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PREFACE

         This book was prompted by three problems: 
        1. Confusion concerning the distinction between deviance and social problems. 
       2.  No consistent theoretical position to explain similar social processes between 

           individual deviancies.

      3.  Emphasis on deviance continuum’s “dark” end ignoring more common
           phenomena.
       Deviancy is characterized by the relentless emphasis on power struggles between controller and controlled, the accepted and unaccepted, wanting and having, “right” and “wrong”. It is an on-going quest by culture to maintain condoned social behaviour and negatively punish violators, yet the study of deviance is often confused with social problems. The collective interpretation of deviancy, as opposed to a social problem, differs in attitude and process. Deviancy is something to be isolated and extracted; social problems are to be solved. Deviancy has targets; social problems have agendas.  
     Deviancy is an avoidance-action issue whereby people are singled out, labeled and possibly ostracized. A social problem has two or more competing sides that are maneuvering for positive recognition by way of socially approved means, although sub-tactics may veer to the unacceptable. Often deviancy can implement the understanding of a social problem and a social problem can sometimes be impetus for deviancy. Almost always, though, deviancy creates a social problem. 
     In general, the social order focuses on the deviant individual, while a social problem focuses the individual and/or group toward a special interest. Deviancy proceeds directly toward its goal and is characterized by unacceptable social behaviour. Deviancy involves a continuum ranging from mildly acceptable to totally unacceptable and each side in a social problem tends to consider the other as unacceptable. Deviancy; A Visual Model will suggest, by path analysis, that the motive and content of deviant goals may be different, but each goal is reached through a similar process. 
        Deviancy; A Visual Model does not aspire to be historical, but suggests that the aspects of acceptable/unacceptable social behaviour in one era usually do not correspond with another.  Deviancy generally has historic roots, yet often texts focus on the present without giving students a pragmatic perspective on the relative influence of the past. More importantly, social value judgments, based on acceptable collective behavior, require varied epistemology. This text will present a deviancy dedicated model based on functional and existential theory. Although these positions tend to have contradictory principles, it is argued that the understanding of deviancy requires an eclectic approach defined by and based on the subjective nature of human experience or “who is doing the defining.”  The Model is constructed as a positivistic metaphor of an interpretive epistemology. In this respect, deviancy may be likened to Heraclitus’ comment concerning change; “You cannot step twice into the same river” (Stumpf 1999).
     On the other hand, it is after all, still; [a river]. 
                                                                               Jack Vazzana, PhD
                                                                               Brentwood PA
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Defining the parameters of any area of study is always difficult. “Deviance” is almost impossible. The range of subjectivity, agendas and  people involved in such an endeavor is as wide as the human population!
DEFINITION AND HUMAN BACKGROUND     
Deviancy is easy to define, hard to explain. Many think of deviancy as bazaar behaviour involving (among others) bestiality, sado-masochism and sexual torture. The movies and mass media have ubiquitous underlying themes of deviancy and often the public develops a strange fascination for their stories. Then too, deviancy has a voyeuristic element  that attracts many who experience a vicarious curiosity in its underlying content.  Certainly, sado-masochism, bondage and other bazaar actions are deviant behaviour, but so too is being late for class! Any unacceptable social behaviour, as interpreted by the collective social order, is considered deviant. “Normal” is defined as socially accepted principles accompanied by high expectations of corroborating behaviour – the rest is “deviant”. In fact, most of our lives are bound up in this protocol of normal vs. deviant in the human experience and corresponding value judgments. The judgments and dichotomy itself start at birth, but have no observable or inferred atavistic origins. Even still, there are those that attribute phenomenon such as alcoholism solely to genetic properties. (Levin, et.al. 2000)
     This definition of deviance closely parallels, but does not strictly follow the definition offered by Howard Becker (1963). Becker suggests there are three general approaches to defining deviance. One, there are the statistical definitions that consider anything apart from the accepted positivistic norms deviant. (Fig. 12) This, however, can trivialize the actions of people leading to behaviour as “moving a little finger at the wrong time” is deviance! It certainly may be, but is really of no consequence. On the other hand, statistical norms do eliminate value judgments which has its own merits

     Second, there is the medical model. (Becker 1963) This approach considers deviance “pathological”. Deviance is something akin to a diseased organ that has to be “surgically removed” and/or “cured”.  Critics (Becker 1963) in this area point out that the medical model eliminates personal responsibility for one’s actions. (Often this is a criticism on how alcoholism is evaluated and treated.)  Then too there is the definition of “health” which can be a substantially loaded with value judgments. Perhaps the severest criticism is the notion that the medical model relies too much on the individual and ignores the part played by society in the definition and continuance of deviance.
     Third, concerns the label of “dysfunctional” (Becker 1963) placed on deviance. Certainly what is “functional” at one time is not necessarily functional at another. Functional is also too relative a definition to consider in that even though an entire culture may consider specific behaviour dysfunctional, it may turn around the next moment to re-define the behaviour as functional depending on the nature of the ultimate cultural goals and their response to changing times! There are too many examples in anthropology to ignore this phenomenon. 
     Ultimately, Becker (1963) suggests the definition of deviance to be a failure to observe social rules. This definition accounts for many of the deficiencies just mentioned, but still has its problems. What constitutes a credible rule to break? Actually, as will be shortly discussed, deviation is very relative and it is suggested it is looked at from the perspective of many variations on what is deviation with each having its own strength and being set on a continuum from mild to extreme. In turn, the ways of dealing with deviation would depend on where it falls on the continuum. It is suggested, that the more extreme the definition, the clearer the rule. Vague or mild areas should be treated as just that without a great deal of academic fuss on theory and approach. Some areas are vague because the rules that apply are vague! Some deviances lend themselves to positivistic inquiry – some do not. Remember, deviation depends on who is doing the defining – so too do the approaches to understanding and how that understanding is going to be treated. Simple, huh?
     Value judgments are central to understanding any profile involving deviancy. A value judgment involves weighing actions (positive or negative) relative to an established standard of behaviour. This standard can only come from observing the outcome of actions involving the subjectivity of others and their personal reactions. Of course, there is always an element of basic survival in these judgments, but the fact remains that their theme is constructed from the reactions of others – it is social and learned! Children are taught that acceptable behaviour is “right” and the unacceptable is “wrong”. It starts early, not only in life, but every day!
     In the morning we generally stare in a mirror and evaluate if our appearance for prolonged social interaction is “right”. Put another way, we are evaluating if our judgment of appearance and attire corresponds favorably to the parameters of acceptable social presentation. Sometimes others (mothers or mates usually) make the judgment for us by saying, “You look nice.” or “How can you go out dressed like that?” Uncertainty is a powerful device impelling one to strive for social acceptance. This can be overtly discerned in the gathering together of people, shopping at the grocery, participating in a group function or simply acquiescing to current fashion. Glancing in mirrors, straightening a tie and small movements all tell the story of making sure that their “face-work” affirms what they are attempting to present themselves to be. (Goffman 1967) At the extreme, the quest for social acceptance can be masked by social activism. Interpretation of human behaviour is seldom uni-dimensional and actions at one time that are positive may be negative in a different interpretive scenario. 

     The avoidance of “deviance” is very important to everyone. People do not like the uncertainty of “not fitting in” and will seek refuge from it.  This can manifest itself from small concerns to an obsession. On a more grandiose level, some argue the philosophical principles of large, complex organizations are primarily guided by this obsession. One could characterize Etzioni’s (1969) organizational typology (coercive, pragmatic, idealistic) as such with each category as a mirror of humans avoiding deviancy. This can be interpreted not only from an individual’s point of view, but more importantly from the group as a collectivity avoiding deviance. It is possible that Group Think falls into this category also.  Nevertheless, avoiding deviance is a major concern for everyone because society is constructed of groups which are innately different from other groups. People install themselves or are installed in collectivities that they hope be in their best interests in achieving their goals and providing security for the future. There is always that question, however, of another group being more a propos. And, if this is the case, then the person “does not fit” and is in a state of deviance that is not a desirable social situation. Depending on the intensity and social consequences of the deviation, they may endure or they may wish to move on to another mode of behaviour.
DEVIANCY CONTINUUM
 Judgments against “wrongness” (or deviation) can be placed on a continuum (Ill.1) from mild to extreme with appropriate penalties. Mild deviation could involve a disapproving
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Ilustration 1. Deviation Continuum.
 look from a parent or friend to severe deviation that might require a death penalty. There are the rolling of eyes, indicating a mild social transgression, to the shocked stare for something more serious. The continuum can be further divided into smaller continuums. There may be a disagreement between friends concerning unacceptable behaviour. This may involve something like: “Ahh, you shouldn’t have said that!” to “They deserved it!” Both indicate an evaluative continuum from mild to intense condemnation. A more serious example entails a convicted child molester having their name, address and offense openly published while this is generally not the procedure for murderers and burglars. Crime itself has its relative degrees of heinousness. It was only recently that corporate crime was considered an offense to be published and on a level with grand theft and criminal fraud. (Erman, et. Al. 2002) Again, one understands the distinctions in treating certain types of deviance because society, on an individual level, internalizes degrees of acceptable and unacceptable behaviour. (Weitzer 2002) It is a form of social control that assures continuity of interaction through positive and negative value judgments.
     A critique, however, is that contemporary texts on deviance focus toward the right side of the continuum, i.e., crime, sexual aberrations and that which is generally repugnant. Deviance is more multi-faceted than this and often is the foundation of humorous behaviour which certainly is not objectionable nor something to be totally ostracized from society. Most people would not really want to think nor live like George Carlin, but he does have something to say about the world and often it is humorous, yet irreverent and deviant. There are other deviancies that are of a minor nature that embellish and sometimes make the world enjoyable. A word out of character, an action not expected and other behaviour manifestations that give vibrancy and interest to everyday interaction are also forms of deviancy if one adheres to the definition of unacceptable social behaviour. Unacceptable does not infer unforgiven or blatantly noticed. Actions can be expressed as “deviant” and passed over because of silent group agreement, yet are not of such a character that the group would include them in their daily behavioural repertoire. 

     The contemporary emphasis on the sensational and violence in the mass media may be a cause for the preponderance of discussing deviances toward the negative end of the continuum. In addition, the later years of the 20th century saw the rise of what many argue as the glorification of the mediocre and the emphasis on few dictating what social actions are appropriate and accepted. The 21st century involves itself with diversity and the emphasis on separation of social groups as opposed to finding a common social bond, particularly in the American culture.(Lamm 2006) This orientation toward skepticism is enhanced by the growing income gap between the upper and lower income classes.  The diminishing of the middle class by euphemistic procedures as “downsizing” and “rightsizing” contribute to a negative outlook for many.  The daily flow of illegal immigrants and the outsourcing of jobs to foreign countries. (Schaeffer 2004)  These could be reasons for increased skepticism in contemporary American culture that does not lend itself to a generically positive attitude. It may also account, in some small way, for deviance texts emphasizing crime, rape, cheating and the negative content they all emphasize. It is up to the reader to make their own decisions in this matter, but it still remains that deviance texts do not cover the entire range of deviancies as illustrated in the continuum.
     Whatever the distinctions, they do carry with them labels that further strengthen the response and how one will act in regard to condoning or condemning social relations.(Becker 1963)  Labels last a long time and serve as the first sentry in mobilizing social forces against unacceptable behaviour.  (Schaefer 2005)  Labels too can be self-fulfilling prophecies. Those that are labeled often begin acting out the label itself. For example, one can only be called a “bastard” so long without getting back by often being a genuine bastard! There is a social construction of reality in deviance that Lemert (1951) suggests reinforces each side of contentious behaviour so that they grow apart and at odds with each other more so than when the deviance began. In other words, the greater the cynicism, the more specific and intense the labels. The label becomes a shield for social isolation and protection of the group’s integrity against the deviant. Labels are also interesting in that they stop the bantering concerning the value judgment placed on one by the label. The label becomes the target for defense, not the negative behaviour it implies. This is seen by such statements as “Don’t ever call me that!” and so forth. Many years ago Sammy Davis Jr. related a story that is relevant here. He was in a Las Vegas washroom and a man said to him “Niggers are not allowed in here!” Davis was immediately incensed and hit the man knocking him down. Davis said, “Well what do you think now?” The man got up, looked at Davis and said, “You’re still a nigger.” This small story has all the elements, in several short sentences, that the extended discussions on labels try to explain. It is then understandable why labeling is used commonly as a form of punishment, social separation and especially devastating in the milder forms of deviancy. Only recently has this been countered by some acute public relations people and used to their advantage in a positive manner. Witness the label “geek” and how the Best Buy Company has transformed a mild, expletive into a strong commercial idea. Social rules that are unpleasant for some can be easily reversed into the pleasant – deviancy depends on who is doing the defining! 
     Society, however,  has to show it “means business” about following the rules. If the rules are not followed, then society is seen as possibly being on the brink of chaos. Nowhere was this more evident than witness the late 60s and early 70s in America with the student riots, protests and civil rights marches. In fact, many do argue that it was not “on the brink”, but indeed deeply involved in chaos. (Actually, the only reason this is not true is that the American government and its structure did not change. Had there been a change, then there would be cause to argue the case for chaos and its manifestations on society.) Not that it will necessarily happen, but the threat of chaos or general uncertainty is enough to evoke anxiety that control may be in jeopardy of being lost. The following is an example of punishment for deviance associated with personal arrogance, i.e., one believes they are immutably “right” and shows little or no concern for others along with protection of the orthodoxy. 
     In August of 2005, a retail department store employee was walking to work. In the parking lot they saw a car and in it were two dogs. It was a very hot day and the person made a personal judgment (“personal” is important) that the dogs needed relief from the hea.. The salesperson climbed onto the car and began pouring water through the sunroof to cool the dogs. Two days later the department store fired the employee. (Verizon 2005)

     No one would doubt that the salesperson had a genuine interest in animals and her efforts are to be commended. On the other hand, the sunroof was a ventilator as opposed to animals and children being left in a closed car while the temperature climbed above 100 degrees. In addition, she did not notify any authorities of her thought to help the animals. She simply took it upon herself to go into action. Considering the circumstances, some could argue this is trespass. Certainly, considering these facts, the firing is a contentious action, but this is of minor concern here. The department store officials believed this was not something that an employee should do (a judgment on collective behaviour). It was generally evaluated as deviating from their social order and punishable by firing. This action would create a clear understanding of the consequences for rule violation and eliminate its human reminder. Anyone, anytime and under any circumstances that dismisses the accepted definition of social order through deviancy is always punishable, in some manner, by those that define social behaviour. Along with any firing comes another interesting phenomenon. One is reminded of movie scenes where the fired person is leaving the office for the final time. Co-workers hug and wish them well with kind smiles. Often they add a sympathetic statement as, “Are you going to be alright?” or “You really got a bad deal!” One also knows that these same people are sure glad they are not the person that was fired! Punishment and reward in social control go hand-in-hand.
     Often the degree or even nature of deviation is not clear as in Fig. 1. Certainly 
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Figure1. Watch Children Poop!
one could interpret the stop sign from a multitude of perspectives. There is no doubt, however,  that it is a social problem to the neighborhood since it is in an upper, middle class white area. Perhaps, in a more urban environment nobody would make notice of such graffiti, but here it is an “eyesore” and that possibly the reason for its placement.  This could be the work of a very strange pedophile, a George Carlin type of humorist or just someone who is playing with shock wording. Certainly the community reacted to the obvious concept of defacing public property as the primary deviancy. It is hard to believe that such a bold statement was one of a pedophile. They just do not work that way! The shock aspect of the wording apparently worked with the neighbors in this community. Instead of notifying the authorities to do something about the sign, local citizens would simply clean the “deviate” sign (Vazzana 2003) in order to rid of it quickly only to have the same word mysteriously appear the next morning!  This led to great consternation until the perpetrator stopped. (Incidentally, they were never caught!) A brief and unscientific survey (Vazzana 2003) overwhelmingly found that it was assumed to be done by a male. There is no reason for this other than stereotyping which is basically the spirit of labeling in deviancy, but not everyone considers a deviant act as “deviant” nor does everyone attach a label to a person who has been judged as deviant. The “Poop Caper” also fits nicely into Merton’s (1938) Strain Theory. Merton suggested that one could be in a state of anomie ( Durkheim 1967) if they were restricted from the approved social paths of the culture. Here, the person may be socially estranged by the nature of the neighborhood. Sometimes there are those that have distain for certain kinds of people in certain areas. Upper middle class white suburban areas are often seen as smug and arrogant. The deviant may be making their own comment to “shake the neighbors up” and, by this declension, achieve some personal closure. The closure motivated by a local culture perceived as having too many arbitrary and artificial social divisions thus creating intense feelings of anomie in the dispossessed. There need not be one and only one reason for deviancy. Labeling and Strain Theory as well as Differential Association all have a common enemy – anomie!
RELATIVE VS ABSOLUTE

     The definition and judgment of deviance depends on who is doing the defining, but there is more to it than just that. If deviance is defined on an individual basis, according to personal standards or a singular judgment, this is termed relative deviance. Pro-choice issues would be an example whereby the argument is that each person has a right to choose what they want done to and/or for their body. It is their private property! That which is deviant from a collective point of view and culturally defined (often with a religious agenda) is known as absolute deviation. An example would be pro-life issues in which no one has a right to terminate any form of human life. The most common argument is that fetuses are origins of a Divine Plan and their termination is a sin against a deity. It is interesting to note that each type of deviancy generally considers the other side “wrong” (shades of a social problem), yet both argue from a relatively different position. Arguments that have no “level playing field” or common forum generally have no viable conclusion. In this type of contention, parties simply “talk at each other” and accuse with little or no understanding of opposing positions. (Copi 1957)  In terms of social problems and deviancy theory, this creates difficulty in amicably finding a resolution and may lead to further difficulties as physical violence or, in some situations, even war. Whether it is relative or absolute (actually this is “labeling” on “labeling” so that the contentions together are somewhat ridiculous), the important point is that deviation has an arbitrary nature making a consistent, analytical position difficult to discover if not impossible. Consider the following involving a fast food restaurant chain. 
     The restaurant offered small, self-wind car premiums with its meals. Inside each car was a character used as an icon for their products. The figure was commercially successful and parents loved the idea of getting a bit more for their money in terms of keeping the kids quiet with a meal and a toy. One of these figures, however, wore a mask and had the name of a thief. Cute as it was, many parents were “outraged” feeling that using a criminal as a model was not in the children’s best interests. They had a point! Certainly the fast-food chain was not glorifying criminality, but the choice of the toy icon was ill-conceived, to say the least. Here is an instance where, depending on who the person was (marketing expert or parent) there existed a wide difference in interpretation as to what the toy stood for.
     In similar fashion, a large drug chain marketed a lollipop that was stuck in a huge plastic pierced tongue. Many parents were upset because they felt it supported piercing. The drug chain subsequently removed the article from their shelves. On the other hand, that same chain still markets plastic handcuffs every Valentine’s Day and no one has objected so far! Are symbols of arrest, associated with love, acceptable and is piercing unacceptable? Again, it depends on who the person is, what value judgment the person advocates and to what degree is the person involved and/or participates that will determine the degree of deviancy. Additionally, history and time play a large part in the definition of deviancy.
AGENDAS OF HISTORY   
     Textbook pictures can show a great deal about norms for acceptable behaviour and the development of socially acceptable perception. Pictures in texts are beacons of normalcy (ASB) because they tend to be conduits of culture’s preferred roles. Sometimes they represent more than one would imagine. Perlmutter (1990) suggests, “…photographs (pictures) are thus neither created nor viewed in a cultural vacuum. In order to understand the original meaning of a picture, we must understand the institution, society and/or individual that left them to history.” (p. 318.) Schools are in the business of training good citizens and what students see continuously in textbook pictures they begin to expect in everyday interaction. The content of pictures, however, changes and fluctuates with the definition of society and so too does the definition/expectation of normal behaviour. (Vazzana 1994)
     Figure 2 illustrates a repeating theme throughout the visual textbook presentations of the late 19th century. Cultures were labeled as to the degree of “civilization” they contained. Note that the white family was “civilized”, the Indian was “half-civilized”, the Bedouin was “barbarous” and the African was “savage”.  
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Figure 2. Degrees of Civilization. (Mitchell 1890)
Obviously this illustration would be controversial in the 21st century, but then it was normal in regard to judging other cultures. Students utilized the images for personal comparisons to other societies. Certainly this was an arrogant and racist orientation, BUT it was “normal”. To think otherwise, at that time, would have been bordering on the deviant. Note too the “ideal white family”. The father was dominant by always appearing taller that the rest of the family. The mother was always in a caretaker role, the children would be attentive to her while the father was always in the background as the stanch leader of the small group iconic of the American family structure and social relations. Industry, seen through the window, was also iconographic of the technological leadership found in this country.  This style of representation is continually seen in all textbooks of that time and reiterates the “factory” zeitgeist of the United States. This is the same bureaucratic structure that education systems still continue to operate under and, to many contemporary educators, surprisingly flourishes. 
     Throughout the textbook pictures are reiterated concepts of racism, sexism and elitist philosophies which only began to be seriously questioned in the late 1960’s and early ‘70s. The pictures clearly illustrate the fact that socialization of the “normal” starts early and is apparent in this illustration (Figure 2). That which supports the socially acceptable is always a ubiquitous campaign no matter what the culture.
     It is rare that a student has a chance to contrast and compare different texts so they tend to accept what they read as authoritative. If a text has a hidden agenda, then they will come to subconsciously accept it. The nature of agendas is commonly presented within the structure of sentences and paragraphs. Agendas can also be visual, as previously discussed, within the context of design, placement and cropping. There is some debate that a visual agenda, as the following,  is more powerful than one that is verbal. 
     The Triangle Shirtwaist Fire was a terrible tragedy in the early 20th century. Irish, Italian and German immigrant women toiled in the New York garment district making blouses over ten hours a day. (A “shirtwaist” was tied at the midriff and sometimes referred to as a “Gibson Girl” garment.) They had little to say concerning job time because of being locked into the workplace. Shortly after five o’clock, the fifth story of the Triangle Shirtwaist Company caught fire. Exit doors could not be opened, fire escapes had not been maintained and ladders, at that time, did not reach much beyond two or three floors. It was only a hope, but they might survive a jump to the street. Figure 3 shows the corpses of women on the street. (A similar phenomenon occurred with the World Trade disaster.)

