Labelling Theory
No crime is inherently deviant. Becker; moral entrepreneurs leading moral crusade, laws have 2 new effects, social control agencies campaign to increase sphere influence, Platt; juvenile delinquency creation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Charge, conviction, and arrest depends on 3 things, Piliavin and Briar; physical cues often influence decisions. Unfairly used against ethnic minorities, Cicourel; officer’s typifications led to bias, justice fixed but negotiable.
Lemert; difference btwn primary and secondary deviance, secondary deviance result of societal reaction of labelling, public labelling leads to shame and stigmatisation. Once label is applied, label becomes master status and causes crisis for individual, may create self-fulfilling prophecy, secondary deviance more likely to provoke further hostile reaction from society and reinforce deviant’s status, may lead to a deviant career
Jock Young; concept of secondary deviance and hippy marijuana users in Notting Hill, drugs were peripheral to their lifestyle but after persecution and labelling from police officers drugs became a central activity
AO2 of Lemert and Jock Young; shows the hostile societal reaction that creates serious deviance, deviant career is possible but not inevitable. Downes and Rock; can’t predict whether someone has been labelled will actually have a deviant career bc they have the choice to not deviate further
Deviance amplification spiral – describes process of attempting to control deviance which actually leads to an increased level of deviance, getter attempt to control results in higher levels of deviance in an escalating spiral. Cohen; applied deviance amplification spiral to mods and rockers disturbance at resort in Clacton, 1] press exaggeration and distorted reporting began moral panic, 2] moral entrepreneurs called for a crackdown, 3] police responded by arresting more youths and courts gave higher penalties 4] confirms truth of original media reaction and provoked more public concern in upward spiral of deviance amplification 5] demonising mods and rockers caused marginalisation = more deviant behaviour. Societal reaction to initial deviant acts leads to further deviance
Triplett; increasing tendency to see young offenders as evil and to be less tolerant of minor deviance, CJS labelled status offences (truancy) as more serious offences = harsher sentences, resulted in increase in offending, De Haan; similar outcome in Holland as result of increasing stigmatisation of young offenders, LT has important policy implications [negative labelling pushes offenders towards deviant career]
Braithwaite; 2 types of shaming 1] disintegrative shaming – crime and criminal labelled as evil, causes exclusion and marginalisation, 2] reintegrative shaming – only crime is labelled not criminal, avoids stigmatisation of offender while making offender aware of negative impact of their actions, easier for community and offender to accept them back into mainstream society, crime rates lower in societies that use reintegrative shaming as dominant way of dealing with offenders
EVALUATION – shows law is not fixed set of rules but construction we need to explain, law is enforced in discriminatory ways, crime statistics are more of a record of the activities of control agents than of the criminals, shows society’s attempts to control deviance can backfire
NEGATIVE EVALUATION – deterministic, ignores free will, not every offender has a deviant career, emphasis on negative effects of labelling give offender a victim status, realists = ignores real victims of crime, assumes offenders are passive victims, ignores choice of the offender, fails to explain why people commit primary deviance, implies that without labelling, deviance wouldn’t exist, theory recognises role of power in creating deviance but fails to analyse source of this power, Marxist = role of power is capitalism, focuses on middle range officials rather than capitalist class who make the rules, fails to explain origin of labels.

