antisocial tendency depends on a number of personality factors, such as low arousal, impulsivity, low empathy, lack of conscience, and on internalised beliefs and motives for material goods, status among intimates, and excitement. These beliefs are enhanced among working class children because of class biases towards short-term goals, while a relative lack of prosocial beliefs results from lack of supervision, and harsh, erratic punishment and modelling by parents and peers. Working class children also tend to choose illegal or disapproved methods of satisfying these motives because of greater school failure and low status employment, which is in turn a function of low intelligence resulting from unstimulating environments. Commission of a crime depends on appraisal of costs and benefits, and is influenced by social reinforcers as well as by personal characteristics such as impulsivity. Labelling may make it more difficult for the offender to achieve his aims legitimately, while successful offending will reinforce criminal beliefs. The onset of offending is particularly related to poverty, low intelligence, and poor child-rearing, while peers and deviant family members may enhance a continued criminal career. Desistance is facilitated by marriage, stable employment, and moving from criminal areas.

Such eclectic integrations treat the human actor as a passive recipient of multiple causes, and ignore critically different assumptions about the nature of human behaviour which underlie different theories (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1988). For example, control theories assume that people are naturally hedonistic, whereas subcultural theories deny the pre-eminence of self-interest and assume that social conformity is the natural order. Similarly, the rationalism of Kohlberg and rational choice theories does not readily marry with the irrationalism of Eysenck or Freud. Attempts to integrate theories have therefore not as yet proved to be an advance over more traditional theories because of the absence of a coherent “model of man”.