     One text (Burner, et.el. 1963) has the grizzly picture turned on its side and is the lead 
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Figure 3. Triangle Shirtwaist Factory Fire (Burner,et.al. 1963)
illustration for the Progressive Era chapter. This may not seem to be significant other than the emphasis and euphemistic use of the word “progressive”. Consider the same book, but a later edition in Figure 4. Now the photograph is turned right side up
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Figure 4. Triangle Shirtwaist Factory Fire (Burner,et.al. 1965)
and more prominent on the page. The police (white, male authority figures) are looking away from the dead women. One of the authors of this edition was Eugene Genovese whose biography in the book clearly states that he was proud to be on President Nixon’s “enemies list”, against the war in Viet Nam and was philosophically Marxist. In other words, it is suggested the text is being used as a political statement for Conflict Theory. If this seems implausible, Nash and others come out with a text (1986) using the same picture seen in Figure 5. Nash is a conservative-functionalist. Note the size and placement of the representation. The tragedy of the fire is now simply a piece of the overall historical
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                                                 Figure 5. Nash, et.al., 1986.
scenario. Certainly this does not mean to imply that any of the authors were insensitive to the Fire, but there IS a difference in visual emphasis dependent on the theoretical position of each book. Theory and physical position can be used as a manipulatory device to subtly persuade, in different ways, that which is acceptable or unacceptable social behaviour and the agenda of the purveyor.
THEORY APPLIED
     Empirical evidence of historical change effecting deviancy is obviously not limited to textbooks, but can be witnessed directly from them in “real time” society.   As the “Triangle” fire suggests, there are agendas in pictures that are reflections of accepted social behaviour. Women were subaltern in the 19th century, at least outwardly, more than they are today as seen in Figure 6. A Foucault pendulum is a device to illustrate
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Figure 6. Foucault Pendulum (Houston 1892)
the earth’s rotation. Generally there are wooden pins set on a floor in a circle. As the pendulum swings back and forth between the compass points, it knocks down the wooden pins. The sequentially knocked down pins carve a path that graphically points out how the earth rotates daily.  This is clear in Figure 6, but sexism is also clear. The men are authority figures pointing and gesticulating to the women who generally are listening and of smaller stature (Goffman  1979). Women were also not regarded as participants in scientific endeavors – it was a man’s job! By contrast,  Figure 7is a contemporary Foucault Pendulum in the Children’s Museum of Pittsburgh, circa 2005. Here is a different agenda and scenario. The pins on the floor are still being knocked down,
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Figure 7. Pittsburgh Children’s Museum c. 2005
 but no longer is the pendulum exclusively an object for adults. Science moved on and  the pendulum is considered a tool of graphic interest only, not state of the art technology. In fact, it is more an object of curiosity. (Most parents have to have its purpose explained.) Even still, a division of labor is evident here. The adults are dominant and kids are submissive or the learners, but the agenda has changed significantly. Sex is no longer considered a prerequisite of discrimination or deviancy as in Figure 6.

      Sometimes deviancy is even disguised as acceptable theory. Bulman (2005) studied movies about high schools. His study suggests problems with urban school children, as portrayed in the movies, are solved on-screen by a single teacher through their classroom expertise of improving grades and changing attitudes concerning American achievement motives. He writes:
     ”The lone figure (teacher-hero) is able to ignore the cynicism of veteran teachers, escape the red
       tape of the school bureaucracy, and speak directly to the hearts and minds of these troubled
      youth who are, by the end of the film, transformed from apathetic working class and poor
      students into studious and sincere students with bright middle-class futures.” (p.54)
The real transformation is that if the urban student accepts an upper, middle class, white definition of education, then every problem is solved. It is assumed, of course, one ignores some minor problems along the way (Bulman 2005) as rampant racism, discrimination and a few economic-structural problems. Urban youth underachievers are indoctrinated with the Protestant Ethic (Kalberg 2002) as a panacea, yet it is an indoctrination that ignores the myth of its own object. It could be interpreted that the theory is unacceptable or deviant in and of itself!
     This certainly sounds confusing, but the nature of deviance is complex and highly relative. Who defines deviancy and at what level involves a complex relationship between stakeholders in business, institutions, education and theoretical approaches. 

     There appears to be no way of looking at the phenomena other than just saying, “Evil is in the eye of the beholder.” and let it go at that. In other words, analyze each scenario with situation-specific details regarding time and place along with current concepts of acceptable behaviour. This, however, is looking at a parade of special instances and generally tells very little regarding the overall dynamics of human experience. There is another view, however …
Chapter Two
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People do not like uncertainty. They strive for stability and meaning through predictable, social dynamics.
If the definitions of specific deviances and their associated value judgments are transmitted through social interaction, there may be analytical value derived from the structure itself. It may offer a clue as to the nature of a more comprehensive theory concerning that which is considered socially unacceptable.
STRUCTURE AND CONTROL 
     A purpose of social structure is to established control over its members. Berger suggests, “Society is the guardian of order and meaning not only objectively, in its institutional structures, but subjectively as well, in its structuring of social consciousness.” (p.21)  This infers a fundamental efficiency in achieving the system’s goals. The foundation is a functionally theoretical position suggesting inequality is an integral part of social control. In this scenario, each person has a different task for achieving a specific socio-cultural goal. The goal could be a product, an ideology, directed behaviour or, more commonly, all of these together. Purposeful collective behaviour is the real goal for social coherence and thus control. It is argued that, if this is not the case, chaos may be the outcome. This indeed has been demonstrated in more than one instance among contemporary and past cultures on down to small group behaviour. Emile Durkheim recognized this aspect of society in  relation to deviance. His observations on crime reflect the idea. 
     Durkheim (1960) understood the conception of deviancy was “pathological”, but also said it could serve a useful social purpose. The term “pathology” is historical in nature as used in sociology. It was first introduced by von Lillienfield (Sorokin 1967) because of the influence that Darwin’s Theory of Evolution had on all sciences, especially sociology. 
     Sociology was a young science and attempted to gain credence by aligning itself with biology which was very popular and respected c. 1858. Sorokin (1967) argues that the influence of biology on sociology was profound and, like an animal, sociology modeled groups and group behaviour after an organic metaphor. (p.78.)  Sociology saw itself as trans-individual, a somewhat super organism not unlike a “Big Animal” in its functions (Spenser 1939). In fact, Spenser (1949) even had organic parallels for sociology as society’s “head” were the intelligentsia, the legs and arms were the “workers” and so forth. Continuing this model, Merton (1949) conceived sociology’s functions as “biological or social procedures which maintain the system.” (p.21) Many of the early designations for social phenomena were copied direct from biology with much the same meaning. A social symbiotic relationship was one in which both parties contributed to each other’s welfare. Consider the relationship between a whale and sucker fish. Each sustains life from what the other can bring. The whale engulfs large quantities of food in which morsels often pass by and the sucker fish gulp up as nourishment. The sucker fish sticks to the sides of the whale awaiting the food, cleans the creature and aids in maintaining the whale’s health – a symbiotic relationship! One can easily think of groups that have somewhat corresponding relationships as the military-industrial complex, for example!
     Deviance fell under the label of “pathological” in that time and has maintained that image even to contemporary times. A pathological organ or growth was one that was diseased and often had to be cut out. In the same manner, a “pathological group” was to be “cut out” from society or more appropriately ostracized.
     In Illustration 2, deviancy is symbolized by ~ASB (non-accepted social behaviour).  Point A is contained by an irregular, closed curve. This figure represents an existential state whereby that which is within “floats” in different levels of reality depending on the definitions assigned. “Reality” is defined as that which one can not deny (Barrett 1962). Here one sees the general social order surrounded by a thick black border with another thick border inside. Off to the left this area is designated as ASB (accepted social behaviour),
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Illustration 2. Reflexivity.

     For the moment, ignore the contents of the inner dark border. Now we find that ~ASB lies outside of the general collective society and is an early definition of deviancy. Because deviancy is considered “pathological”, point “A” positions deviancy as “cut out” or not a part of the functioning society in respect to the previous view. It is separate and apart from what is considered normal and placed outside. Emile Durkheim, however, took another view of deviancy.

     He looked at crime, for example and, although it was considered “pathological”, believed it to be a function of the immediate social order and tended to bring those involved together in their respective groups. (Durkheim 1960) This was a nomonalistic view and radical for its time. In Illustration 2, Point “B” shows ~ASB now inside the society and, at Point “C”, is a double-headed arrow to indicate that each (ASB and ~ASB) reciprocally  influence the other in what might be called a “symbiotic relationship”. That is to say there is a certain reflexivity to all groups in that what the specific group is, the larger social order is also. One defines the other albeit at times indirectly.

     Durkheim (1960) felt that deviance elevated the values of a community. Deviance would make people aware of what they were as a community in greater emphasis on their structure and values. Lacking deviance would also imply a lack of contrasts and comparisons for the social values. For many, deviance provides a clearer meaning and emphasizes the distinctness of social boundaries. 

    Deviance defines social limits and reaffirms community members of their solidarity, strength and dangers to this strength. In another respect, deviance can be interpreted as the manifestation of a boundary maintenance device and the law as a record of the decisions concerning these boundaries. Erikson (1966) suggests; “Deviant forms of behaviour, by marking the outer edges of group life, give the inner structure its special character and thus supply the framework within which the people of the group develop an orderly sense of their own cultural identity.”
     Note in Figure 2 the heavy circle immediately around ~ASB. This is the established social boundary that acknowledges this particular deviance and also restricts those so defined within the general social order of accepted social consciousness. Depending on the nature of the deviance, the boundary can be solid or semi-permeable. There are some deviancies that are forgivable (coming to class late) and there are those that are not (mass murderers). The problem with the deviant boundary is that those placed inside find escape very difficult if not impossible. Here is where labeling (the verbal or non-verbal act of categorizing one in a specific social role) is viewed as undesirable. Labeling is similar to a self-fulfilling prophecy. The labeled person begins to act-out like their label. This reinforces the general social order’s belief that their judgment of deviancy was correct and to continue treating the person in the same manner. Consider how difficult it is to remove labels that are affixed in high school as “nerd”, “preppie”, “tight-ass” and so forth. The self-fulfilling prophecy begins to grow as a person starts to identify and associate with others of the same label. They begin to act like the stereotype they have enjoined and continue to reinforce their deviancy in the eyes of the collectivity. This is further enhanced by feelings of hostility and inferiority. Most deviants want to shed their undesirable role, but often they reinforce it through anger. It is not unknown that a person will begin to think in terms of, “Well if that’s what you believe, then that’s what you’ll get!” (Not unlike Merton’s self-fulfilling prophesy.) They react and project on the collectivity the “deviance” as a form of retribution. In other words, if they can do nothing about the label, they then will burden others with it - at least in their eyes! This does not help their cause. It simply reinforces the collectivity’s attitude that they are subaltern and even more so as the reaction heightens with the growing intensity of the deviant’s ~ASB.    

     Ultimately, social control in any human collectivity relies on concepts of inequality based on dominance and submission. Of course, this functional state is not met with great favor in contemporary United States with its socio-political philosophy of “equality”. On the other hand, children are traditionally raised in a discriminatory atmosphere. A parent must be dominant and the child must be submissive for them to reach a reciprocal helping relationship of development to adulthood, as contradictory as it may sound. Children react to inequality negatively (They are born anarchists!), but understand that the inequality position of parents is in their  best interests for positive learning and becoming an autonomous adult. In many ways, adult discrimination of dominance and submission with their children, as politically incorrect as it may sound, is also a positive sign of love.
Many forms of deviancy are not particularly negative.

HIERARCHIES
     Social status involving concepts of “dominance” and “submission” create  a social hierarchy. This “hierarchy” is a socially defined ladder whose rungs represent status. A role is an accepted way to act within each status. Roles are overt
behaviour socially transmitted by family, peers and the general social order to maintain control. The role at the top of this social “ladder” is the highest in dominance while the bottom represents the greatest submissiveness. Corresponding degrees of power are not necessarily assumed. For example, in a bureaucracy, the president of a company has the highest dominance, yet the secretary to such office may have a great deal of organizational power! In other words, high status does not necessarily infer high power, although it is generally the case. 
     Dominance involves social power or the ability and/or persuade others to adopt one’s position. This can vary from a simple argument to giving one’s “soul” over to another. A submissive always looks forward to being dominant in the social hierarchy, but until such time, remains under the influence of others above. There is a clear demarcation here. It is a line not to be crossed with corresponding penalties! Sometimes this line is indicated by statements as ‘ “Who do they think they are?” or, “We’ll put them in their place!” Since deviancy tends to be viewed as serious, these are mild directives. The enforcement of dominance in terms of eradicating deviance, however. can move all the way to mental or physical murder.

     Taking another look at the parent-child relationship ( Ilusl.3), as represented by a 
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Illustration 3. P-C Social Hierarchy.

micro-hierarchy (Illus. 3), the parent is X1 and child X2 separated by subjective distance A. Existentially this relationship could be characterized in this manner;  the parent is “more than”  hierarchically and the child as “less than” hierarchically. The parent controls the situation in such a manner as to define the relationship as “This Is” and the child as “Less than This Is”.  Socially this relationship places that person (or group) in a subaltern state. Those that are submissive view the dominant status as a desirable role in terms of  position and assumed power.  “Wanting” creates “desire” that is a powerful emotion for creating social action to ascend the hierarchy. The “desire” is the search engine for persisting through the hierarchical field. How this plays out in more complicated social action aligned with deviance is better seen with the social hierarchy as a whole.

DR JACK’S MODEL
     Illustration 4 is a path analysis of deviancy and begins with a typical social hierarchy involving three statuses (X1, X2 and X3). X1 is desired by X3. This could be an 
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Illustration 4. The Model.

expensive home or a mate or any other thing/idea/person which one does not have or is associated with at the present, but really “wants”. If X1 is to be obtained, X3 must go through an acceptable social process involving the passing through of X2 before the final goal. One could relate this to a “paying your dues” kind of social procedure. If the goal is a house, then one has to have a certain amount of collateral for its purchase, etc..  Pathway “A” is the preliminary process of ascertaining the capital one has to meet in this “house” example. Suppose, however, that the person has a minimum wage job, can not afford daycare for their child and that a down payment, let alone sustaining a heavy mortgage for the home, is not realistic. Pathway “A” becomes irrevocably blocked by X2 and X1 decides that an alternative cold water flat is more within their means - so they take pathway “B”.  This would be acceptable social behaviour. Suppose, however, they can not get the thought of that new house out of their mind and “B” becomes unacceptable, even though they can not afford the new home. (Now “B” coverts to a “deviance” as interpreted by X1!)  They then decide to take pathway “C” which bypasses X2 and leads directly to X3.  As Merton explains (1938); “Defeatism, quietism, and resignation are manifested in escape mechanisms which ultimately lead the individual to escape from the requirements of the society. It is an expedient that arises from continued failure to attain the goal by legitimate measures … because of internalized prohibitions and institutionalized compulsives, during which process the supreme value of the success-goal has yet to be renounced.”  (p. 674.)  In other words, they may rob a bank or some such action that would bring to them the money for the house they desire. However, this would be unacceptable social behaviour and fall under the definition of “deviance”!
There is another alternative to the situation. Consider that the house seeker has such a moral structure that they will not permit themselves to rob a bank, but still want the house desperately. Now frustration may show up in other areas as drinking, sullenness etc.. Suppose, however, that they win the lottery or come into a windfall inheritance and have the capital to purchase the dream house. This situation is still not going through X2 because it is socially interpreted as “not earning it” and their plight is still seen as deviant, but for one aspect – the windfall was not of their thought or doing. Therefore, society tends to excuse this from deviancy, but does not really accept them into whatever 
“neighborhood status club” one enters into through a house’s purchase. (Housing is generally grouped according to income and social standing.) So even though they are excused from the pathway of deviance, they are still deviant in the neighborhood for another reason. Initial deviancy may disappear, but other forms may surface and remain.
     Here one may begin to see the difficulty and distinction between social problems and deviancy in juxtaposition to The Model. The novice in studying deviancy often confuses them because there generally is a mutual relationship. In other words, deviance and social problems exist side-by-side with vague boundaries.  A good example would be to go back to our discussion concerning absolute and relative deviance. The news media has presented stories regularly of right to life people (absolute) picketing women’s clinics that also offer abortion on demand (relative).  Both groups are operating well within ASB tenets. The clinic is privately conducting its business while people protest outside. This is the nature of the American culture. Pickets have permits and are expressing their rights of free speech – all within the boundaries of accepted social behaviour. The scenario is a social problem! These are two groups vying for the claim that each has the “right” idea about how to live, what to think and perhaps what religious beliefs to embrace. The situation becomes deviant when one person decides to kill a clinic doctor in order to eliminate once and for all an offending individual. Now the person falls within that area bypassing expected behaviour to directly achieve their social goal. The picketing group could become deviant by storming the clinic to shut it down or merely intimidating those who wish to enter for medical attention. Notice here that the forms of potential deviancy range from mild to extreme, but all have the same process as illustrated in The Model and are quite different from that which is defined as a social problem.
SITUATION CONVERSION 
     Of course there are variations on The Model involving another difficulty called situation conversion. The Pittsburgh-Post Gazette (2005) reported a teacher was having difficulties matching her professional aspirations with the system. In her words, “…teaching for me has become less and less about language and meaning and more and more about standards, politics and appearance.”  In addition, “In many ways I am a quitter. I am stepping out of the public school system at the age of 35 instead of continuing to work within it for change.” 
     This fits nicely into The Model. She has come to a point in her career that requires her to take certain specific actions if she is to move up the educational hierarchy in terms of her goals (Pathway A). It is also apparent that, for several reasons, this has become a barrier she must do something about beyond the normal progressing in one’s career – as she sees it. This would probably entail going against administration and federal policies (No Child Left Behind) which is not an option to her and also would be considered deviant (Pathway C). The only choice left is Pathway B and she chooses to get out of teaching as a solution or, put another way, to remain in the region of acceptable social behaviour (ASB). Most people do because this level of reality contains great security. On the other hand, she may have created a worse situation for herself.

     There was some backlash to the “resignation for higher reasons”. Several “letters to the editor” subsequently commented they were glad she was no longer in any educational system. A working teacher commented that what she wrote was not new and it was part and parcel of contemporary education, but one sticks it out and perseveres. One does not, “abandon their students.” In effect, this teacher, by opting for Pathway B, remained on the “normal” side of The Model, but has actually made herself deviant! This is a good example of how a conservative choice to remain in the accepted area can convert or transform, after the decision is made, into an unacceptable position. Those that judge social behaviour are not necessarily the same group once when one moves from one Pathway to another! This is situation conversion whereby a goal achieved reverts back to the original value judgment one wished to avoid because the ambient collectivity changed thus changing the judgment.
     Dr Jack’s Model suggests: 
          1. One does not have to think in terms of individuals or institutions to understand deviance. The Model absorbs them all by focusing on social structure.
          2. The Model broadens one’s perspective so that any type of deviance, from one end of the continuum to the other, is included in a clear, explanatory diagram. 
          3. There is specific Pathway Analysis. Certainly the process is more complicated than simply involving X1, X2 and X3, but The Model remains intact as a guide to greater depth of understanding and illuminates point nodules. 
          4. The Model suggests the nature of the relationship between that which is functional and that which is existential. These two theoretical positions have long been thought to be at odds with each other, but The Model suggests otherwise and is the subject of discussion in Chapter 8. The Model does NOT, however, offer underlying theory behind choosing ~ASB.
TRIGGERS FOR ACTION – Labeling, Strain and Conflict Theory
     If  Point B in The Model is designated as Person B or simply “B”, then there are questions concerning B’s behaviour. It is not enough to simply assume that B wants the goal and goes after it through ~ASB because it is an overwhelming issue to them. There are reasons and several theories aligned with deviance offer possible clarification and greater insight into this situation – Labeling, Strain and Conflict theories. There are other perspectives which will be discussed in the course of the book, but these three are current,  comprehensive and sufficient for the time being. Each will be discussed from a basic aspect and no attempt is made to cover them in a total academic manner. Details may be assimilated from other discussions throughout the text.
     First, a review. B has seen that they can not obtain X1 for a variety of reasons and has accepted an alternative goal. This goal, however, is not satisfying and B has decided to once more go after X1 utilizing a ~ASB pathway. Our goal, in this instance, is to try and understand what sets the person (B) to move on to unacceptable social behaviour in an effort to obtaining the first goal (X1).

     Becker (1963) suggests that deviant behaviour is created by the label, not the act. (p.X) The actor does not see the act as deviant because the goal is an integral part of who they are. It is existentially the “I in Me”. (Vazzana 2005)  In The Model, specific labels are irrelevant because the substitution of X2 for X1 already is a label (existential metaphor) itself placing the person outside of ASB, although society does not overtly recognize this. In other words, labels place people outside of ASB as soon as they are applied no matter what inference – good or bad. Thus, B becomes “labeled” by their acceptance of a substitute goal. This could be in their mind as “I have settled for less” or possibly something unsaid  as that of a “loser”.  Often society is not the prime labeler – one can label one’s self with the same strength as the collectivity. In the Labeling scenario, B chooses ~ASB because they are fulfilling the deviant psychological scenario society has placed on them or that which they place on themselves. If one believes they are labeled as deviant by accepting an alternative goal, then there is no good reason not to accept a deviant path (they are already there) and go for the primary goal!
     Strain Theory has a close relationship with Labeling. Once one believes they are estranged from the collective social order of ASB by being labeled, they are then under a certain amount of social strain. The failure to obtain X1 can also be a failure of self by not living up to the achievement motive underlying the American capitalist system. Here B could feel that the failure to achieve was also in some way society treating them “badly” by presenting unrealistic goals considering their status and economic resources. Agnew (1996) argues that this state of mind can lead to anger which cultivates a feeling within such people that they pressure themselves into ~ASB.
     Conflict theory, especially Marxist thinking, is along the same lines. With the growing economic gap between the captains of industry and proletarians, there is also a growing anomie from the American dream of capitalist materialism. The further away a person gets from the “dream”, the greater the anomie. This leads to an existential state that Marx would label an inauthentic existence. Certainly it is not the “slave to a machine” inauthenticity of the late 19th and early 20th century genre, but it is inauthentic in that one is not participating in the culture’s capitalistic goals. The person becomes a “slave to the bourgeoisie”! The possibility exists that would lead a person to ~ASB is – “If they do not give me equal opportunity to share their fabricated goals, then I do not have to care for their standards of behaviour. They steal from me, fair is fair, I will steal from them!” Of course, the CEOs take a Weberian attitude in this situation and respond, “Not everyone can share the wealth, especially if one does not work hard enough to get it!”
     All three, Labeling, Strain and Conflict theories share a common attitude of estrangement, frustration and a “don’t care” attitude that may lead to the acceptance of B for ~ASB behaviour. Of course, the configuration is more complex and there are other significant factors as the ambient social order (see “Agendas and The Model”) that itself may cultivate and foster deviant behaviour. There is no doubt, however, that all three theoretical explanations are involved with any one act of deviancy. 
     Let us go back to the “teacher” scenario. In one respect, she is having troubles with her label of “teacher”. She can not satisfy this label with either an ASB or a ~ASB path. Because of this she is alienated (anomie –Strain Theory) from the profession in general and decides to simply leave it. One could also infer that she is at loggerheads with the powers that be or the captains of industry (education administers) who are in conflict with her definition of education. This is Conflict Theory in the sense that if she stays in education, her values will be compromised or she will be living an inauthentic existence and suppressed. Merton (Akers 2000) might look at the situation and evaluate the teacher’s actions as retreatism in that she abandons the profession because, to her, it has become an impossible situation that has no meaning or logic to her concepts of potential success. Robert Agnew might suggest that her habitus (Bourdieu 1986) has been removed of positive stimuli which alienates (anomie) her from the social milieu defining her character and subsequent actions (differential association, p. 45). All of these approaches have credence and simply indicate the complexity of evaluating deviance. 
      Any singular theoretical approach that attempts to explain the human condition always has difficulties. They depend on the theorist’s particular view and the nature of the stakeholders involved and/or analyzing the situation. Even still, when any or all of these theories are in place and are categorically appropriate, this does not imply that B (in Jack’s Model) is going to take the ~ASB pathway. Ultimately it is up to B’s evaluation of their self in relation to society and the goal. Here is where Tonnies’ concept concerning the motives behind the formation of a collectivity is useful. (Martindale 1960; 82-83)
     Tonnies (1957) suggested that every culture starts with a collective idea or “will”. No one can particularly point to a specific place in time that it comes from, but it does grow and becomes a characteristic idea that runs before and gives identity to a culture. Collective ideas can then be broken down into two other more specific “wills”, i.e., the Wiesenwille (essential will – good in and of itself) and the Kurwille (rational will – good for what it leads to). These two then will be physically manifested in the Gemeinschaft and the Gesselshaft., respectively which are modeled by the traditional family and the bureaucracy or business. (Martindale 1960)
     It is argued that, no matter how strong,  neither of these wills, in and of themselves, is a trigger for B choosing an ~ASB behavioral mode (or any plausible path). However, when both are present in equal and sufficient strength, then ~ASB is now a clear and present possibility. In fact, it is a probability because B believes there is a moral imperative to taking action not only from a personal sense, but also from a pragmatic sense. Both have now become what B considers their existential self and to deny ~ASB, would be to deny one’s core of being. In fact, society often reinforces such attitudes which solidifies the ~ASB action as appropriate. This does not, however, condemn or condone the behaviour, but it does give some insight into why the choice of ~ASB occurs and sometimes generic social agendas enhance these behaviours.
AGENDAS AND THE MODEL – Differential Association
     According to The Model, deviancy is simply the acquisition of a social goal through bypassing acceptable social behaviour as generically defined by the cultural collectivity. (This is, of course, an arguable point.) . For example, Figure 8 is deviant 
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Figure 8. The Magic Lantern. (King 1891.)

 because it does not recognize the complex interaction and accepted definitions of roles between contemporary men and women and , in turn, their relation to the nature of the “family”. The men and women in Figure 8 are divided – the left half is all female with the women as caretakers of the little girls and subaltern in relation to the males. On the right side (male heads are equal or higher than the females), the boy working the projector is probably an apprentice while the other looking on is the next operator of the machine and learning from the first. The adult male is positioned above them all and is the authority judging the behaviour of the one boy. 

      A backdrop in the picture for all the males are stacks and stacks of books which, in that time, was a symbol of authority. (Vazzana 1994)  The “male side” of the picture suggests dominance, authority and/or superiority in its representation. Clearly this may be the era’s ideal of cultural relations, but is not in alignment with contemporary politically correct thinking concerning  male and female relationships. (A feminist would ask, “Why not the girl could be operating the projector?”) Well, that IS the point! It was a time oriented to and dominated by males.
     Moreover, The Model eliminates some criticism of sociology in general, i.e., extensive labeling. One need not discuss sexism in regard to Figure 8 because The Model’s structure of dominance and submission generically absorbs value judgments of both contemporary and past social relations. In fact, sexism relative to The Model is really inadequate considering the representation. The Model reveals an existential interpretation of the moment to be applied later for comparative analysis. In other words, The Model is not anchored in the subjectivity of the present. Its subjective analysis of the interpretive process is its own objectivity.

     The picture (Fig. 8) introduces Edwin Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory. Although complex, having more to do with crime and subject to much critique, Sutherland (1974) suggests that a person’s associations with others in the social order influence their behaviour and learn certain paths of action and thinking from those around them. Clearly the boys and girls in Figure 8 are in association with male and female models in which they are presumed to learn what would today be considered are sexist attitudes. In the same manner, Sutherland relates that this learning and association process is important in the forming of not only contemporary sexism, but also criminal behaviour. The thief only becomes a thief not only from association, both more importantly from being accepted into the fraternity of thieves. There then forms reciprocity between knowledge of thievery and support for breaking the law through their mutual membership in a specific social “club”. In Figure 8 this is also occurring. The boys are learning to be “boys” and the girls “girls” through the process of differential association or, more commonly, the social agendas influencing social behaviour that may be buried so deep in the psyche as to be “hidden”. 
     Consider a previous example and the associated agendas. Although one can not specifically know what was in the mind of the author of “Watch Children Poop” (Fig. 1), it is also understood that they were making a comment on the social order and preferred to bypass more conventional means. In terms of differential association, what was the nature of social support that justified their behaviour. The more immediate issue, however, becomes what is the nature of alternatives that were available and why was the bypass a more positive choice? The artist decided graffiti was preferable to discourse. Of course, are shock tactics the only method for making a social comment viable? Merton’s (Akers 2000) “rebellion” mode of adaptation may be appropriate here in that the person may see no legitimate means of making a social comment other than something bazaar and irrational. Then again, the person who wrote “Watch Children Poop” did believe this was important for them and an understanding of their social perception may reveal more than just a social malcontent. It also could be that their message was one that was more accepted than common sense would believe OR it is muted because of controls that restrict emergence of individual existence. Another way of looking at this may be remembering the saying “insane people are just sensitive beings in an insensitive world.” This is probably an overstatement, but therein may be found another explanation. The principles that the goals and processes The Model is predicated on are also reflective of interpretive controls for acceptable behaviour whose same content may convert to unacceptable behaviour in another instance.
     The Model comes with a codicil. The fact that it graphically objectifies subjectivity also means that it does not recognize agendas and often the inner core of the “why” behind behaviour. This does not mean that it is irrelevant, but implies that any scrutinization of deviance requires several approaches to its understanding. Perhaps the best attribute to The Model is that is consolidates the process of a particular deviancy common to several theoretical approaches thus putting them in a clearer perspective in regard to each other and the deviancy in general.
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Are we all control freaks?

 CONTROL   
      Society provides many ways to discourage and/or control deviance. Prison is an obvious example, although it should be noted that even this extreme measure does not dissuade many from continued criminal activity. Deviancy too has its powerful reasons for existence and the social order responds with powerful penalties for its control. Contemporary social orders, influenced by agendas and even religious ideas, may approve of terminal sanctions. Correspondingly, one may see radical bombers, whose suicide is condoned as martyrdom, take their own lives for strongly held beliefs which are considered deviant by certain collectivities. In a way, the radical bomber polices and controls judgment on their actions by themselves. They “get even” by doing what society would have done, but not giving society the satisfaction! (Of course the “radical bomber” does not totally believe this.) Still, most of society believes that acting in such a fashion, i.e., that which may bring death or a harsh penalty, is generally unacceptable and deviant. There are, however, many more subtle social configurations associated with physical entities that enforce control over possible deviant behaviour. (Stop signs, fences, instruction manuals, building directories, human guards, mores, folkways etc.) Think of it, from the day a person is born, they live in a world principally defined by “No”! In addition to this, that control which defines and condemns deviancy has a nature which supprots social equilibrium,i.e., a conservative human environment. (Parsons 1951) This is accomplished by a symbiotic relationship between society, the populace and deviants that maintains equilibrium of conservative values as indicated in this next example.

     In the mid-1980s, a black man was traveling late through a small western Pennsylvania borough. The local police saw the car and felt it was “riding low” which is sometimes an indication of contraband transport. The car was stopped and searched. No problem items were found, but the black was taken out of the car and handcuffed on the ground face down. This is a restraint position often associated with a lack of oxygen and the man struggled. The more he struggled - the more the police felt he was resisting arrest and increased the authority of his restraints. The black subsequently died allegedly from the outcome of these struggles. Now it is not the purpose of this writing to assign blame here, but to look at the dynamics of interaction from a theoretical position.

      Seeing that the car was “riding low”, the police assumed there was reasonable suspicion to stop the vehicle to inspect for social deviancy (breaking the law). Theoretically, the police’s motive for stopping the car was that the driver may be attempting to move in ~ASB for economic gain. The police, then, became pathway guards (Illus. 5.) to prevent this process.
                                      [image: image17.png]SADIrtEd Qa3

VH aha T IR .Mu
v Py
Nt -
3 i
. |

SABLYd 2pirinze

POTHUGY EUIRD S




Illustration 5. Pathway Guards Reinforcing Control.
 A pathway guard (1 and/or 2;  Illus. 5.) is one who seeks to maintain the flow of accepted pathways in ASB by preventing  X3 from moving to X1 through ~ASB. The “guard” maintains functional control of the system by not allowing the existential definition of the “deviant” to become a social reality. One could suggest this activates Merton’s strain theory because the system is thwarting access to possible goals not in the best interests of the existing hierarchical structure. This could also be interpreted from a differential association point of view as well as conflict theory. In the “riding low” incident the alleged contraband purveyor was given imprimatur by his associates and there are those that would argue he was unreasonably stopped not only because of suspicious behaviour, but by a racist agenda! It is reasonable that the police’s actions, in this instance, can be interpreted from several points of view as well as the black’s behaviour. Pathway Guards (police) and similar others are always subject to contention depending on who is doing the defining and, in a great percentage of instances, it is generally not favorable.
SOCIAL BOUNDARIES
     Pathway guards, however, serve two important functions in deviance social control. One, they define the boundaries of acceptable behaviour. (Durkheim 1961) Without guards there would be difficulty discerning “rightness” and “wrongness” in people’s actions and an anarchical state might exist.  Two, they contribute to social solidarity by constructing interactional boundaries that are public. (Durkheim 1961) How many times have we heard from someone or even ourselves saying; “Oh, you can’t do that!” This is the overt expression of hidden social barriers (unsaid and understood) that govern behaviour and control the world we interact in through the actions of pathway guards. These two aspects are manifestations of social boundaries and also the foundation and subsequent rise of ethnocentricity. The boundaries, protected by norms and mores, may strengthen with protection through laws and eventually become defined as institutions. These are rules/regulations giving assurance of stability to the culture’s inhabitants. Durkheim goes on to also suggest (1961) deviants serve many useful purposes in their conscious or unobserved quest to deny the virtual foundation of society.  Some interpret ethnocentrics in that it may be they are traitors to the ethnocentric manifestation of culture’s group existence. This gives society the imprimatur to employ control over their actions and post warning against any future actions exhibiting similar behaviour that may occur. 

        Pathway guards are fundamental to the maintenance, development and survival of culture through management of the possible and probable deviant factions. Of course, there is another side to this story. Becker (1963) suggests, “… social groups create deviance by making the rules whose infraction creates deviance. “ (p.34)  In fact, deviance never stands alone on any person’s shoulders. There is a reciprocity that goes between ASB and the deviant. Spencer suggests each contributes to defining and maintaining the social configuration so they are symbiotic entities. (Sorokin 1966 and Martindale 1960)
RECIPROCITY 

     Several months after the tragic “riding low” incident, there was a memorial protest concerning what was considered a civil injustice. (Fig.9.) Many felt that the police had overexceeded their authority. Protestors, borough officials, clergy, politicians and media were present. The signs (Fig. 9) indicate the sentiment of the protestors and something else. 
[image: image18.jpg]



Figure 9. The Protest.
There emerged the belief the POLICE were the deviant party. (Perhaps one notices this may be giving a lesson in differential association). The actions of the police were now being interpreted as that which falls within the ~ASB area of behaviour. One might wants to postulate that for every deviant action there is an equal and opposite reaction al la Isaac Newton (Berlinski 2000) or reciprocity. If the deviant sees that bypassing acceptable social behaviour is desirable, then they begin to also see their pathway is, in point of fact, THE desirable one negating the hierarchical sequence accepted by the general social order.  In many ways they have to because it is difficult for one to deny their collective self. One of the principles in psychology is that to learn something new, one must also consequently unlearn something. (Bennis, et. Al., 1968, 333) Sometimes the unlearning is just too much of a task especially when there may be years, decades or centuries of custom behind it. It could be that one just does not want to go against a powerful collectivity. To substitute a social self that is not ASB is better than no self at all – especially if it is accepted by a collective social order! (Many delinquents, criminals and drug dependents feel this way.)
     Illustration 6 shows the preliminary function of the police in this situation. The police believed that the “riding low” car gave reasonable suspicion to categorize it as deviating from a lawful situation. (Often “riding low” indicates contraband.)  Therefore, the occupant of the car may be attempting to reach a goal through unacceptable social behaviour. It is their duty to interrupt this scenario in order to prevent a deviant action. However, the visual content of Figure 9 counters this by suggesting that the ends and means of the police were really beyond what would be expected as normal law enforcement in this situation, at least in the protester’s eyes! The car’s driver died! In other words, the protesters are suggesting that the function of the police is law enforcement, but their intent (goal) in this instance bypassed it for a more brutal and unjustified understanding of the social pathway, which was considered deviant behaviour to the protesters. The reciprocity here is that, in Illustration 6, the  
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Illustration 6. Reciprocity.
Pathway Guards (police) become the deviants and the deviants (protesters) become the new Pathway Guards. There is a shifting or switching of assigned roles. The former protesters purposely intend to become the new pathway guards through reciprocal action. In doing so, they reassign blame to the law enforcement authorities. In many similar instances this is exactly what happens. A factor that could sway such a reversal would be that former deviants develop more social power than the original pathway guards. Social powers, not particularly “rights”, are generally the deciding factor when the phenomenon of reciprocity occurs. Reciprocity is usually about power to fuel a social movement - “rights” are often no more than euphemistic propaganda ploys oriented to personal agendas. It should be noted that this often occurs in social problem scenarios. “Rights” in social action, either deviance or social problems, does not infer “correct”, “inherent” or a universal value judgment for all peoples (Berger and Luckmann 1967). Correctness of social behaviour is established through consensus of the prevailing collectivity. The debate concerning the nature of a social “right”, akin to one of Plato’s Forms, is for another time and another discipline.
CONTROL RELATIONSHIPS
    It is suggested that indigenous to aspects of control are reciprocity and the relationship between the actors forming a system of “checks and balances”. They are each a watchdog to the other. It is also suggested that this system concerns a more complicated relationship between functionalism and existentialism as its primary characters. Each tends to support the other while controlling in their separate ways, but this will be discussed in Chapter 8. Control is always involved in some form of reciprocity that skews monistic thinking and clarifies the relative nature of deviancy. To analyze deviancy, one must think three-dimensionally.

     Consider Figure 10. Here is a high school band that will accomplish a 90 degree marching turn. This is “deviant” in and of itself because a right angle turn is almost unheard of on any level of parade formation, let alone the scholastic.  (Actually “The Turn” is considered simply unique or unusual in most marching performance inventories because of its difficulty, but, according to this text’s definition – deviant!) The “turn” is not of primary interest, but from its example can be extrapolated the suggestion that deviancy breeds deviancy or more commonly put, “To be different, one may have to cultivate a culture of difference!” Again, this would indicate overtones of Sutherland and differential association theory. The reader may be getting the hint that to be deviant may require some form of predetermined pattern to follow or model which would infer that the deviant is not all that creative nor terribly different because of some accepted behaviour within the social ambience of interaction! Here is where criminologists start looking to Sutherland and proposing that criminals are what they are because they are goaded to be that and approved by other criminals. Nevertheless, on a more “legal” basis, in Figure 10 there are four types of dress – banner carrier, majorette, pom-pom girl and musician which is commonly seen in high school marching bands. Actually, “expected” is the operative word. This is how a marching band is visually defined aided by high-stepping physical action of expected social behaviour.  In fact,
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Figure 10. Marching Band

 it is a generic pattern common to all social systems, i.e., the display of social order for others to observe and possibly imitate. There is the presentation of a unity and cohesiveness. This sends a specific message of order and control for the aggrandizement of the group or, in Goffman terms, impression management. Marching bands, as complex organizations, attempt to be iconic of the school system they represent. The band infers, by demeanor and presentation, the best of the system and proposes that this is representative of a high degree of quality in its educational system.  On the other hand, some suggest it is an arrogant display geared mainly to aggrandize the egos of parents, teachers and administrators for specious community pride. (A bit harsh, but substantially correct.) It is probably both in varying degrees with the young participants just having a good time and really not caring much for these kinds of social analysis!
     Technically, marching bands are an overt expression and demonstration of ethnocentrically oriented behaviour, albeit often masking deviance. For example, people on the grift, or “con artists”, are very good at masking deviant behaviour with what is apparently reasonable and positive promising social action. (Goffman 1952) There is a redefining of ~ASB in such a manner as to become accepted behaviour economically benefiting them to the disadvantage of the “mark”. They control the perception of those around so that there is an appearance of ASB. (Goffman 1952) This is not meant to be a strict parallel, but the marching band in Figure 10 is also a good example of functional control and containment of ideas masking the possibility of deviance as illustrated in the performance itself. This control is achieved by social reciprocity.
      Each sub-group in the band in (Fig. 10) is dressed differently to indicate a specific place within their system - being special. (functional) These sub-groups contribute to the final goal of the performance creating closure for the organization. Here is a solidifying influence to those peripherally involved community members. The immediate and community specific public takes pride in these local organizations. They are seen as representative of the best the area has to offer and, particularly parents of the band members, identify seriously with them in a “halo effect” of fabricated excellence. (existential) Marching bands are iconic and their structure a model for other different organizations within a functional system by demonstrating social solidarity and projecting a positive image of the visual culture as if they are saying, “Look at me and how great I am. I am the community and we are the best!”  In other words, there is a roaming between the functional and existential creating a coherent and positive scenario for both the marchers and spectators. Without one or the fabrication of iconic representations, the other would not really have a reason to exist.
     Of course this would be considered blatant egotism and not accepted in the social order. No out-group wants to be told by another group that they are “less than” (Illustration 2), but that is exactly what marching bands infer! It could be that parade watchers, not involved with the system, see just a band (not symbolic of their community) and feel they identify with it or believe that “their” band is better anyway and it really does not matter. Or it could be something else.

      The dress of the band participants, in terms of a division of labor, may hold a clue. There are really only two kinds of costumes in Figure 10 – unisex and sexist. Each one is designed to export a special message, but all are costumes that would not be seen in ordinary social relations or, in a word, deviant! They are, however, “ordinary” within the social order of the band. This is the allure of unit solidarity – oneness and control allowing the individual their separateness while not losing the community feeling of belonging. One would simply not have occasion to walk down the street everyday in this kind of dress. In fact, the majorette might come under question as to her morals if she always appeared in public as seen in the illustration. The definition of the situation is important here. Differential association theory constantly emphasizes the influence of ambient society on singular behaviour.  Sutherland (1947) suggests, …differential association asserts that a person becomes delinquent because of an excess of definitions favorable to violation of the law over definitions unfavorable to violation of the law. In other words, criminal behaviour emerges when one is exposed to more social messages favoring (negative) conduct than prosocial messages.” P. 15.  
     In the “Marching Band” illustration, criminal behaviour is not the outcome as Sutherland suggests, but ambient influences change the definition of functionality that will lead to changing the idea of deviancy. In other words, the band costumes may have more of a purpose than just a representation of a specific collectivity. They create ASB out of ~ASB! To strike a parallel between a girl in a bikini at the beach is considered normal while wearing that same bikini walking down a metropolitan street would probably be seen as “half-naked”! Through ambient perceptual influences and agreement, one is accepted and one is not. The environment is the determining judgmental factor of social acceptance.
CONFLICTING THEORIES
     The possibility of deviance is a common factor in functionalism. The functional structure, as preciously illustrated, is a social hierarchy defined by dominance and submission. Certainly there is more to functionalism than a social hierarchy, but the model is fairly accurate. Functionalism focuses on quantitative and overt behaviour. It also has a strict division of labor that the hierarchy illustrates and each strata is connected to the ultimate goal at the apex of the hierarchy. American education and business is patterned after this model and it has its good and not so good points. Our problem in deviance, however, is that a functional system can come in dangerous contact with existential experience. People often want to stand out and make their lives special as a demonstration of their individuality (Morgan 1957), yet it is difficult to do in a functional organization that dictates uniformity and predictable behaviour within its own status and role system manifested through the uniformity of behaviour expectations. One can begin to see the seeds of anomie sprouting problematic weeds of dissent in such systems. For example, musicians must function closely together, but also retain that spark of individuality found in all the arts. One can also relate this idea to the previous marching band’s unisex and gaudy uniforms. (Fig. 10) The uniforms are functional and the gaudiness existential in respect to the society in which they are functioning. It is the possibility of deviance that gives their group significance, yet speaks of the community in a collective voice. The pom-pom girls and majorettes represent desirability of the female population. Majorettes often come close to performing a sexist role in their sometimes sanctioned T&A show to draw attention to the group. It is the allure of possible deviance, held in check by pathway guards (the school system by defining borderline deviancy as OK), that permits this to be the case. Vicarious sexism, primarily through exhibitionism, justifies a part of the marching band’s existence. Reciprocity (Illustration 5) takes over by portraying sexism as ASB within the confines of the band itself. (The community gives imprimatur to this exhibit, band members, performance and costumes which just may happen to be sexist, but the community ignores this! One could find a parallel in attire being provocative, yet being rationalized as “fashion”.) 
     Moving away from the “band” metaphor, note the young lady in Figure 11. This exemplifies a common phenomenon of reciprocity. She is wearing a bikini swimsuit. It is a costume for the beach and abbreviated for comfort and displays of sexual desirability. However, something else going on here by the presence of the tattoo.
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Figure 11. The Rose

It is a rose and placed just above her right breast. Now desirability often is judged by the form and size of a women’s breast, but it is not really acceptable social behaviour to openly comment or ogle these organs. To maintain acceptable behaviour and give the viewer a chance to evaluate her sexual desirability, the young lady places the tattoo in an area that makes viewing the breast and its attributes convenient. The tattoo leads to the breast. (This could also be interpreted as diversion.) There is no doubt that her reason for the tattoo was “It’s cute there!” But why there? One has a suspicion that this placement has more to it than meets the eye or is it there for more of the eye to see!
EXPANDING RECIPROCITY
     The Rose and majorette demonstrate reciprocity. If the motive for deviance is very strong, then one will work hard to find a way to express it in such a manner as to be socially acceptable. The idea is to reverse pathways in society’s eye so that the deviant turns into a pathway guard championing a new-found form of acceptable behaviour. Jacobs (2002) infers the following about the world of business, “…the problem in capitalism itself, which promotes an anything-goes, profit-obsessed mentality that functions to trivialize violations that occur during the course of making money. Regulation is not the answer, we are told by capitalists, because it promotes huge, ill-conceived, and inefficient government bureaucracies. Besides, they add, the system itself depends on wealth accumulation, so too much regulation can stifle the innovation and growth that fuels it. Although often effective, such arguments are merely ploys to entice audiences to believe that the capitalist system is the only one that works and that deviance – serious organizational deviance – must be accepted as a necessary evil.”  p.313
      Finally, it must also be said that women, having been the focus of this discussion, are not exclusive to this phenomena. One could also look at the movie’s anti-hero, violent male as a parallel example of sexist reciprocity. It could also be argued that the social strategy of Gays fits exactly into the concept of reciprocity. The labeling of anyone who does not agree with their sexual preference is “homophobic” which diverts from the main issue.  As witnessed by many, terrorists often substantiate their acts by diversion with the phrase, “It is the will of Allah!” One sometimes wonders how many acts of aggression have been done in the name of Christianity, yet may be a severe embarrassment to Christ! Another example is a prison population has the same characteristics of diversion when the guards become the deviant element as seen by the inmates. Prison populations frequently take on more of the characteristics of the ambient culture than do the “normal” law enforcement authorities involved in the institution.  (Walker, et. Al., 2002, 316-18) So all of these, the marching band, the tattoo girl and prisoners give witness to reciprocity, i.e., the process whereby ~ASC converts to ASB in the eyes of the collectivity or the deviants themselves. Reciprocity brings a certain amount of control through definitional balance. One gives birth to the other so that, “…well, if you think that of me, then you are just as guilty as that which you accuse me of!”

     Control is an elusive idea in social science. In fact, when Goffman (1959) discusses impression management that is really all he is describing. The desire to influence other’s perceptions as to what we want them to see is control! But to prove that one is actively doing this with positivistic methodology is almost impossible. There is an interpretive feeling that control is the primary motive, but “feelings” are hard to quantify. It is fashionable in contemporary times to speak of men as directed by attempting control over others (“control freaks”), especially women. There is no doubt that the macho model upbringing has a great deal to do with this, but women can also be said to have the same motives that are just as or stronger than men. Witness a woman believing they have won an argument by “getting the last word in” or relational aggression in which women use emotions as weapons for control. (Simmons 2002) Bullying, as an instrument of control, has no gender affiliation which women’s studies have clearly pointed out. (Robbins 2004) It is possible control may be a common atavistic element in the human species from interpretive evidence of everyday interaction. No surprise, everyone wants a certain amount of security and, if they can manipulate their world so that it is semi-predictable, then control serves a useful purpose. One may then speculate on just where control fits into the world of deviancy if the controller is going to make one do something they would not “normally” do.
     If, in The Model, X-0ne-prime is not the goal that was first desired, then a person may feel that they have lost some control and become threatened by the ambient cultural situation. In this case, the reestablishment of control may be of utmost importance in fabricating the security they desire to maneuver through society. It is also suggested that this control could come from moving into and interacting in the ~ASB scenario. People may be incarcerated for breaking the law, but one should not assume that they are repentant. In fact, inmates often have a great deal of pride in what they believe are accomplishments against that hostile social world they came from. (Sutton 2001) Thieves have their own social order of hierarchical pride in what and how they utilized their craft in bilking the public out of things and money! (Goffman 1952) They use control to justify their ~ASB state thus converting it into ASB. (reciprocity) 
     Deviancy can itself be used for control. Consider a person that always counters whatever is said to them by something that is personally “less than” or worse than the other’s situation. What one has here is an insidious form of control. By presenting something “worse”, they are attempting to put the other in a state of despair by making them feel bad that they pointed out how “well off” they were in respect to where the other person was. Control! The deviancy was the “worse than” statement in contrast to the “well off” statement.

     Labels are also a form of control. To stereotype a person with labeling is putting them into a category that has no room for anything else but the controlling definition of the fabricated personality imbedded in the label. Whatever the label or theoretical posture, deviancy involves control and controller. Labeling sets one apart and creates a barrier that is control for the collective idea of “normal”. Differential association infuses a certain attitude that ultimately may control behaviour. Conflict blatantly attempts to define and control attitudes. To all of these there is a goal that the controller and the controlled are looking forward to accomplishing whether it be perpetuating, avoiding or substituting. Take your pick on how you want to look at the dynamics of deviancy, but there is one thing certain that the deviant is under pressure to conform through social control and, somewhere along the way, they will react and attempt to be the controller. That situation is called “deviance”.
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 STEREOTYPES AND LABELING
     One of the most personally damaging social situations is isolation. (Yea, yea. If you’re isolated, you’re not social. I know, but that’s the point – you’re not social!) Most people rely on heavy support systems for confidence and assurance that their life experience is important and worthwhile.  Friends, parents, acquaintances, the office gang and others construct a social configuration of importance to all of us. When this is absent, there is a feeling of isolation or, as Durkheim suggested, anomie. Everyone knows the feelings of devastation that social estrangement brings often from serious trouble with others to small tiffs we have when someone is “not talking to us.” Loneliness is another key in this situation which all try to avoid. Middle-school girls use isolation in relational aggression as an emotional tool for control and sometimes to really hurt others. Stereotypes and labeling are common vehicles for the creation of isolation and are used from one end of the deviancy continuum to the other in many, many scenarios.
      The following picture of the 1880s one-room school is typical of that era. From a pedagogical standpoint, it is also an excellent learning tool. The text asks the time and the picture indicates the clock on the wall is at five after nine. It also goes on to show
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Figure 12. The Schoolroom. (Redway and Hinton 1897)

and explain that the boy at the back of the room is a little late. Here is a representation that visually teaches an empirical observation and a moral lesson, i.e., the appropriate time to be at school and the ethics of not being late. “Appropriate time” is expected social behaviour and any other arrival time after that would be considered “late” or deviant. The boy at the back of the room then stands out from the rest of the class by being late (~ASB) or, more significantly, is not a part of the seated class (ASB). “Being not a part of” is visual deviancy. So deviancy here involves not only words defining it, but also a pictorial representation of physical isolation. This moral judgment on behaviour can also be seen in Figure 13. Dad has just got conked on the head with a baseball thrown through 
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Figure 13. The Baseball (Anastasi 1966)

a window, probably by the guilty boy just outside. Both pictures of boys illustrate the male as a stereotypical figure and there are suggestions that, according to history, this becomes a role model along with similar manifestations for females. Now stereotyping leading to iconic representations via isolation does not always imply negativity. There are just as many isolatory representations that are positive role models, but the fact remains that isolation of a stereotypical nature is closely aligned with certain aspects of deviance.

      Note the parallels in Figures 12 and 13 in respect to The Magic Lantern (Figure 6). In all these representations the female is in a caretaker role and children are subaltern. Of significance in Figures 12 and 13 is that the rule breaker is a boy. In every picture in the late 19th and early 20th century schoolbooks, the male was consistently the rule breaker and behaviour model for ~ASB! (Vazzana 2004) Graphic representations pattern defining normal male roles was that of “naughty, but nice” and for girls/women to be a caretaker among other stereotypical roles. There was also an affective element portrayed in these representations. Invariably ASB and ~ASB were accompanied by subjective feelings expressed through some form of emotional venue. When feelings are associated with actions, it makes the behaviour all the more plausible and directional, at least to the person experiencing them. (Woodworth,and Schlosberg 1954) All pictures in this section are associated with a negative emotion paralleling the value judgment placed on social behaviour having origins in isolation. Isolation is a characteristic, often the most important, in the defining and implementation of deviance. It is an underlying motive that has not been given enough strength or importance in deviancy studies. In fact, it may be that “trigger” changing one’s attitude from an ASB social orientation to ~ASB.
SOCIAL ISOLATION
     Along with several other characteristics, a deviant is an isolated and solitary person from the general social order. Isolation or anomie or one of the most devastating and motivational characters leading to deviancy. This is seen in Figure 13. The Indian is symbolically 
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Figure 14. The Indian (Goodrich 1874)
emasculated with his unstrung bow, quiver and arrows laying on the ground. The shield is laid by his side. There is a peace pipe weighted down by an iconic axe used to fell the forest for “industrial progress”. He looks wantonly at the distant civilization that is taking over his land by trains, factories and town buildings. He is no longer a part of the land that he once inhabited and there is an isolation here. In effect, he is deviant from his time and the (social) world of the human (white) experience. His estrangement is from acceptable similar in feeling to the boy in the back of the class and the boy who threw the ball through the window. Neither are women immune to this isolation. “The Pine Trees” (Fig. 15.) has two solitary figures on a hill overlooking a wooded valley. The man (upright as an authority figure) is 
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Figure 15. The Pine Trees (Houston 1897)

pointing and explaining to the seated woman who is quietly listening. Again, one finds a representation with the male dominant and woman submissive. The male is all the more dominant because he is pointing out something in nature. Nature, at that time, was symbolic of power (Vazzana 1994). This evaluation is predicated on the visual reality that what one sees continually, one comes to expect in everyday interaction. This also acknowledges that visual reality seldom reveals mental reality. The seated woman may be thinking, “What am I doing on this cliff with that dumb sonuvabitch!”  Who can say?  Nevertheless, the woman is certainly more solitary than the man and surely subaltern. Similarly, The Boat (Fig. 14.) has a man, torch in hand, guiding its way through the caverns and another male “powering” it with an oar. They are both representative of the
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Figure 16. The Boat.

 dominant role men took in the 19th Century. The woman is seated there – listening! 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES
Figures 12 through 16 reveal several aspects of visual reality in this era:
1. eurocentrism 

2. males are dominant
3. children secondary/ in training
4. women subaltern
5. deviants are isolated and highlighted
Point 5 is significant. Whoever is not within the defined boundaries of preferential treatment and/or breaks the roles of the social order is placed apart in some manner either physically, mentally or through guilt. It is not enough to say that students must come to school on time so the boy is left standing in the back of the room (Fig. 12.) while the boy who threw the ball is sheepishly peeking in to see what happened from outside the home (Fig. 13). The Indian (Fig. 14) is left on a hill with his weapons immobilized so that he is powerless to deal with his world. Both women (Figs 15, 16) are mute and listening as the action moves on around them. All these characters are deviant from the accepted social order and they are all isolated from it, if only by very subtle means. In Figure 17 the woman is not even included! Every science picture of a lone hand was always male (Fig. 17) because the profession was defined as a man’s endeavor. Naturally a woman’s hand would have been deviant, thus it is not seen. Isolation is complicated, however, and has other aspects that deepen its impact.
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Figure 17. The Hand (Redway and Hinton 1897)
ANOMIE
     One can generalize what has gone on in the past several illustrations. All the principle subjects started out within the circle of accepted social behaviour (Illus. 7). For various reasons they all (P1) interacted in such a way as to go beyond that circle and its “border of social judgment” into the area of deviancy( D1).     
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Illustration 7. Anomie.
So a person (P1)  becomes transported to ~ASB or deviant (D1). This is a real transportation too because the social order is now defining them as no longer “one of us”.  It is a different existential level of reality. This level is one that they have not been in and, like anything new and different, they will need a period of time to adjust or simply understand where they are.  Then too, it is not particularly an amicable place to be. It is where one is sent because one no longer fits in to what is considered as normalcy (ASB). Durkheim (1969) would probably categorize this as anomic because it, “…results from man’s activity’s lacking regulation and his consequent sufferings.” (p. 258)  The “lacking regulation” is dismissing accepted and expected roles of the existing social order that lead to the deviancy. The penalty for this is “suffering” or being in a state of normlessness, i.e., anomie! Every deviant feels this, even if they believe that society can “go to hell”! It is still a place they are put because the powers that be do not want them with the general consensus of how to think and behave. This does not mean that people categorically disagree with the deviant. The “powers that be” put them there. Although many may not agree that it was the thing to do, they may not wish to put themselves in such a position and, therefore, go along with the social judgment.
     In Illustrations 12 thru 16, one can see this anomie on the faces of the deviants.  There is mild fear on the face of the boy peeking through the broken window. Both women, in the boat and on the mountainside, have blank stares as they are watching or listening to the males act out their dominance. The Indian’s face is the most telling of all. Here the face speaks of total isolation from a world that was once his and probably will never be again. 

     The fact remains that each person has been removed from the social environment they previously occupied and are placed in a social position characterized by isolation and alienation from the “normal” world (ASB). Human beings are social animals and this process reflects that aspect. Those in power that define the social hierarchy, fabricated around ASB, know that effective handling of a deviant is to capitalize on this fact. As Berger (1969) suggests, “…radical separation from the social world, or anomy, constitutes such a powerful threat to the individual.” (p.21)
      Isolate the person and they will react in several possible ways. 
          1. They will be contrite and recant their position thus bringing them back into the stream of sociality. In court, sentencing leniency is often predicated on contrition! (Some deviations, however, are too severe for this as rape, serial murder etc. Even after punishment, they can only be brought back so far and never to the original social status.)
         2. They are not permitted a return to their original social position relieving the collectivity the displeasure of accepting them. Child molesters are labeled and geographically located in respect to the community in which they live. There is a serious question of whether a child molester or other such offender can ever re-enter the ASB even though the law may indicate they have “paid their debt”. Some behaviour is not redeemable for any reason in the eyes of the social order.
        3. The offender may seek revenge. Most criminals believe the system is against them even after parole, pardoning or having served their time. Most return to their original deviant behaviour. In their mind, there is nothing to lose and it is a better personal world by including crime.  The more they get away with – the greater the revenge because they see society as the deviant! Just as ASB people see offenders as those who should be punished, the deviant also sees ASB as something to be punished. Many deviants feel that society has forced them or placed them in such a position that they have no alternative but deviancy. (MacLeod 1995) In this fact they sometimes come to believe that the social world needs to be encountered and “brought down” for what it has done to people.
        4. Similar to revenge, deviants often feel they have to “even” by pretending they are contrite, but are waiting for a social moment to “punish” their accusers. It is often heard, “I don’t get mad, I just get even”!  This “evening things up” is common among deviants. Note that violence, especially among spouses, tends to be a repeat response no matter what the intensity of their contrition for previous behaviour. It is common that divorced couples “get even” with custody battles to prove that one or the other is the “best parent” and/or that custody strikes a serious personal blow on the other parent. Procedures of custody “in the best interests of the child” are usually attempts in the best interests of a parent who wants to get even!
     This Fourth aspect is the most problematic because the still “deviant” person may be unrecognizable and a threat to those who defined them as such in the first place. In many respects, this is probably the reason former deviants are not really trusted as seen in attitudes toward reformed alcoholics and drug dependents. Both are regarded suspiciously by the collectivity for they do not know “when they will get back on the stuff” due to their untrustworthy behaviour in the first place that led them to continuously drink or take drugs. The reformed deviant remembers the place he was relegated to for unacceptable behaviour (~ASB) and has difficulty placing those memories in the past. 
     All of these areas have one thing in common that was of interest to Soloman Asch. (Curry 2005) Asch conducted a series of experiments with human subjects. He seated eight people around a semi-circular table. In the middle of this semi-circle was a small table attended to by a person in a white lab coat (symbol of authority). The lab coat person would place larger than letter size cards on the table with illustrations of, for example, three unequal lines or figures. The subjects were asked which were the longest, shortest, largest etc.. The first seven of the respondents were in on the experiment and, at a signal, were instructed to lie. The eighth person was the real subject or dependent variable. The experiment began with the first seven telling the truth, but it deteriorated after that. More and more the first seven were signaled to lie, which they did to the consternation of the test subject. In the end, over one-third of the respondents that were the “true subject” acquiesced and went along with the obvious lies the others were telling. (Curry 2005,143) One may extrapolate from these studies that no one wants to be a deviant and will do many things, including not telling the truth, to be “one of the group”. The prospect of being labeled deviant is a powerful motive for conformity!
AFFILIATION 
     Affiliation is a process when a deviant seeks others of similar social strata/definition for consensus, comfort and security. It is suggested Alcoholics Anonymous meets these specifications. It is commonly said that the biggest enemy of the reformed alcoholic is the sober person. They will continually test another’s sobriety by offering them a drink thus challenging their will and social strength. In effect, the sober person is the “enemy” by not completely accepting the reformed alcoholic back into their social order of “normalcy”. In AA, this is not the case. Here the reformed alcoholic is treated with respect in an atmosphere of “normalcy”, continual reform and affiliation. 
     Another example would be the situation of one sexual partner and/or spouse having interactional difficulty and going to another person with their troubles. They then “dump” all the bad things about their experience on the friend who tends to presumptively agree with them so as not to lose the friendship (affiliation) nor get the same wrath that got the other in trouble in the first place! 
     Affiliation involves a great deal of group support. Group norms substitute for the lost norms of the collectivity that sent one into deviancy.  This usually does not solve the outcast’s situation because it still leaves them separate from the original collectivity and their mental anguish is not remedied nor, in the long run, do they sometimes want this remedy. Often what keeps the person and the affiliated group in the area of anomie is labeling. This label sets them apart from the original collectivity with slight chance or extreme difficulty in returning to the original social place and role.
LABELING 
     Labeling is the intentional characterization of deviance with a specific title. Labels are devastating and long lasting. Labels are everywhere from “sexual predator” to those that one either experienced or heard of in their school days – “jock”, “egghead”, “four eyes”, “ho”, “tight ass”, “teacher’s pet” and a long list of others. Once one gets labeled, there is a reasonable assumption that they will be treated as if the label were a self-fulfilling prophecy continually defining the person in terms of the label.  Labels formed in conjunction with an accepted level of reality, however, may be perfunctorily accepted and sometimes prized; z.B., CEO, “hero”, mother, feminist and so forth. There is more to labels than just titles, however.
      Labeled people sometimes begin to act out the designated conditions because of pre-established behaviour expectations. The collectivity treats the labeled according to the behavioural definition of the label separate and apart from amenable, accepted definitions. If this is chronically negative, the labeled person can sometimes find relief from pre-defined judgments by physically leaving the situation. However, labels can be personally integrated into positive personality traits. For example, people who have one or two accidental pratfalls can be permanently singled out as “clumsy”. Often they find that the label has a humorous connotation. They then intentionally begin acting out “clumsiness” which may grow into a canopy of interaction that is, if done right, seen as a good place to be. “Clumsy” people are often affectionately viewed as social clowns and non-threatening. To some, this may be a way of getting attention that is appealing. Notwithstanding, labels do have a facility for persistence and “hanging around”.  They are fabricated and attached for cognitive adhesion that is much stronger than crazy glue!
     It is generally considered that Howard Becker is the main proponent of labeling theory. His work on labeling was done in the 1960s in a time when labeling was, in terms of liberal attitudes, at its height. Characterizations as “right wing”, “left wing”, “hippies”, “social alienation” and so forth were bandied about and used for and against people, particularly those in social movements. In his book Outsiders (1963), Becker suggests that labeling is not just a monistic, singular phenomenon that a person does to themselves, but is a complex and reciprocal system of interaction involving influences of both the labeled and those that label. (1963) This process deeply involves the ideas of Charles Horton Cooley (The Looking Glass Self) and George Herbert Mead (The Self as Object) of which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Eight (Theoretical Considerations). For now, it is sufficient to understand that the definition of deviance proposed in this book corresponds to that of Becker’s (1963) who believed that rules are fabricated by a social power and that deviance is simply not adhering to them or ~ASB. The person who breaks the rules is one who evaluates themselves in such a way that they are antagonistic to the rules makers. The rules makers then label the deviant as a protective device against a social threat, particularly a threat against that solidarity which norms, in general, bring to collectivities. Deviance, to Becker, is not inherent in the quality of an act or specific kind of behaviour, but fabrications of the prevailing social groups defining ASB. For instance, let us examine robbery from a Beckerian point of view. To Becker, there is no thing as an inherently “good” or “bad” robbery. Robbery itself is the issue. Depending on the membership of a collectivity, robbery will be defined as ASB or ~ASB. If one is in the society of thieves, then robbery is ASB. If one is in the society of “upstanding and law-abiding citizens”, then robbery is ~ASB. Of course, there are exceptions. Some say the minimum wage is robbery and some say the minimum wage is the backbone of the U.S. economic system! Depends on what group one is in and how that group defines acceptable social behaviour. 
     Lemert (1951) also suggested that deviance was the product of social perception and definition. Society reacts to a specific act and then places a label on the actor defining a certain kind of deviance. If the actor accepts this label and still works within the confines of ASB, then this is called (labeled!) primary deviance. When the actor takes this label very seriously and internalizes it as an integral part of their personality, then this is termed secondary deviance. (Lemert 1951) Becker was apparently influenced by Lemert in describing his three-step process of deviancy.
      The path to secondary deviance is on three ascending levels. Becker has already suggested that potential deviants are antagonistic to the rules makers. In the first level, Becker (1961) suggests that most people fantasize about breaking the rules, but do nothing about it. Here the reason why one person will follow the rules against their fantasies while another will pursue those fantasies is a study in and of itself. The point is that one can stay in this first level indefinitely. If, however, a rules advocate catches one in either the fantasy or actual rule breaking and places a label on such behaviour, then the second step is activated. 
     In the second level, a person accepts the deviant label and allocates this to their master status or that role which most generally describes their place and actions in the greater social order. The deviancy equals their master status thus creating an outsider. The outsider is now prevented in doing those things considered as ASB and it becomes a self-perpetuating downward spiral to deeper deviancy. Here is where the labeled deviant may turn to ~ASB pathways to obtain the goals that they would normally choose in everyday accepted social life.

     The third level is when the deviant accepts the subculture of deviancy and begins to live in and associate with those of similar social standing. The subculture provides support and knowledge of how to survive within the pathways provided (or not provided) by the social definition of who they are and what the culture’s reactions to them will be. Although an oversimplification, this three-step process is generally considered the pathway of the criminal with incarceration being the ultimate reinforcement of their social status and character. The question remains as to what is the key decision function in the second level that thrusts a person into accepting and living the label of deviancy that can be so detrimental and devastating.  There are options, but then people know that smoking is harmful to their health, yet they go on smoking! Sound logic and personal subjectivity are not necessarily aimed at the same target. Sometimes the “target” can be the problem too.
     The rules makers that have the power to enforce norms are often a breed apart and many consider their behaviour a form of deviancy too. (Deviancy in terms of their personality configuration, not particularly in what they do.) Moral entrepreneurs are those people that actively create and enforce the rules. Generally they believe their task is to increase the quality of the social life of those within a specific collectivity. Often they do their job so good that the collectivity “promotes” them and they think of themselves as the “keepers of the social order” by creating more rules and enforcing those that are accepted in a sometimes fanatical way. Consider the “neighborhood council” that states grass has to be kept at a certain height or mailboxes must all be within certain distance from the curb and be of the same design. This is the work of moral entrepreneurs. If the grass at a certain house is not kept within the parameters of the moral entrepreneur dictates, then a fine or ostracism may be in order. Either way, the “grass violator” becomes a potential outcast and possibly, in the extreme, labeled deviant. Here the neighborhood ultimate penalty for deviance is denial of existence in which nobody talks to the “grass criminals”! (One gets the feeling that sometimes supposedly democratic neighborhood councils and their dictums operate under Gestapo-like principles.) The moral entrepreneur can be deviant, in and of themselves, in that they place their quest for principles apart from all other people and consider their subjective judgments of “what should be” as the only right ones. This is not to say that they do not enter the third level. Certainly many people reinforce what they believe as the proper social means of behaviour according to how status is defined. The difference between them and a criminal population, is that the criminals have more lasting support systems. In the neighborhood, the moral entrepreneur is supported by the ambient collectivity until such time that they feel the entrepreneur’s social concepts are no longer appropriate. Criminals are generally much more loyal to their own kind than the civilian population.
     Of course the problem with labeling is that it does not get to the source of the deviance. A label is not a cause. Perhaps Blumer’s (1969) idea that a label is more sensitizing than anything else is accurate. This sensitizing is like a red flag that indicates direction for investigation rather than an end in and of itself. This is not how labels are used in everyday interaction. They tend to be viewed as terminal. So deviants react according to the label’s inherent definition of their deviance the social order brings to them. However, there are many that do not proclaim their secret thoughts publicly. What then happens to the labels and the behaviour reciprocity therein? This is a crucial criticism of labeling “theory” that leads one to another question. There may be such a phenomenon that deviance is an atavistic factor and has an area that needs no social reciprocity or boundaries to be active. The whole importance of social behavioural definition comes then into question. It is possible that there are some social boundaries for acceptable behaviour that are the “shadows” of Plato’s “forms”(Stumpf 1999) needing nothing other than themselves to be existentially real! This involves more research and is not the province of this writing, but leaves a fascinating question behind! Labeling theory is valuable in the sense that sometimes, no matter who one is, a person has no choice in how others treat them (Cockerham 2006).
ORIGINS OF ANOMIE

     So far this chapter has been discussing people defined as deviants in the area of anomie or social estrangement. The origins of these factors is generally placed on the individual and the “quirks” of their personalities. As with all social investigations, there is generally more than one cause to an interactional event or a configuration of causality. Robert K. Merton (1938) had this to say about deviancy in the early 20th century:
”Fraud, corruption, vice, crime, in short, the entire catalogue of proscribed behavior, becomes increasingly common when the emphasis on the culturally induced success-goal becomes divorced from a coordinated institutional emphasis.” P. 673.

Cultural reciprocity shares some of the blame for deviancy in the respect that it sets goals for the system. These goals tend to be immutable to the majority of the population and often become reified as “givens” or “rights”. They are also accompanied by forces defining the hierarchical structure, those that control it and what is acceptable behaviour within the structure. People become socialized to accepting this structure and the means of achieving the goals within an institutional imprimatur. Often the goal becomes less important that the winning of the hierarchical game. A good instance here would be business leaders who continue to look for bonuses and salary raises, yet the monetary increase would not effect their already extravagant paycheck.

     It has been suggested that deviancy occurs when one rejects the culture’s goals and the means of getting them. Sometimes anti-social behaviour is perceived as the only way to achieve the culture’s ends. Although one can not suggest this as the only reason, often the intensity of social forces coerce the individual to be non-conformist, anomic and deviant.  This is not a justification, it is simply another reason why some become deviant and may be a factor that plays a part in many forms of deviancy. Research indicates people are controlled to some extent by the ambient social order to do things not in their daily interactional repertoire. It is not unknown for a stringently conservative business person to become a raving jerk on Sunday at Heinz Stadium watching the Steelers wearing their wolf hat, party horns and beer can ear flaps. With high monetary stakes and strong  achievement motives, it is not a far trip from the stadium to fraud and corruption.
     Many do not have this talent, yet still are under the pressure of the American standard of living, status concerns and pressure to achieve. These people can become morose, apathetic and self-defeating. In these cases, it is also not a far trip to see deviant behaviour as the only way out of the pressures they experience. Culture, then, is not an inactive bystander when it comes to deviancy and always has to be considered as a possible coercive entity when a person chooses a path that is unorthodox to achieve their goals or relieve social pressure. In fact, many argue that social forces are THE reason deviance occurs. One may not want to go that far, but could not deny culture does set standards that many people may have trouble living up to. That is why they are termed “goals”.
     Of course, “culture” need not refer to countries. Large organizations, as corporate business, are often seen as cultures in their own right. Corporations focus their goals on  profit. Sometimes profit, at any means, can be a strong force to shape attitude. The legal structure policing large organizations and government influence are often restricting. This may lead corporate minds to feeling that deviance is their only choice in making profit. Certainly there are many legal innovative methods to solving corporate problems, but there uis always that person “bending the rules” to achieve the company’s goals. They are responsible and the pressure on them to perform is overwhelming. Many argue that middle management commits illegal activities because there is pressure from the top to perform or be fired. In another instance, if corporate management  adheres to the idea that “everyone breaks the law”, from taking home a stapler to cheating on taxes, then a group mentality may develop that the line between what is legal and illegal is not clear. The point is that culture, whether it is a country’s culture or a large group’s culture, imposes rules that may aid in “forcing” anomie and/or deviance upon its subjects. In all of this, the singular person may tend to believe that it was not their fault and that they were the “victims” of a coercive and “bad” system that led them down the path of deviance. Yes and no – at times it is hard to say who the real instigator of deviancy is. One thing is clear; the final decision to become deviant is existentially made by the deviant!
     There are other devices employed to either get the deviant back to normalcy, transform the deviancy so that it appears normal or precariously balance their presentation so that they stay within the boundaries of accepted behaviour.
CHAPTER FIVE[image: image30.png]



“I just can not stand people that sit in the fence.”
NORMINANT STATES

     Social estrangement, anomie and negative labeling are not really great places to be, even though personal reasons may find them acceptable. The human experience is highly social and that which is unacceptable are collectively considered anti-social reactions. (Shafer and Shoben 1956) All of them are designed to separate the targeted person from a society or culture. Generally, however, avoidance from social estrangement is so strong that a brief break from the normal social routine can be very disturbing. People who are honored by culture for outstanding behaviour, such as major business achievement or saving a life, report a certain embarrassment when publicly acknowledged for their actions. In a sense, this is also a form of deviancy because it takes them out of their normal behaviour pattern. It follows that one who is on the verge of potential deviancy will try to quickly remedy the situation by social mechanisms that will restore them to the accepted circle of behaviour. This has the potential for being a state of high anxiety activated by vacillating between acceptable behaviour (ASB) and unacceptable social status (~ASB) or normiant. (Illus. 8). Anxiety for the normiant rises from the fact that their status can go very quickly in one direction or the other and usually
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Illustration 8. Normiant.

is more toward the unacceptable. Under such conditions there are several paths normiants will follow to adjust the public’s perception of their status.

DIVERSION
     The most common social mechanism to handle normiancy is diversion or making it appear that what one is saying or doing is “normal”, yet really avoiding or covering-up ~ASB. Diversion comes in two variations: 
          1. divert others from one’s deviance 

          2. divert away from what others are doing. 

     This classic dialogue will undoubtedly explain many variations in the relationships between diversion and normiancy:

                    Reporter: Say, John, why do you read Playboy magazine?
                   John: It has great interviews.

                   Reporter: Uh-huh!
Of course, diversion is more complex, but the basic idea is there! It is common knowledge that the attraction to men for Playboy is the images of nude women – at least that is the social assumption. There is also an assumption of lascivious fascination with same so that here are two sensitive and potentially embarrassing situations. Depending on the circumstance (in this case a reporter), the public expression that one might buy a magazine for nudity and/or lascivious leering is ~ASB. This is not a social transgression of huge proportions, but admitting to it might bring some negative feedback from the wrong places. So the person uses diversion (magazine interviews) and no one really believes him (even if it is the truth) and that is the end of it. It is a kind of “white lie” from a normiant that tends to be accepted as a harmless diversion that does not damage one’s “normal” state. We all do it.
     Another example that is more complex is diverting others from one’s deviance. This is an observational experiment I assigned a social psychology class at a small Pennsylvania college, circa. 1970. On campus was a large, central dining facility. The students were to go in the hall, sit near the entrance and simply record their observations of people entering. The entrance had a dual door system so that heat and air conditioning, depending on the season, would not be lost as many used the portal. The students noticed that the outer doors acted like a mirror and entering students would adjust their clothing in the reflection before entering the cafeteria. It was a sort of mechanical “Looking Glass Self” (Cooley 1902) they were reacting to. Everything in terms of entrance behaviour was fascinating and quite understandable. They did not want to stand out sartorially from the social order (deviance) and the glass door reflections were a convenient way to check their appearance. (Entering a social gathering is normiant because one is never sure what is or is not collectively ASB.) This goes on everyday in a multitude of common situations. It was great fun for the students to observe text and theory verified in the field, but something unusual occurred.
     The students were baffled at a particular behaviour that, although not common, did occur enough to cause some attention. The entrance doors were perpendicular to the mass of tables. This meant that one would have to parade in front of those seated as they went to the food line. Understandably, there was discomfort walking in front of some 80plus seated people, but most handled it well. There was also a clock on the back wall behind those that were seated. Upon entering the building and passing in front, several students checked the clock on the wall then looked down at their wrist to verify the time. Curiously some were not wearing a watch! What was going on?
     In a word, they were being “cool”. Using a parallel, no one likes public speaking and to look directly at an audience takes some practice because it is uncomfortable and threatening. Similarly, a person walking in front of the cafeteria crowd would be in a corresponding existential place. They would like to know if there were any available seats and if they had any friends in the gathering to give them assurance and direction once they got their food. However, to assemble this information would mean looking directly into the “threatening” crowd. This has all the earmarks of norminancy so diversion was used to neutralize.

     Here is how it works: a student enters the cafeteria, walks in front of the tables, needs to gather information, looks at the clock while passing in front of the crowd and cleverly scans the crowd while looking downward toward their wrist. This is an apparently normal act of checking the time, but actually scanning for social information using the mechanism of diversion.
     In Figure 18, the point of public attention lies outside the frame and to the reader’s 
[image: image32.jpg]



Figure 18. The Stare.

right. 
     Here is a common example of diversion from what others are doing. Accepted social behaviour dictates it is not polite to stare at another person in public. It is even worse if one stares with lascivious intent. Now, in Figure 18, one can never know what intent the male had, but he sure is staring at her rear end. (Oh, alright. Some say her left shoulder, but why? Are there left shoulder freaks?) Desirability and sexual fantasy are hallmarks of the human experience and it is not unknown that people slip quick peeks at other’s physical attributes when it may not be time and place appropriate. Here one sees the male getting a good look (~ASB) and minimizing the possibility of being discovered. (Note the dark glasses that hide eye direction - an invaluable accessory in diversion!)
      Diversion is so common it is generally not an issue. All the more so because people are used to its application as an integral part of visual culture. It is simply  accepted subconsciously and has come to be understood as ASB. (An ASB can itself become an ASB! For example when people normiantly drum their fingers out of impatience, but this is expected in an “impatient situation”.) Much of diversion has this characteristic. We see it and we just do not see it or what psychology would term selective inattention. (Shafer, et. Al. 1957)  If one saw The Stare in Figure 16, they would not think much of it because:

     1. Diversion is expected.
     2. Diversion is well within the public eye and generally non-threatening. 
If, however, the male was standing outside an elementary school playground at recess and had the same demeanor – the police would probably be called! Context of the situation is also a factor in determining ASB or ~ASB. (see Situational Ethics)
TESTING THE MODEL
     If The Model is accurate, it should explain the previous example (Figure 16). The male is guilty of blatant bun observation which is considered publically offensive as defined by the category of leering. So the goal of the male (X1) is thwarted by the social barrier of X2. The problem here is that there is really no alternative from X2 that is ASB. Of course there are magazines whereby he can leer to his heart’s content(Playboy example), but it is not the same as the “real thing” at close range. (Incidentally, women are also included in leering, but are not generally judged as lascivious for their often uttered, “He has cute buns!”  So where is the male to go in his fantasy quest? Here is where diversion comes in. He waits silently (Sounds like a form of stalking and it just may be!) for the proper time to implement the diversion pathway in which there are no pathway guards in the immediate area. These guards (common bystanders) would condemn his behaviour by actions or, more probably, looks. However, those around have their attention centered at another place. He therefore takes the moment for “blatant bun eyeing.” No one nor anything is harmed. He has achieved X1. Although he has been temporarily anomic, the “leerer” has maintained his ASB state and remained safe from social derision. The Model generically has described this incident and places the sequence of events in an understandable and curiously empirical order for an interpretive event. The order is all a part of who we are.
STORIES TO TELL

     Who we are does not happen overnight. Through daily living we accumulate a vast storehouse of experiences. Some good, some bad, some help, some hinder.  “Who I am” emerges as a long and complicated personal record. This is very important to us. Unfortunately, no one really cares because they have their own story. This they consider just as or more important as that of other’s stories. Nevertheless, we all have a story to tell and, like the protagonist in Shakespeare’s Richard III, we are bound to tell it. Oh, not the whole story because there are parts of it that we would not want revealed and there are other parts that we want all people to hear. It depends on who we are talking to and the nature of information possibility in the immediate social environment. These are some of the determinants of how our story will be told. What is clear, however, is that we do not want to put ourselves in a bad light by telling a story that is ~ASB. We want to give others of a positive story about ourselves by managing the presentation content. This impression management (Goffman 1959)  is a device to keep us within the ASB of interactional immediacy and aggrandize the person by “putting themselves in the best light” according to their definitions at that time!.
     A person draws on their experiences and selects those that have some positive credence in the here and now of social interaction. This “incomplete story” is presented and reactions are noted. People are fairly good at judging what parts of their story will be accepted socially, but this does not always happen. Sometimes one misjudges others and their immediate social definition. Often it is not so much the story was rejected as it is more that they are moving toward ~ASB. This is not good, so they retreat and attempt to find another part of the story that “works”. (Goffman is very pragmatic. If a story does not work, then do not tell it! Find another tale that will.) Generally one will find a story that “works” and everything is smooth again. The process of finding that acceptable story takes on several forms that are designed to keep one in the reality of ASB.
TALL TALE TACTICS

     Much credit has to be given Erving Goffman (1959) for the following although a great deal of the interpretations are adjusted in relation to The Model and ASB theoretical concepts. Whenever as person tells their story and it becomes obvious that they are on the verge of falling into a possible ~ASB area, there generally is some embarrassment in the immediate social order or, at least, a modicum of social discomfort. Groups do not like this and try to find ways to get the interaction back to what was previously acceptable. Social discomfort is not in anyone’s best interests! The “offending” person then offers ways to alleviate this situation. They may apologize for something that was said to bring things back into alignment by accepting responsibility. Inversely, they could deny responsibility by offering something like, “Hey, they are not my words! Joe said it!” Sometimes people try to prove the veracity of what they said and it too could be an embarrassment because the group knows that this is just a face saving ploy. Another way to do this is to put the group off by moving away or saying, “Well, I could be wrong, let me think about it for awhile and I’ll get back to you.” 
     All of these tactics are designed as a retreat in order to give the person some time to get back into the ASB by devising ways that are acceptable, to themselves and the group, as reparations for a behaviour that was on the edges of deviancy. No one, not even the instigator believes that the original behaviour was acceptable. Why does it happen? We all say things according to our existential state that do not necessarily concur with the functional definition of acceptable social interaction. What our being is and what the social structure is may be in different levels of interactional reality. The fact remains that a great deal of effort is always expended to keep all interactional parties concerned within the immediacy of the accepted social level of reality. It is better to be “one of them” than not be accepted and devoid of what is going on by reason of being in an isolated state called “deviance”. Here again, a person does not have to agree with the ASB to be a member of the group. One simply has to agree to interact within the ASB structure. Often this may be very difficult to do. A person or society may also employ a deviant pathway as a means of moving toward their goal. Rationalizing ~ASB as ASB is not unknown as a means to an end.

 MANAGING THE ‘IMPRESSION’ OF ASB

     Most people desire to interact within the ASB structure, but characteristically do so with some extensive work and maneuvering. The impression one makes on others has consequences that are regularly far-reaching. As has been said, “The first impression may be the last chance you get!”  So one does not want to give away information about themselves that would not serve them in their best interests. There are always parts of each person that, relativiely speaking, are bordering on the ~ASB realm. That is we want to guide our audience away from. In Figure 19.
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Figure19. Rudolph.
the little girl is made-up as Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer. The tree in the background indicates it is Christmas – a family gathering and/or party. She has put on a masquerade which is appropriate for the time and place. We also know that there is more to her than just being “Rudolph”, but she has to act in character to verify her “front” presentation. If she does not, then the people around would think this is strange and why had she masqueraded in the first place. If, however, it is not a Christmas scenario, then they might think there is something rather strange occurring. In either case, the little girl must act in concert with that which she is presenting to manage her impression that it is within the world of ASB. She can do this by speaking a certain way, acting a certain way or both. If she said, for example, that being “Rudolph” was the best way to prepare for a softball game, then she would give the impression of deviancy.
     Illustration 9 will clarify this particular instance of behaviour. Each person has a personality composed of many factors in a pattern unique to the individual (Illus.9).  Whatever their importance or subjective strength, they go to fabricate the “I in Me”. This is who  you are and the
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Illustration 9. The I in Me.

basis for your reactions. Existentially it is that which you know is you. It is NOT your name, street address, occupation or social security number. It is what you know to be you from as far back as you can remember. It is what you know as what you have been and what you will be no matter what the catalogue of experiences or what the continuing change of the seasons brings. It is you.

     This “I in Me” is a real person (P1; Illus. 9) who confronts their self and the world interacting, zB, in the manner of the Looking Glass Self (Cooley 1902) and the Self as Object (Mead 1934). (These are just some theoretical positions out of many.) But it is not done in so forward a fashion. If one confronts the world in such a way as to present their entire self, then they take a chance of destroying much of what they are. There are people that do character assassination.  Others may effectively argue one out of what they are either through acute discourse or by pointing out one’s own social/personal errors. So the majority of people look at the social situation, determine what they want the audience to hear (or what the audience wants to hear) and create a “front” (squiggly line +F1 for P1). The “front” has only selected elements from the list (Illus.9) that P1 believes apply. The front is tentatively designed to place a person’s self within ASB. Any front is such that it  gives the person a possibility of retreat! If it does not work, one can retire safely to find another more appropriate one.
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Illustration 10. Impression Mangement.

     Note (Illus. 10) that P1 presents F1 at X2, but something negative happens. The front does not meet the requirements for passing through X2. Whatever its composition, it simply does not work. However, since it is a front, P1 does not lose everything and can retreat back to X3 and The I in Me to build another front. The path back is not without potential incidents. Those in the scenario are looking at the failure of F1 to pass their social imprimatur. This means that P1 is marginally ASB and is meandering closely to ~ASB.  In addition, P1 is slightly anomic and the path comes to be one of a normiant. Sometimes P1 may go briefly into ~ASB. On arriving at X3, P1 searches their experiencial catalogue for more appropriate responses predicated on the immediate experience of F1 not working. P1 then fabricates a second front (F2), it works at X2 and they then pass to X1 thus achieving their social objective. From here on, P1 will use response F2 for every situation that resembles the one in which it worked. This becomes a habit and contributes to predictability of personality traits. If several people use the same response in similar situations, then it becomes a custom. If this custom continues through several generations, then it may become a folkway. Going further on, it could become a formal law then possibly transforms into a spiritual concept. (These last two areas are not within the scope of this writing.)

     Think about how you do things in regard to this last series of behavioural analysis. How many times have you said something to someone and you could tell that it ws not the right thing to say at the time. One wants to continue most relationships on an amicable basis, so you back up and think to your self how to “get out of this situation”. Immediately you consult your brain computer for alternative responses that would meet more pleasant responses, but along the way you are not sure you can really get out of the situation. Finally, one may come up with some sort of more positive front  (F2) replacing the transgressing F1. It appears to work, you continue the conversation and continue the interaction. All problems solved. Well, sometimes!

     There are times when the alternatives to a botched interaction will never work. Once this writer was sitting in a dentist’s chair while the assistant was cleaning his teeth. Wanting to be amicable, this writer “sized up” the woman and said’ “How are the grandchildren doing?” Well, darn it, the woman replied, “I don’t have any, but my six and four year-old are doing just fine.”  This was an obvious misjudgment in age and character by this expert in the human situation. (More a gigantic blunder!)  As the F1 crumbled in front of one’s eyes, two thoughts came to mind: 

     1. How do I get out of this? 
     2. Will cleaning teeth now turn to torture?
Quickly the best policy was avoiance  and distract by getting into a lengthy conversation on her children. The content of the conversation appeared to work, but along the way was a feeling of discomfort. This feeling was the meandering normancy as it went from ASB to ~ASB and back again several times. The damage had been done, however, and one knows from experience that the remark would forever bias the relationship.
THE PROBLEM WITH ‘FRONTS’
     Fronts are an important factor in the dynamics of deviancy. One of the problems with fronts, however, is also associated with the verye critique of Goffman’s dramaturgy metaphor. Although Goffman’s theoretical position is praised for being value-free, it is also criticized for being superficial. Goffman never gets to the reasons behind behaviour. He is very pragmatic in his concern with “does it work” or “does it not work”. Not to say that this has many flaws when surveying actual human behaviour, but it certainly is not a Marxist or Freudian position that tries to get at the “soul” or “inside one’s head”. Marx is interested in people accepting an egalitarian social order and Freud thinks in terms of a mechanical metaphor guiding behaviour. Both are delving into deep  reasons, but not Goffman. 

     With that in mind, consider Illustration 11. Each person (P1 and P2) creates a front (F1 and F2) respectively. The fronts are chosen carefully to deal with the dynamics of the

[image: image36.png]



Illustration 11. Fronts.

 situation and to keep each person within the boundaries of ASB. The fronts meet each other (“A”) and interact accordingly.  Now the question becomes are people interacting with fronts (“A”) or are they interacting with authentic persons (“B”)?  Put another way, when someone meets another person – who do they meet? Is the meeting one between “real” people or fabrications of externality. It is probably the later for two reasons. The first being that people do not like to give their entire soul to another – it is too threatening. The second reason comes from experience. Even intimate couples will admit that there is something in their partner that they can not quite understand. A general consensus is that interaction IS superficial and that the quest for an authentic person may be futile.
     On the other hand, look at the diagram (Illus. 11) again. Is it not the case that “A” lies within the realm of ASB and “B” is really in ~ASB. The internal workings of people contain unrealistic goals and many fantasies that are well known to human social science. Many of these ideas are deviant. In social interaction, one does not need to know this for it may influence interaction in a negative manner. In fact, the very nature of one’s personality and choosing people to interact with precludes this. The reason one chooses another for an acquaintance or friend is not for the authentic facets of personality, but for the predictability of their behaviour. Authentic people have “surprises”. Good acquaintances and best friends are predictable, i.e., acting within the boundaries of ASB! One does not consider another a good friend if they are always behaving in a way that is unexpected.
     It is possible that humans never get to know another human in the genuine sense because they are dealing with fronts as opposed to the authentic person. The threat of deviancy may be a major cause for this phenomenon. In a manner of speaking, fronts then are a sort of “framework” for interaction. Goffman (1974) suggests, “…framing does not so much introduce restrictions on what can be meaningful as it does open up variability.” (p. 238) According to Goffman, a “frame” becomes the common ground for agreeing to interact as opposed to restricting variance. So are fronts restricting or liberating? Is deviance a part of liberation? Goffman, Marx and Freud have decided the issue for themselves. You make up your own mind in the matter. 
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“It all depends on who you are, what you are and what you want to do with what you have got!”
ORIGINS IN ~ASB

     The previous chapter was concerned with X3 keeping the ASB intact and avoid going exclusively into deviance. This was accomplished by social mechanisms that either masked a deviant move or ameliorated the immediate social order so that the possible “deviancy” could be brought into check. There are other forms of social behaviour that ARE deviant, X3 knows it and is not about to alter the concept. However, deviants will invariably try to take pathways designed to justify the deviance. This chapter then departs from the previous and deals with “obvious deviancy”, bearing in mind that deviance is defined by the ambient social collectivity and is continually subject to redefinition. X3 is going to either change the public’s view or personally see it as not deviant at all – regardless of what those around think. Both situations, staying within normalcy or rationalizing the deviance, exist commonly in everyday interaction and it is hard to say which is more prevalent.
     The field of social science proper has not been entirely absent from deviance either, especially in the area of research. In mid-20th Century there was much interest in behaviourism and how people were socially “prodded” to do the biddings of the social environment’s judgments on what should be ASB. Much of this research owes its roots to WW II and the interest in Nazi concentration camps. The nagging question centered around how Nazi guards could have done the horrendous things to human beings as mass exterminations and torturous experimentation. When asked about this after the war, the guard’s standard response was, “I had to do it.” Or “It was just my job.” Of course, the nature of their “job” was so bazaar and cruel that researchers were led to think there was more to it than just that.

     Previously discussed, one of the experiments in this area of group coercion was done by Solomon Asch (1956). Reiterating, a subject was the pawn of several other subjects who were really in on the experiment. On cue, when a response was elicited from cards containing geometric figures, the supposed research subjects gave incorrect responses. The real subject of the experiment was always last in line to respond and become quite confused as the research went on. Eventually the subject answered exactly as the others suggesting that “truth” was less important in social interaction as the expected response dictated by the group’s definition of the situation.

     For our purposes, the specifics of the investigation are not as important as the fact that one could be socially defined and thus act in such a manner as to put them in a ~ASB situation that was collectively accepted as ASB. Of course, this type of experiment could not be conducted today because it would be considered unethical. Subjects were not informed of the true purpose. It was also unethical because it put subjects at psychological risk and, indeed, many required extensive counseling following the procedure. Controversy in social science investigations is not new. There is always a question concerning the motives of the investigators. Sometimes they are “hired guns” for outside interests that may benefit from a specific finding. At other times the findings could be modified to support a hidden agenda to the advantage of a stakeholder. Although these are subject to ethical concerns, it is more of a cui bono which must be looked at with reservations as to the real motives behind the research. However, in the previous situation about concentration camp guards, there is an obvious deviancy concerning the respect for human life that is overwhelming and deviant. Let us now look at a controversial classroom situation having structural processes involving concepts of deviance. Although the intent of the experiment was certainly not nefarious nor concentration camp-like, there are issues many still argue were highly contentious pedagogy and could be interpreted as infamous while others see them as progressive.

     In 1968, a mid-west school teacher decided to see if she could get her third grade students to really understand discrimination and its effects. She decided to divide the class by eye color – a dichotomy. She labeled kids “privileged”  who had brown eyes and blue-eyed children as “not so fortunate”. The rule to be followed was the brown-eyed people were better, cleaner and smarter. The blue-eyed ones sat around and did nothing, got things dirty and never remembered what they were taught (Bloom 2005.) In addition, the blue-eyes had to wear armbands, drink from cups at the fountain and other subaltern activities. As time passed, the brown eyes began to pick on the classmates and some blue-eyed students turned apathetic, even though some had previously been the best students (Bloom 2005). In a follow-up study three decades later, students that participated in the experiment still remembered and felt that they were a part of an important educational event that brought home discrimination in vivid terms.

     This procedure brought on a debate that still boils in some education circles. Today, the teacher involved has subsequently been reviled in the grade school in which the experiment occurred. In fact, 37 years later she went back to see her old classroom and had a great deal of difficulty getting permission from the school district to enter that fateful arena (Bloom 2005).   Her former students have mixed feelings concerning what happened to them. Some say it really brings home the feeling of discrimination and others believe the teacher should not have placed so much emotional pressure on them. Educators are also divided, but more on the side of not condoning what she did. McGraw-Hill lists her actions as a significant landmark in education (Bloom 2005), but I personally searched through foundations of education texts and other areas for a record of this experiment and found no reference whatsoever.

     Many educators feel she misused the trust of her young students. Many also feel the experiment was a good one, but the subjects were too young to handle the content. Others criticize her for not informing and getting consent from the parents. Then too, there is a group that feels she purposely set students against one another for her own ends. Obviously all of these critiques have credibility, but did the ends justify the means? This is a disturbing and argumentative question which begs serious debate. The “brown/blue eye” experiment could not pass stringent contemporary requirements for human subjects in any public school or university across this country. On the other hand, do the lessons outweigh the ethics? 
     In American history, the late 1960s was a time of social upheaval. Many things that were done then were looked upon as gateways to expanding consciousness of the individual as, zB, sensory deprivation tanks and LSD. Methods to expand consciousness were considerable and condoned by many (Timothy Leary among others) as the frontier of a new social era. It is highly probable that this was what the teacher believed and perhaps the motivation behind her actions, especially since graduate schools were deeply involved in this type of research. In all honesty, she was really not out to harm the children consciously, but still it was apart from accepted classroom pedagogy so much so as to be labeled deviant. Let us take a look at some social dynamics behind these types of research situations.
TRANSFORMATION

     Transformation is when the deviant believes their ~ASB has been transformed into ASB as in the following. It is suggested that loose coupling was a factor in the “brown/blue eye” experiment. “Loose coupling” means that, once a teacher closes the classroom door, they are loosely coupled to the bureaucratic structure or even separated from it. (Weick 1978) As long as the teacher has the trust of their students, teachers can do just about anything in class and get away with it. Trust by the students maintains an ASB student perception which keeps it within the room under loose coupling. ( An ASB perception can be ~ASB in collective reality.) Considering what actions the teacher took in the experiment, one is led to believe that she isolated the students from ASB and became an X3 (Illus. 12) that was 
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Illustration 12. Transformation

immediately  outside of the ASB zone. The reason being that this was an existential decision.(Barrett 1962, Giroux 1983)  Sometimes when one deals with existential decisions, either individually or by group, the distinction between reality and illusion is not clear! It should also be pointed out that if a person can not deny the reality level, no matter how bizarre, it is real to them.  Illustration 12 shows X3’s level of reality (LOR-that which can not be denied) that is subjectively interpreted as ASB.  (A position in any illustration bounded by an amorphous line is a specified existential state.)  This meant that, in terms of the functional hierarchy, they were ~ASB, but the context of her behaviour indicates that she believed ~ASB was negated and changed to an ASB. Why? Because she believed the end justified the means. That is to say –X3 was conceived by HERSELF as +X3 and of which need not pay attention to X2. Here is an example of a deviant act being redefined (in a state of deviancy) as “ASB” and moving through those channels to X1and not even encountering X2 because it is on the ~ASB side of the hierarchy. A neat trick!
     This also suggests that if X3 believes and knows they are in ~ASB, but also believe that the content of X3 is such that the ends justify the means, then they also believe that ~ASB has been transformed into ASB and that deviancy does not exist! Note also, because the situation is in the ~ASB area, one need not pay attention to X2! A version of this phenomenon is manifested in other examples like bombing women’s health clinics and so forth.  It should also be understood that transformation does NOT make a value judgment on the reasons for the act. Transformation explains deviance in functional vs. existential terms. It is up to other disciplines to judge the moral nature of the situation. Nevertheless, here are some other nuances of transformation.
PROFESSIONAL REALIGNMENT
     Transformation assumes that the person involved is the one who changes the interpretation of the social behaviour through creating new interpretive levels of reality. In professional realignment, the level of reality is created or, more succinctly, imposed on the deviant by others. 
     Chronic alcoholics cause a great deal of grief for themselves and others. If they or others choose to alleviate this condition there are several methods of detoxification as a rehabilitation center or AA. As interpreted by the medical profession, both organizations consider alcoholism a “disease”. Diseases tend to be guilt-free because there is generally not much one can do to avoid them, although preventative methods are important. The flu comes along, one catches it and there is no personal blame – people get sick!

     It is contemporary to look at alcoholism as connected with genetics and a chemical deficiency/weakness in the body’s make-up. Since this is the case, the alcoholic is diagnosed like any other “sick” person and treatment is then left up to medicine and other trained professionals. This is similar to psychiatry’s approach to the “mentally ill”. People have a “disease” that interferes with their normal functioning. If this is “cured” through “treatment”, then the person will be “well” again. One may even hear the victim say, “I just can’t help myself. There is something about me that I can’t do anything about!” Well, that certainly is what the flu or a cold is all about. One just has to treat it and wait for the disease to pass. Metaphors are blameless and this one happens to be in the medical arena.
     There are those, however, that believe by defining alcoholism as an “illness” within the medical metaphor intentionally relieves the person of social responsibility. Consider for a moment, if alcoholism was viewed as the effects of a weak person making bad choices, how the picture would change. No longer would there be this medical understanding so prevalent in society. There would indeed be firings from jobs and public arrests for irresponsible behaviour that may place others in jeopardy or undermine the reputation of a business. Not to say these do not occur, but they would be far more prevalent. In fact, this was the thinking in the early 20th Century, but it changed(realignment). 
     If one can have social behaviour defined through “medicalization”, then they may experience professional realignment back into the ASB region and gain medical justification for their deviance (alcoholism). This is the case and there are many examples. Gays have picked up on this and call anyone who dislikes them as “homophobics”! In this case, it is interesting that for just disliking a person, it is symptomatic of a disease! Illustration 13 is concerned
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Illustration 13. Professional Realignment.

with these issues. (“P” represents a person and “D” represents deviant.) 
      P1 is an alcoholic whose behaviour is still within ASP, but they are generically seen as having noteworthy negative elements in the behaviour. Not all people who drink chronically are seen as ones who should be in ~ASB. Some people can handle their liquor. There are others, to some extent, who are tolerated for their activities.  Behaviour can  progress negatively that they are placed outside of ASB and become D1. There is no transformation as yet. They are in a state of anomie like all other ~ASBs until such time that the specifics of their condition (alcoholism) is interpreted as another level of reality. Generally the interpretation is a social metaphor that is accepted within ASB and is also one (medicine) that creates a new level or reality for D1 that transforms them back into P1 (ASB).  What has happened is that the social metaphor (medicine) allows the person to come back into normal society by accepting a certain amount of deviance. This is what professional realignment does and some ASB members accept it and some do not. P1, although now redefined and in ASB, is still estranged and can be of a problematic nature. Generally this requires that P1 label themselves (“I am an alcoholic”) which places them in a position of marginality. Professional realignment is humanistic, but has its problems. The medical imprimatur is very powerful and an important aspect of culture. It may be a gatekeeper for disability benefits and insurance claims of questionable veracity. 
     In a similar instance, released prisoners benefit from professional realignment. Ven though statistics prove that recidivism is high, the former convict is assumed to be rehabilitated or “cured” and now can be a functioning member of society (ASB). Oo often the assumption proves incorrect, but that is really a social problem not one of deviance. The interesting dilemma becomes one of how to view professional realignment. It can be seen in several ways:

1.  incorrect interpretation (social problem)

2.  labeling (deviance)

Here is found the grey-area between deviancy and social problems and the difficulty in discussing one or the other as a discipline. Like most academic endeavors in sociology, there is usually a dichotomy that that attempts to classify and explain. Tonnies has his Gemeinschaft and Gesselshaft, Marx his bourgeoisie and proletariat, Kierkegard his I and Thou and so on. The truth usually lies somewhere in-between. Professional realignment is that amorphous boundary and phenomenon where deviance and social problems meet. Only through understanding extremes of the dichotomy, can one understand human experience at the intersection.
PHILOSOPHICAL REALIGNMENT
     Professional transformation is the simplest form of the phenomenon. A more intellectual form is philosophical realignment, not to say that those who participate arenecessarily intellectuals, however. There are instances when a prevailing philosophical disposition determines or transforms what is ~ASB into ASB. One such area has to do with the American mystic of individuality. Individuality is revered as a personality trait separating each person from one another. In its most exotic form, individuality elevates a person above all others under different labels as genius, artistic, creative and so forth. These people are celebrated as distinct and are fantasy models for the masses. This personality glorification sets them apart and in many ways they are deviant because of their separateness. This also may give them the license to do things considered deviant, but not deviant for their category, ergo, their behaviour is realigned from ~ASB to ASB!

     Philosophical realignment is found a great deal in the arts and subjective professions. Serious photographers, at least they think they are, often dress all in black as a uniform for their profession while to dress in black constantly would be considered not only strange but downright depressing. Today, fashion designers are expected to be gay as well as male hairdressers and others in these industries. One of the most revered institutions in the United States is marriage, but those in entertainment are not particularly condemned for unfaithfulness, quick divorces and, in fact, the public is not surprised if this happens. In a way, it is expected and part and parcel of the “profession”.

In areas other than the arts, Einstein was not a particularly tidy person, but no one cared because of his “individuality”. Some deviants can get away with things that would be socially intolerable for the “normal” person under the sanction of philosophical transformation. On a positive note, many times philosophical realignment gives inspiration to the masses that there is something to strive for and that life’s goal are palpable, even though they may be unrealistic. Philosophical realignment is distinct from professional realignment in that the former comes from general collective judgment on behaviour and the later originates in an interest group. Each complements the other in a culture so that the generic and specific may be served equally. Theoretically, this may be discussed as another form of functionalist equilibrium(Parsons 1966). Of course Conflict Theory would disagree and suggest it is nothing more than keeping the masses at a disadvantage for the exploitation of those in power. (Marx 1867) Both positions have their merits and will be discussed in Chapter 8.
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“I wonder what they are really thinking.”
COMPLEX DEVIANCY

     Deviancy is simply not a matter of just going straight to X1 in the ~ASB area and bypassing X2/ASB. There are many considerations before, during and after this process along with complex mixtures of different behaviour processes. The mixture may contain forces that are so powerful they supercede the positioning of ASB moving the system into a ~ASB mode.
AGENTS OF COHESION 

     Amatai Etzioni’s (1969) celebrated typology of complex organizations discusses three major agents for social cohesion, i.e., coercive, pragmatic and idealistic. All three are impetus for moving toward an organization’s goals in an ASB manner, but they still have the capacity to transform into ~ASB. Prisons tend to be coercive in nature and that is what keeps the prisoners in line thus maintaining order and solidarity. Large businesses are pragmatic in that they have a mechanical solidarity that creates an efficient covenant. In other words, if a person does what the organization wants them to do to achieve its goals, then the company pays them! A religious organization would be considered idealistic in that the goals tend to be transcendental and Platonic in nature. These three organizations illustrate the main concepts behind social processes, but they are just main processes – there are sub-systems that involve the other two elements of Etzioni’s theory.  Prisoners do get paid and many are led to believe that they might be paroled (~ASB). Nuns also get paid and do very practical work in the community (possible ~ASB). CEO’s believe that money is just a symbol of achievement and often they are brutal in what they accept of their employees(~ASB). So each main concept of Etzioni’s also can include and  manifest the others in complex organizations. A blend of the three with the primary emphasis on just one that may be a forerunner of deviant behaviour. It depends on the time and place when such specific emphasis will be activated, yet there is a prevailing theme that distinguishes one organization from another according to Etzioni’s typology.

     In Illustration 14 the coercive organization (for example) moves through the time
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Illustration 14. Space/Time Axis

 vector in direction A. As it emerges, the other two agents of influence (pragmatic/idealistic) constantly hover about the organization. At appropriate times, these agents may move in and infiltrate the formal organization’s structure so as to influence behaviour in their unique ways. This can be inferred by witnessing a pay line in the military whereby former divisions in rank disappear as everyone takes on an egalitarian role. Sergeants may stand next to Privates chatting about the money they will receive and what they will do on leave. Role divisions temporarily disappear as the pragmatic side of the military overshadows the coercive one. Combat in the military also is a good change agent. One does not care what a person’s rank is in combat as long as they cover them and protect their lives mutually in a canopy of idealistic influence or “One for all and all for one!” The point being that states of deviancy and normalcy vary according to time and place just as do the three variations of organizational power and influence described by Etzioni.
HIDDEN GOALS
     Masking is another factor in complex deviancy. In masking, the true goal of a human configuration may be hidden by another more apparent goal that is consciously considered as the dominant theme. Abortion is an issue that often has these characteristics in which contending groups present their position. Generally the two positions are pro-life and pro-choice. Here is a situation whereby each side believes they are “right” and presents arguments in their favor. These arguments are quite public and most people know the fundamental concepts involved, but this is not a consideration for deviance studies, yet. This is a social problem in its purest sense – the competing for public approval of a single position that is considered the “rightest” vying to be the winner of  opposing groups. The deviancy here is not in the contentions, but in the presentation of word choice. Consider the prefix “pro”. This has come to be a politically correct word inferring positive action. Pro-“life” is appropriate in its context because humans value children and the sustaining of human life in general. It is a label that has much emotional power. (Humans are one of the very few species in the animal kingdom that attempt to save their defects.) To infer active lethal action has negative public sentiment and is just bad public relations. Here is where deviancy comes in. In order to move away from the idea that a mother may choose to abort her child, the label becomes pro-“choice”. The use of “pro” is deliberate in both cases because it takes the concept out of any perceived ~ASB area and transforms it to ASB using a preface for the transformation. Both prefixes are intended to persuade others (and themselves) that the position is desirable and mask actual intent.
     “Goals” are the key in masking and can be the source of double deviancy (a more common form of masking). The goal of a deviant could be another deviancy to mask the deviant process. Sounds confusing, well it is and exactly what the deviant wants. This moves parallel to Goffman’s (1959) impression management, but deviance nevertheless.
At this point, it is worthwhile to look at Goffman’s impression management because it has some relevance to the issue of deviance.

In capsule form, Goffman (1959) suggested that the metaphor for social interaction was the theatre and that we are all actors acting and being acted upon. When one goes into a social situation they seek information concerning the nature and quality  of relations at that time and place. The actor also wants to present themselves in the most favorable light and does so by attempting to manage their impression to others of what they feel will be in their best interests.   In order to do this they present a front that is constructed       
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Illustration 15. The I in Me.

From experience involving experiencial factors from the I in Me (Ill. 15) that are social, sexual, religious, economic, philosophical, political and many others in infinite configurations that make up F1. F1 is fabricated according to the perceived immediate needs of the social situation. The person then is confronted with X2 and realizes that F1 does not “work” in this instance. The Model would dictate that the person would look for another form of X1 in order to complete the process, but Goffman (1959) suggests otherwise. Because F1 is a fabrication believed suited to X2 and does not reveal the entire I in Me, Goffman infers that one should retreat back to the I in Me and construct an alternative Front that is more applicable to the situation. So, in Illustration 15, one sees the original F1 (not working) slithering back to X3 in order to fabricate F2. F2 is then 
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Illustration 16. Impression Management.

Presented to X2 and it works! The goal of X1 is met and X2 is continued in presentation to every situation appearing like X2 until such time it does not work. Of course this is an oversimplification of Goffman, but it does raise an interesting aspect involving deviancy. Note that during this entire process the interaction is always on the ASB side of The model. Nowhere does Goffman assume that deviancy is an alternative, not to say that it could not be. The fact is that this model is more common, but that is why The Model is deviant. This will be proposed in detail later in Chapter Eight. Back to double deviancy! 
     Double deviancy creates a deviant situation in order that the real deviancy is not revealed. This can be conscious, but generally it is a subliminal phenomenon that is more in the eyes of those who define ASB than perceived by the actual deviant. The so-called “drug problem” is just such a process. 
     The “X” Model in Illustration 17 represents a generic life situation. The person at X3 sees X1 as success in the “life experience”. This could be many things as a good job, economic and/or mating success and so forth. Whatever one’s concept of being more than they are is that which is X1. For whatever reasons, birthright, lack of skills or just plain bad luck, X2 becomes a surmountable barrier and X1 transforms to a goal no longer defined by success in the life experience, but one of escape. The person does not particularly want to physically leave life, but does not want to really face it anymore, ergo – escape. Escape, however, is a difficult goal in and of itself and not a value socially approved. In many cases then, one desires to escape from escape through the process of masking with some other form of social mechanism. This is where  the “A, B, C model
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Illustration 17. Double Deviancy Masking.

enters.  The person simply decides to ignore the life experience difficulty and this process becomes their “escape”. The path is blocked by B2 because there is no socially sanctioned “escape” or the philosophy that “one must make their own way through life, accept its responsibilities and get on with it”. That is the common ASB which leads the person to the ~ASB side because of its perceived insurmountable problems. Drugs become the purveyors of that path which leads to the final goal of escape and are diagnosed as a problem within themselves. Here is the issue. Much notice is made of the “drug problem”, but the real problem is the effort to “escape”. In other words, this is a double deviancy situation or one that has been masked by focusing on one model that is not the main reason (or model) for the situation. A social problem has masked deviancy. It is suggested that double masking is not only deviancy, but is also a social problem and may be the source of why these social difficulties have so much trouble being handled. There is no clear definition of the dynamics involved which legislation is certain to be ineffective. If it can not be defined clearly, then it can not be addressed scientifically. 
     Another example of double masking may be considered in the dress of those identified as “punkers”, people who have piercings and the like. This is not a condemnation, but an alternative explanation to the common definition that they are “individuals reacting against the establishment”. There is evidence to support this (Anderson 1944), but the reasons behind their appearance is not commonly proposed from an analytical position of deviance. The psychological profile of many punkers is riff with low self-esteem to the point that they do not wish to enter into general social interaction or, in a word, they want to “escape”. Not having the social skills for this, they take a different path. The dress is extreme in order that those who see them are driven to just that – noticing the clothes, hair and other accoutrements. Their goal is then accomplished by distracting others from observing that they have low self-esteem. The distraction serves the purpose of masking such feelings. So their goal of escape is masked by the extreme appearance which disguises what they do not wish people to know. Put another way, no one wants to be labeled a “weak” or “loser” person who can not handle affairs because of who they are. It is better to be acknowledged a bit “freaky” by dress, manner or decoration as it still affirms one’s place in society. Double masking of deviance serves a valuable social purpose for such individuals. Existentially their self is still affirmed by society.
     Double masking is not rare, but it is hard to recognize. Circa 2003, as the story goes, an interested person in security matters was discussing the plans a large mill had made to prevent terrorists. The mill person (chief) listened intently. The chief was a lawyer and outlined, as in-depth as he was permitted, precautions the mill had taken in counter-insurgency. Not only had he worked for a federal agency, but had several articles published on the subject. The interested person vehemently disagreed and said the chief’s plans left the mill open, in a certain area, to a breach of security. The chief replied by prefacing his argument with a quote from a British philosopher. Again, as the story goes, the interested person knew immediately that the chief had lost the argument. One year later, mill security discovered a breach in security exactly as the interested person indicated. Here the breach is of minor interest being in the province of social problems. What concerns us is the insight of the interested person.  Knowingly, he recognized a double masking and saw through the chief. Generalizing, people who quote authors, statesmen, poets, philosophers and the like are often elaborately constructing a double masking. Now this is not totally avoiding the issue. Certainly if one understands they may lose an argument, they may try to divert another’s attention from the argument itself. In double masking, the diversion is away from the weakness of the person’s personality. Self-uncertainty is the basis for the analysis here and many wish to mask this, but, in this instance, the chief double masked by quoting so that the person is diverted into thinking they are clever, intelligent and that further discussion would be useless. After all, this is a person to be admired for their literary expertise and obviously has a fund of sound, historical reasoning behind their assertions! But it may be, in common language, “What ya see, ain’t what ya get!” This is not meant to imply that everyone who injects their arguments with quotes is not intelligent. Most of them are, but there is a percentage that files many quotes away, not to illustrate, but to demonstrate and thus double mask.
PROSTITUTION

     Levin, et. al. suggest, “What is a problem for some people may be a source of profit and advantage for others. Drugs, pornography and prostitution have rewards for many individuals and may even serve valued social goals. Attempts at control or elimination engender resistance.” (p.20) 
Prostitution has many aspects in the study of deviancy. It has always been and probably always will be interpreted as outside the realm of accepted sexual morality, but it most certainly has not disappeared! Also, it certainly has not been considered totally unacceptable ASB. In general, the contemporary America ethics structure has an unending battle with everyone to make them feel guilty about their sexuality and sexual preferences. Prostitution takes the other position (not a pun) and presents a situation whereby the person is free to vent their sexual feelings/behaviour in a guiltless fashion, at least for the time. What happens after the encounter is another story. Prostitution offers a shelter from the American sexual moral code by offering release, therapy and a semi-dangerous flirting with sin. (It also flirts with totally dangerous STDs and pimps!) It is generally agreed that prostitution is here to stay which has ramifications for deviance studies. Here is an area that clearly has several interpretations concerning its place in The Model.
     There are groups that condone prostitution and others that approve. Opinions continually fluctuate depending on the time and place! Actually, some suggest that crime is easier to understand than prostitution. Crime has a clear path analysis that focuses directly on money, drugs and often sex. The study of prostitution can be a confusing conglomerate of the three, not necessarily in the previous order nor clear as to which is most influential.  It is also conceived as a “crime” which is “victimless”! Now that IS confusing. If it is victimless, who is the crime against? This is the question that prostitutes and the acronym C.O.Y.O.T.E. ask. (Coyote is a west coast “union” of prostitutes. The initials stand for Call Off Your Old Tired Ethics.) Obviously there is a strong hint of social problems somewhere in this discussion. To eliminate or minimize that aspect, we are going to ignore those that engage the prostitute and discuss the prostitute themselves in terms of path analysis (Dr Jack’s Model).
     Male dominance has been a widespread critique of American culture especially from the feminist perspective. This is going to have a significant influence on the discussion of prostitution because a “prostitute” is generally considered as female and the target of laws concerning their regulation, although in the later part of the 20th Century (1980’s on) male prostitution increased significantly. (Some argue this is because of women entering the workforce in large numbers and sustaining similar social conditions which lead men to prostitutes.) Nevertheless, the attitude of men toward prostitutes is generally favorable, but they better not say that in front of their wives! By contrast, the contemporary attitude of women (mainly feminists) considers prostitutes victims and a product of male objectification. There are many women, however, that feel the feminist position is correct, but prostitution is also a method of retribution for decades of subaltern social position because of the fees involved for services rendered. There is no doubt that both positions have their merits. Note that these are contentions of the social problem genre, but they are important in understanding the total scenario of prostitution and its complexities. Thus we come to Illustration 18.
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Illustration 18. Prostitution.

     Point A is the prevailing influence that will define the interpretation and evaluation of social attitudes and many of the ways of dealing with prostitutes, i.e., the American culture’s social theme of male dominance. (NB: “Male dominance” is just as argumentative in the 21st Century as “male control”.  It is suggested (Hendricks 2004) that women are into control just as much as men and often more so!) Even still, the concept of “prostitute” has been traditionally, at least publicly, seen as something undesirable or automatically ~ASB because of the “tawdry’ nature of the social conditions and adjunct aspects. These include brothels, drugs, disease, unfaithfulness, etc.. The woman contemplating prostitution at X3 (Illus. 18) is really in an anomic position, although still involved with the ASB side of The Model. She has come to this decision because of two reasons at Point B; psychological and economic.

     For argument, the goal at X1 is survival in the American system of capitalist materialism. Because of male dominance and other factors (economics, low self-esteem), the prospects for a solitary woman to survive successfully and have a personal life involving perhaps children is survivable, but lacks the positive scenario achieved through a successful career traditionally presented to men.  (This is changing in the 21st Century.) In addition, women tend to work at low-paying service jobs and take on The Second Shift (Schaefer 2006) of caring for the family when they come home from the day job. This often does not move toward the glowing economic picture that others are moving toward. So X2 can present a rather formidable barrier to women in the economic and self-fulfilling sense. Again, for the sake of argument, assume X2 is an economic barrier that has little promise of being overcome. In this scenario, then, the woman decides that prostitution with its high wages and low maintenance is a viable alternative. (Of course not all prostitutes are highly paid “call girls”, but then “legitimate business” has its low paid employees and sleazy aspects too! We are discussing X1 here and the ultimate economic objective, not the continuum of variations.) Now a strange phenomenon occurs.

   The woman approaches X2, finds it is a very strong barrier and also feels something else. Because of male dominance and other factors, she feels not a part of the general social order or anomic. She is estranged because of not only her sex, but the occupation she is contemplating. In other words, the culture has made her an outcast because of who she is and what she wants to be. It is “double anomie” and, after living under these conditions for any time, the anomic state begins to be one that is acceptable and perhaps even “normal”. Therefore, in her mind, “What is so wrong with prostitution?” She then moves over to the anomic/~ASB side to proceed with the career and, although it is an estranged status from general culture, she has no particular problem with it. In this state, there is a complex blending of transference, reciprocity, control, transformation and realignment. But prostitution is still an illegal profession and culturally unacceptable. The police that enforce the laws, however, are male dominated and tend to overlook this illegality (Pt. D) at many convenient times. In fact, prostitutes become a positive adjunct to police work as informants to what is considered more serious crimes. Then too, prostitution may be known, but is by-passed for more important matters or those situations “not so delicate”. (The police do not want to make a vice raid on a suburban call girl’s apartment and find the local mayor or councilman in flagrante dilecto!)

     If one analyzes the attaining of X1 through female prostitution in a mini-max analysis, one finds that (Pt. E) there is readily available money (possibly tax free) and she can have a home, children and a mate. She will not have social prestige, but in the current American culture, the previous is good enough! What is interesting about prostitution path analysis is that the culture creates an anomic situation, but that same situation creates a tolerance in the prostitute to easily proceed within ~ASB. There is no doubt that professional realignment (socially induced) convinces the prostitute that what she is doing is not only alright, but in some way the culture believes this too. This is why the judgment on prostitution whereby it is “wrong” is simply not clear. It is not clear from an argumentative position, but culture is not clear on how to handle it. In many ways, culture sets up and creates a situation whereby is imbues the prostitute with positive values for their activities. Now the question becomes, “Is it deviance or a social problem?” Go figure…
    It could be argued that crime has the same aspects as prostitution. The difficulty is that crime has clearer social boundaries that most people agree to and the psychological argument that “people become criminals because they are victims of society” take on bleeding heart and unsound contentions.  Certainly environment and background go into forming the criminal mind, but here there is not an extensive argument as to the kind of social acceptance found in prostitution nor the complex dynamics of anomie. With this in mind, borders dividing deviance and social problems are often unclear..
BORDERS FOR THE CONTINUUM
     As discussed in Chapter One, deviancy is a continuum whose extremes go from mild to severe, from coming late to class to serial killers and many shades of grey in between.  The latter end of this dichotomy has sanctions that move toward termination of life and need not be discussed here. The beginning of the continuum is of greater interest because, in a way, it defines the border between deviancy and other considerations. Mild deviancy certainly is accompanied with punishment. Generally it may only be a chastising glance or tame “Don’t do that!”  To repeat, children grow up in a world of “Nos!”  that we all experience and subsequently remember for indoctrination of our own children with the accepted ways of society.  The acknowledgement of  behaviour correction is normal for children because they are in training for adult “autonomy” and somewhere there has to be a process to facilitate this. The parents are the first ones to get that enviable task. A child may speak a certain way that is not proper and the parent corrects them for their future benefit. It is a contradictory process. The parent and society accept deviant behaviour from children as normal! It is an exception to the rule or is it? 

     Not every deviance is considered a deviance that is interpreted as something having to be corrected for the social order to maintain its stability. Technically, one may be blocked at X2, NOT accept the alternatives, NOT want to be deviant and NOT be seen as one who is going to implement their desires through deviance, yet be seen as one who is going to satisfy their original need. Sounds confusing? It is, but here is the border between deviance and accepted behaviour. X2 is not necessarily final and may be a temporary inconvenience.

ZEBRAS
      Experiencially, walk through a museum and ask yourself what is going on in terms of the situation. There are many interesting things to see that are important to understanding one’s culture and other cultures along with artifactual things that contribute to what the world is in contemporary times. For instance, note the zebras in Figure 20. What an
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Figure 20. Zebras – Carnegie Museum of Natural History, Pittsburgh.

interesting picture! Zebras and stripes are always fascinating. It has been contended that the stripes are a sort of “air conditioning” system of nature. The dark ones absorb heat and the light ones reject it so that the surface of the zebra, because of the stripe dynamics, set up air currents that help to cool the surface of the animal. It is also hypothesized that they repel insects although no one is totally sure of each contention. The stripes themselves do fall into a pattern that is similar from one animal to the next, yet, like fingerprints, all are different when one looks carefully. Important information is passed on to the observer from the diorama about nature. This is why people go to museums. They wish to see something they would not otherwise be able to experience for reasons like distance, environment and scare resources. This is deviance.

     Figure 20 shows information that would generally not be easily available to people nor would it be something that a person would seek in the normal course of events. This is the deviancy. The museum provides a deviant pathway that is mild and transformed from ~ASB to ASB. It is not to say that a person could not go to the plains of Africa to see zebra, but it is generally not available to the average person. Museums are filled with such objects and displays. One who goes to a museum is then taking a deviant pathway for knowledge, yet this is not a pathway that the majority of people would see as ~ASB. In fact, a museum is a model for understanding that mild deviance is accepted as positive social behaviour. There is a distinction between mild deviancy that is acceptable as ASB and other forms of deviancy that are not accepted. A child can have a temper tantrum in public, looked at as a nuisance, but also accepted as a phase in the growing process. (~ASB transformed to ASB) People can shout from their cars and honk their horns, but they better not do it on a physical one-to-one basis outside of the car or suffer the consequences. A homeless person may be excused for sleeping on a park bench, but Joe Average better not do it! The border between what is acceptable ~ASB and what is not acceptable ~ASB lies in the area of mild deviance and is subject to the scrutiny of the social court that varies in its ends as the culture and evaluations of human behaviour change.
MODELS ON MODELS
     Sometimes deviancy involves overlapping Models. Here is an example of a more complex problem. A motorist is traveling a back road and sees a crew repairing the street ahead. A policeman is directing traffic. The motorist approaches the officer and sees that he is holding out a red flag with some small intermittent motions toward the street that passes the site. The motorist believes he is waving him through, yet slows down and approaches cautiously. At about 30 feet the officer begins to motion wildly with the flag and the motorist immediately stops about 15 feet from him. The officer now rushes toward the driver pointing the flag at him and says, “You see this. It is red. What does that mean? It means stop. What is wrong with you?” The driver answers calmly with an apology and says he is sorry for the misunderstanding. To this the officer replies something derogatory about his attitude in a very high pitched, animated voice. The officer strikes the car with the flag. The driver again apologizes and seems concerned about the behaviour of the officer. Still, the policeman apparently is not satisfied and yells, “I should give you a ticket for your attitude!” The driver restrains from any further comment and the officer flags him on up the road with no further incident. This scenario has elements of the problems involved with normiants, control and stress.
     Police officers are sworn to enforce the law legitimizing social boundaries between ASB and ~ASB. The collective social order determines the nature of the boundary that is appropriate. In a way, a police officer is both in and outside the ASB or normiant. They are “in” because of ASB enforcement and “out” because their social position stands apart from that which is “in”. Normiance  carries with it tension which can cause  some peculiar personal reactions. (Normiance is not marginality.  Each belongs to a different level of reality. Normiance involves one. Marginality involves at least two!) 
     In either case, the officer’s obligation (Illustration 19) is to make sure there is a safe
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Illustration 19. Officer’s Model

 and secure flow of traffic around the construction site. As an agent of society, it is his duty to marshal against any person that might take a deviant pathway endangering workers or oncoming vehicles. His power is derived from the social imprimatur to detain, cite, arrest or other more severe actions according to the nature of the offense. He is a pathway guard (Chap. 3) against ~ASB. The relationship to the motorist (X3) is the X2 blockage. The motorist can not just pass straight to X1 (in this instance) because “situational ASB” is defined by the collective social order for control. Here the control addresses itself to traffic safety. This is where the officer becomes a part of the motorist’s model. 
     A driver would prefer to drive unencumbered along any roadway, but the officer’s model becomes the motorist’s X2! Illustration 20 indicates the nature of this next social
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Illustration 20. Motorist’s Model

 relationship. The motorist at “a” encounters the officer at X2 in ASB. The officer’s function is to present another Model at “b”. This Model is defined by the social order’s definition of ASB at the specific time and place of the officer’s post. The officer stands between the motorist and his destination with another Model defining ASB. This Model is a controller in that the officer will determine if the motorist will stop or go (at that point) before driving thru to their destination. Here X2 is NOT an alternative, but a passage to the ultimate driver’s goal – their destination. The situational definition is a “forced choice”, however, the motorist is not sure of the flag signal and the officer’s reaction to this is animated. (Note that the driver’s speed was not excessive and he did stop short of the officer.) This animation indicates that the officer believes that the motorist is not following the procedure in X2 and has decided to enter the ~ASB area. The officer is interpreting this as deviant behaviour. Here the officer is required to indicate to the driver that he is not within the boundaries of ASB. Probably because of tension, the method is one of wildly waving, pointing and derogatory remarks to the driver. The Model of the situation now changes (Illustration 21). 
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Illustration 21. Motorist’s Response

     The officer’s role shifts to X3 as seen from the motorist’s perspective. Behavioural expectation is that officer’s of the law are trained to respond with “professional behaviour” that includes a certain lack of emotion, a clear way of behaving and a logical approach to the situation. The purpose is to inform and instruct the motorist as to the nature of the situation. This does not occur. It appears to the motorist (Point “a”) that none of these qualities exist and the goal of the officer is “unprofessionalism” which moves the officer to Point “b” or the path of deviancy. (Point “a” was the origin of stress.) However, the motorist sees this and through his apologies is attempting to block the officer at point “c” because now the motorist believes the officer is the deviant party! 

     The motorist/officer scenario is fascinating because it shows the fluidity involved and the relationship between deviance and social control. Control is not necessarily a monistic entity and often shifts from one party to another. In this scenario, the event is instigated by the officer who has every social right to do so, but by his actions, control is not his alone. Note how the driver sensitively reacts to the perceived deviancy of the officer and brings control of the situation through HIS actions – NOT the officer’s. In point of fact, one could say that the motorist is the controlling factor in this incident that is responsible for establishing ASB!
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“You never can tell on a horse”
Olde West Virginia Saying
ORIGINS OF DEVIANCY

     As the scenario between the officer and driver (Chapter 7) suggested, in complex deviancy control may change. Actually, in everyday life change is expected and deviancy often is its reflection. It should also be no mystery there are Models within Models which would also suggest it is a good idea to speculate on the Model of deviancy’s Model, as in the above chapter logo, via Weber’s Gedanke Experiment (a theoretical wishing away of negative/content specific factors), to establish a useful theoretical tool. 

     One is also led to believe that normiancy is more common than one would expect and that it has some effect on the nature and frequency of deviance. The shift in normiancy (ASB or ~ASB) may determine the degree and/or intensity of a person’s future deviancy, although this may be too speculative.  However, it is not speculative that each and every one of us is normiant in one way or another if for no other reason than the normal fantasies we all experience. This may be the root of social confusion and/or problems that we fail to recognize.

     Deviancy is about control and this will inevitably lead to stress. Stress is enigmatic in that some some handle it effectively and others do not (Shaffer and Shoben 1956) no matter what its intensity. Perhaps this is why labeling a social situation as “traumatic” is putting the cart before the horse. Something is “traumatic” only through individual interpretation and adjustment, not because of its label! Stress can give rise to normiancy, but this does not mean that the person is automatically in a state of trauma or role confusion. A person presents one’s social self, which is overt, yet their stress is covert. There exists a duality as long as one suppresses the stress, i.e., an outside self” and an “inside self”. Some people like double roles and, indeed, we all experience them at one time or another with no ill effects. Consider when we dress up, go out to dinner and play at being something we are not for a limited period of time. This is Ok and quite common. Deviation can be a placatory or form of relaxation, but it is when the normiancy becomes such that one does not know where they are and what role to choose that the problem arises. This role confusion may lead a person to choosing behaviour that is not within the boundaries of ASB and then are labeled as deviants. Of course, “deviance” is not always considered crucial as “nerds”, “jocks” and others will testify in today’s social world.  These manifestations of norminace tend to be obvious origins and effects of deviancy, but what about origins that  could be construed as positive? 
     The Preface of this book suggested many authors in the discipline have an emphasis on the “dark side of deviancy”. This is still asserted because deviancy infers the idea of an unacceptable social behaviour that is, of its nature, often “dark” in its connotations. Could there be deviancy that is by definition what it is, yet acceptable to the culture too? Sounds like a contradiction, but many contradictory ideas exist side-by side in the world of ideas (coincidentia oppositorum). Consider the American cultural structure that glorifies that functional/capitalistic state implying a hierarchy of dominance and submission, yet all are existentially equal to one another. The American culture praises individuality, yet encourages conformity. Now that is a real contradiction!  The problem then is to look for a deviancy that is not diverted, transformed or converted. It is acceptable, yet deviant.
“GOOD DEVIANCE”

     Science and the mechanical universe have surprises. It is possible, but not probable that the air in the room could all shift into one corner. In terms of “shifting”, the north magnetic pole was once the South Pole and it is just about time for it to shift back again (Gribbin 1984). There are many surprises and many things in science that occur for reasons not clearly understood. In the world of quantum physics, sub-atomic particles apparently appear without any known source (Close, et.al. 1987). When it gets down to the nitty-gritty of why things happen, science sometimes gets rather vague. Of course there is the now classic Uncertainty Principle in physics. This was proposed by Werner Heisenberg  (Gribbin 1987): “…any photon that bounces off an electron … will drastically change the position and momentum of the electron … the very act of observing it with an electron microscope may knock it out of the atom altogether.   The uncertainty principle tells us … there is no such thing as an electron that possesses both a precise momentum and precise position.” (p. 157). So if one knows the momentum of an electron, one will not know the position and if one knows the position, one will not know the momentum. In other words, one can never be sure of where that darn electron really is, thus the Uncertainty Principle. Transferring this phenomenon to the world of sociology, it would be no surprise that a deviance might appear with an apparently sourceless foundation and also could be one that is ASB, even though the definition requires a negative social point of origin. Sure it is a stretch, but it is simply applying C. Wright Mills’ (2000) sociological imagination.  Actually, this is really not as far removed as some may think. Jacobs (2002) suggests; “…societies can tolerate only so much deviance, and when they deem themselves overloaded, they will redefine formerly egregious behaviour as tolerable conduct.” (p.20) Here he is synthesizing thoughts of Durkheim, Erikson and Moynihan. The existentialists might look at this in another way and suggest that often the distinction between reality and illusion is not clear (Barrett 1962). Reality and illusion are and sometimes are not contradictories. If one believes the illusion, then it is real.
     More pragmatically, we are now going to look at what has become known as the “Hawthorne Effect”. This 1924 study was done at the Western Electric Company in Chicago (Roethlisberger, et al. 1939). Here was conducted a complex experiment in industrial psychology over the span of several years. Because of its extent, there is no attempt to summarize the entire study. The investigation’s findings on (1) illumination and (2) telephone equipment switches is important to the study of deviance.
     One hypothesis the investigators wanted to test concerned worker efficiency. It was believed that the better the illumination, the better the working conditions and, in particular, efficiency. In this instance the dependent variable was amount of production and the independent variable – illumination.  The Western Electric plant had an ideal set-up for this study because the subjects worked on an assembly line that produced mica chips for telephone receivers. The line moved at a known rate and also automatically recorded the number of chips produced. The room was divided in two with one half the experimental group and the other half the control group. Both groups were separated by a sturdy partition. The experimental group’s illumination was varied while nothing was done to the control group (Irwin 1969). As illumination increased, it was found that productivity increased until such time that the lighting became too bright and then production decreased. What was curious, as production decreased and illumination was returned to its original wattage, the productivity index was always higher than when the experiment began – even when the illumination was decreased below the starting level! This was puzzling along with the fact that the level of productivity increased in the control group too, yet nothing was being altered in their workspace! Because of these two corresponding instances, the alteration of illumination was understood as a factor that perhaps was not the major one affecting production (Irwin 1969).
     In another part of the experiment, workers in the switchboard wiring section were found to be under producing despite amicable conditions (Schaefer 2006). The underachieving was determined in relation to their physical capabilities. This was surprising because the more they produced, the more they were paid. Monetary reward is generally understood as a positive inducement for better performance in most types of work. Both the “illumination” and “wiring” rooms apparently were deviant in the fact that they were not performing as reasonably expected. 
      Accepted Social Behaviour (ASB) carries with it predictable expectations of what people will do. It is the unpredictability of behaviour that often throws it into the unacceptable category or ~ASB as long as there is a collective agreement “that is simply the way things are not done.” The two rooms satisfied the definition of deviance, but it was not necessarily “hand over the mouth” shocking nor something that authorities would have been called in to police. The work did not cease nor did the workers grumble. In fact, it was discovered that, even though they were deviant, the workers were perfectly happy in their two different situations. What was really going on? 
      Berger and Luckmann (1967) suggest three ideas that may be helpful: “Social structure is the sum total … of the recurrent patterns of interaction established by means of them. As such, social structure is an essential element of everyday life.” (p. 33) and “I am conscious of the world as consisting of multiple realities.” (p. 22) Moreover; “Even while apprehending the world in reified terms, man continues to produce it. That is, man is capable of producing a reality that denies him.” (p. 89)  The  world-reality of everyday interaction consists of infinite possibilities that are constructive, destructive or even against the very human nature that produces it. The important point here is that these realities are integrated completely with the immediate social dynamics of interaction and that reifications are understandable, but life still is fabricated from interactional experience. The world we consider as the “real” one is also a very personal construction from our concept of reality known to us through human experience. This is what Roethlisberger and Dickson came up against and its manifestations were interpreted as deviance because they were not expected. (Unfulfilled expectations may not be deviance, but “expected” social behaviour not performed may be. Think of the situation as X3 going to X2, blocked by X2 and choosing a pathway unknown in this situation which is interpreted as moving into ~ASB.) 

       The explanation for performance lies in the fact that those in the “wiring” room had collectively agreed to produce only a certain amount within a certain time. They established their own unwritten rules of norms and standards because they felt that, even though they would be paid more, some could lose their jobs  and the pay would be decreased from the increased rate of production (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939). 
     The results of the “illumination” room have become known as the “Hawthorne Effect.” The key to understanding performance was not the experimental group, but the control group whose efficiency also increased. This was the first time a group interview technique was used extensively in scientific sociology, although Durkheim (1967) utilized it somewhat in his studies of suicide. This is how interviewing was originated by Roethlisberger and Dickson. The researchers were still stumped after the experimental room results were known. They then decided to interview not only the experimental, but also the control group to find out worker’s attitudes and, frankly, they were not sure as to reasons for the results. (Positivistic results seldom infer feelings and subjectivity. That is not their purpose!) Both groups reported similar feelings. The experimental group subjects, no matter what the illumination, felt that the company had a personal interest in them by discovering what the best social conditions to work under were. Because both groups tended to go to lunch together, they also talked about what was going on in their respective rooms. Even though the control group was not a part of the varying illumination, they were still a part of the company and also felt that the company had a sincere concern for their welfare (Biesanz and Biesanz 1969). The results of these studies brought on a long line of what became known as “efficiency experts” in the early 20rth Century and innovations as Musak, color psychology, air conditioning and others were developed (Siegel (1969). Today, workers tend to accept these as normal and look to benefits (Schaeffer 2006) as a sign of a “caring” company - if there is such a concept.

     The Hawthorne Studies not only bring out the fact of how important social aspects are to the performance of an individual, but also clearly point to those aspects of diverting behaviour from that which is expected to deviant, yet is collectively considered normal. Here deviancy is seen not by a specific person, but by a collectivity and it is not particularly deviancy that is totally negative. This was discovered in the control group of the “illumination” studies. Indeed, deviance depends on who is doing the defining!  One could also entertain that scientific definition and expectation of social behaviour prior to the Hawthorne Studies was a bias not becoming scientific investigation. So there are several contentions going on here in relation to understanding deviancy.

1. What is considered deviant may not be considered socially harmful.

2. What is considered deviant may not be recognized at all.

3.  The reasons for suspected deviancy may be deviant themselves.

     Above all, deviancy need not be originated from an all-encompassing cultural standard of behaviour. It may be a practice that is agreed upon locally and one that is very considerate of the immediate needs and goals of a small collectivity that is neither perverted nor nefarious.

GOOD DEVIANCY AND DOUBLE MASKING (kind of….)
     Suppose a person goes through The Model and comes to the block at X2, then decides to take the ~ASB path of deviancy to their previously thwarted goal. We have seen many reasons for this and all tend to substantiate the goal is unobtainable because of a lack of social and/or personal resources. Fine, the person proceeds, but there is something amiss! They find out they do not want the goal because it will not be satisfying not from an accomplishment point of view, but because society does not condone their actions. After all, one of the positive elements of deviancy is that a person is “putting one over” on society! In this case, just suppose it is not the case. Here in this situation the circumstances would be that society has downgraded deviance. Moynahan (1993) suggests that social orders will only accept so much deviance then they will begin to tolerate that which formerly was considered ~ASB. In other words society can become overloaded so it downgrades (downing deviance) the least offensive deviance in order to make things manageable. (Example: Gays being more and more accepted and even becoming politically correct in the late 20th Century and into the 21st.)  Illustration 20 suggests that the path in ~ASB is transformed to ASB, not by the deviant, but by society. This is transformation, but by the wrong person or people. What a bummer! Now the former deviant still has to find some way to reach their goal even though ASB and ~ASB are no longer that which is desirable. One is blocked and the other has no existential credibility for the effort.  In fact there is absolutely no security here whatsoever, remembering that this is a prime factor in achieving any goal. However, double masking does provide security. If one understands this, then there is a path to take that would look like double masking, but is really not. The person can start again at X3 (Ill.20) go to X2, do an existential “leap” over the block and alternative moving on to their goal. (In this case it is the security mentioned in double masking.) What they have done is taking the deviancy path and made it  ~(~ASB) or that which was not, but now is acceptable social behaviour because of society’s downing deviance.
     The 1970s had a clear case of downing deviance. There were many protests against the war in Vietnam, problems with civil rights and of course the murder of students at Kent State. Things were really getting out of control for the federal government and local authorities. Protests were not acceptable social behaviour and were a source of consternation for those in control. There was just too much “deviance” and something had to be done. It is no mystery that the federal government learned how to control large gatherings of protesters, but they did something else. Again, Moynahan (1993) infers that the situation would lend itself to accepting and transforming some social behaviour in order that it is more acceptable. The authorities latched on to the First Amendment free speech rights and began to accept protests as long as the organizers gave notice and obtained a permit! Of course, this process takes away much of the “punch” because of the red tape and required advance notice. In fact, contemporary protests have become so “downed” that many consider them just plain boring and hope they will be fenced off some place, given their rights and not bother anyone. When it comes to resisting social change, the government is very adroit and usually figures out a way to maintain the status quo, at least until they are ready to accept change! The government is an expert at making deviancy “look good” for their own purposes utilizing double masking and transformance.
     A more complicated form of this phenomenon involving a more philosophical approach is in dicated in Illustration 22. Suppose a person routinely starts out at “a” and meets the “no” barrier. They then move on to an alternative goal, but find it not satisfying. The deviancy path at “b” is taken, but here too it is not satisfying. What to do.
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Illustration 22. Superstition.

This can be a devastating dilemma. 

     The foundation of protests involves social and personal control involves control, i.e., those aspects of one’s life that give them security and reassurance today has the same possibilities for existence tomorrow.   Illustration 22, however, gives a less than assuring picture. There is no possibility for solving one’s difficulties because every avenue of expression has been closed. ASB and ~ASB are not viable and apparently no other pathways exist! Obviously a person in this situation is on the border of neurosis if not moving into psychosis. Their life has neither stability nor meaning. Even deviancy, which could be a pathway, has been closed.   Culture does have another answer for this dilemma – superstition. Superstitious people are not exactly considered as “being all there”, but they are nevertheless accepted in their behaviour. It is as if culture understands that there must be a way out of a “no alternative situation” where even deviancy is not acceptable. What happens is that culture creates a “mild deviancy” that is accepted, at least for the one person involved. It is as if culture were saying, “Deviancy is not acceptable behaviour, but, in your case, a special form is Ok if you keep it to yourself through the expression of superstition.” How many people go through meaningless rituals in an effort to control their activities as if they were a grand shaman of personal security? They do not walk under ladders, do not step on cracks, touch special things and other vagaries of what they believe gives their world predictability. Superstition sometimes becomes a part of our lives when ASB and deviancy are no longer alternatives. Although it is not superstition, consider the following parallel discussion.
      Robert Risko ( Sessums 2002) comments in an interesting and applicable manner allied with Illustration 22, “I’d had the ability to draw caricatures since I was really young. If I was afraid of my first-grade teacher, I would draw her and then I wouldn’t feel threatened by her. A person who’s mentally disturbed and doesn’t have an outlet creates psychoses in his head. But artists draw their fears so they won’t be afraid of them.” (p. 3) It would not be fair to infer that all artist’s works are manifestations of their fears, but there is no doubt that artist’s philosophies are often not in the realm of accepted social behaviour. In fact, that is the very appeal of his art. Risko informs us of double masking in relation to his first-grade teacher and the transformance into a socially acceptable behaviour.
     It is a rare situation when double masking and transformance are not available. The social order provides for such occasions in varied situations by creating a goal in place of the no longer viable original.
THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS
     The social aspects of deviancy can not be understated. For every type of deviancy, individual psychology will always play a part, but it always is a minor role in its analysis and comprehension. The collective view is the defining standard for acceptable behaviour in terms of rewards and punishments. Without this judgment, deviancy does not exist and it might be suggested nor would the world as we know it. Existence without deviancy is solipsism and that is a dangerous state to be in! Where there are no rules, there is little safety both mentally and physically. But there are rules and these rules come from the stated and unsaid expectations of how people should act. Oh, this is not “finding the fork on the proper side of the plate” rules. These are those things fashioned from the reciprocal interaction of everyday encounters inherent in the human experience determining a social scenario. It is what “works” (Goffman 1967), whatever that may be.
     Charles Horton Cooley had an idea about this, but he did not focus on deviance, yet it has a strong bearing on understanding deviant actions. The Looking Glass Self is how we come to know our Self through the actions/reactions of others to us as if we were looking in a mirror (Cooley 1902). A student takes their exam paper up to the professor and asks for some help because the grade did not meet their academic expectations. The professor looks up with a scowl and says they will get to them when the time is appropriate. Immediately the student thinks to themselves what is wrong with me that the professor would react in such an unfeeling manner. Actually, there is nothing wrong with the student, the teacher may just be having a bad day because his wife has left him, taken the kids and contacted a lawyer to start divorce proceedings as well as commandeering all of his property. That can ruin the day! The problem was that the student reacted to the situation without understanding his teacher’s predicament. (There is no imperative here that one is liable or responsible for the depth of another’s inner subjectivity.) Of course, the student had no knowledge of the problem and has little to do with the negative reaction to his inquiry. The misunderstanding of someone else’s reactions to our behaviour happens many times. It is actually a major phenomenon of human interactional difficulties. Illustration 23 may help to visualize this scenario.
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Illustration 23. The Looking Glass Self.

Person 1 presents a front (F) to Person 2. P2 (a.) is in such a frame of mind that they are what the image is in the thought balloon above them. This attitude is passed on to P1 (c.) who believes that is what they are (d.) according to the reaction from P2. P1’s front then becomes the existential interpretation of who they are (“I Am”) from P2’s reaction to them as if they were looking in a mirror.   The expectation is that P2’s interactional interpretation is what P1 is, but this is not necessarily accurate. That is irrelevant, however, because who we are is predicated on the acceptance or rejection of other’s interpretations, but those interpretations may be influenced by the personal interpretation of another’s self. For instance, an angry person does not necessarily “see” good things in that which is about. Someone who interacts with the angry person will not particularly receive pleasant reactions from them. Social atmospheres of this nature will tend to make those around also negative and begin to see themselves, from other’s reactions, as what they are too. In other words, who we are is not only a matter of what we are but also a matter of the quality of interaction we have with those that interact with us. This builds personality. An example of this is how children look like, talk like and think like their parents. They come to be who they are not only through genetics, but also because of the ambient social environment. This has importance for deviance which will be discussed shortly, but let us look at another interaction situation. Keep in mind; however, that deep-seeded psychological mechanisms are not of interest, the process is what concerns the study of deviance.
     George Herbert Mead also sheds some light on this problem. Mead believes that people can look at themselves and describe who they are as they would an object. We look at an object and talk about its color, form, texture, height, width and depth. Mead says we can also do this to our personality. Humans have the facility to stand apart and look at their selves and describe it as if we were looking at an object. Mead does not believe other forms of life do this or at least to the human extent. One rarely sees a wolf on their haunches pondering who they are and their philosophical significance relative to the mechanical universe. (Dolphins may to some extent, but not wolves!) Humans do and Mead calls this aspect of his theory the Self as Object. It goes like this:
     A person (P1) is walking down the sidewalk (Ill. 24) and sees someone they know (P2) coming toward them. Now that person then does something mentally that, if they did 
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Illustration 24. The Self as Object.
it physically, they would be immediately institutionalized. P1 sort of “jumps out of” and beside themselves (a.). At this point they quietly evaluate the situation possibly in these terms; “Now I know that’s Bob walking toward me. He is a friend. Friends greet each other when they meet.” This is the Self as Object in action. P1 then steps back into his self and says, “Hi Bob!” This is b. or The Encounter. Bob (P2), being a person of active Self as Object, hears this statement from P1, jumps outside of himself and soliloquizes, “I know P1, that is Jack, he is a friend, friends greet each other. He has offered a greeting. One should respond too,” He jumps back inside himself and says, “Hi Jack!” at point c. Bob and Jack continue on down the street in opposite directions. Both have met the required social expectations of behaviour in a specific time and place of interaction.
     What has also happened in this illustration is that both have simultaneously and successfully encountered the Looking Glass Self along with the Self as Object. “Successfully” here is used in the sense that the encounter has met positive social expectations. Consider what would happen if one or the other person were having a “bad day” and did not respond in the previous fashion. The other would immediate think “something was wrong” with them, although it was not their personality directing the response. This judgment of “something is wrong” originates from the fact that social expectations were not met or were, in a word, deviant! Here again is the distinction between deviance and social problems. The reason for not interacting in a certain ASB that lead to ~ASB is not so important as understanding that the process of deviance is the same from one situation to another. If one says that Jack fails to respond in an ASB manner because he is mad at Bob for not paying him back money that has been loaned, then it is a social problem because there are contentions here concerning ethics and attitude. We may be interested with this at some time, but not now. Deviancy has some roots within the theoretical explanations of Mead and Cooley, the particulars of “why” are for another time and place. The importance of social factors is also significant in these examples. Without social definitions and value judgments as foundations for ASB, deviancy does not exist because the human experience is a world of judgments created by a consensual social order. The human group is compelled to create interaction boundaries as demarcation lines for deviancy so that experience is meaningful. Curiously, those social entities which set boundaries for social behaviour may also involve creating deviancy to emphasize those boundaries. (Wolves have their omega wolf as a standard for “normal” wolf behaviour and outlet for aggression!) Human or animal, it is suggested that the most significant origins of deviancy are social, not psychological     The previous origins of ASB are what is worked out among small groups or individuals in the daily course of things. There are other influences that are not so local that contribute to deviancy or at least the possibility of deviancy. If one does not have as much information as possible about specific events or ideas, then there is a greater chance that the decision they make in interaction may go against the established ASB. (Of course, one can be theoretically totally informed and still not decide to abide by the collectivity’s collective judgment on behaviour.) A more common form of deviancy is that one believes the collectivity has established a standard for behaviour, but it is really the project of interest groups or a group that controls the amount of information available. These groups have social power to establish canopies of knowledge. When they do, it is like Goffman’s “front”; it does not tell the whole story, but the “partial story” may be very powerful. Berger (1969) says, “The humanly produced world becomes something out there. It consists of objects, both material and non-material, that are capable of resisting the desires of their producer. Once produced, the world cannot simply be wished away.”  (p.9)

     Here are the effects of a knowledge canopy. Today it is difficult to convince students in an Inequalities course that not all inequalities are negative. This attitude is an existential product of the “diversity” philosophy and other agenda groups harping that everyone should be “equal.” (According to their definition of the specific social problem they may be addressing.)  Inequality has many definitions, but that is seldom discussed by the agenda people. So, as young people grow up, they believe that “equality is right” and “inequality is wrong.” This holds until it is pointed out that the relationship between a parent and child is an inequality and often oppressive! However, this is an inequality not only alright, but universally accepted social behaviour. If one grows up with a social canopy, then they tend to accept it until such time that it is disproved. Americans are constantly told they live in a democracy and they accept it. What they are not told is that a true democracy has not existed for several thousand years (Green 1973) and that the United States government is really a republic (Starr 1971). What we are told and not told influences what is constructed as acceptable social behaviour. In the 21st Century one of the most influential constructors of social reality is the mass media, especially television because of its pervasiveness on the American psyche. McLuhan and Fiore (1967) propose, “Television demands participation and involvement in depth of the whole being.  It will not work as a background. It engages you.” (p.125) Television is engagement through pictures and what one sees continuously, one comes to accept as real (Vazzana 1994). Television is the canopy “cannon”, content is the “bullet”.
     This does not mean that the mass media is a stooge for agenda groups, nor is it out to deliberately bring false information to the culture. Television, newspapers and movies do some incredible things, but consider the following.
      The dilemma one finds in the above examples is difficult. It is clear that the mass media and others do not present the entire story. This is a deviancy from the actual reality of the human experience. However, it is “human experience” and that is what deviancy is predicated on. Value judgments are learned from the collective order. If those judgments are the only ones, can they be deviant? Perhaps here one has to make a distinction between truth and reality. “Truth” has a certain platonic aspect to it., i.e., it is there intact from the world of forms (Cross 1964). Immutable, it is what it is. On the other hand, reality is that which one can not deny (Barrett 1962).  Berger (1969) elaborates, “…the cultural world is not only produced, but it remains real by virtue of collective recognition. To be in culture means to share in a particular world of objectivities with others.” (p.10) Therefore, if the collectivity decides that reality should include only certain facts, then that is reality and the basis for accepted social beliefs and behaviour. In this situation, that which is the truth, as described by Plato’s forms, is deviant! On a more mundane level, collective reality, not truth, can be the basis for transformation and realignments. Platonic truth becomes subaltern to collective reality.
GOAL STRENGTH OF PARALLEL SITUATIONS
     There are some situations that the attainment of a primary goal through ASB pathways may strengthen a secondary goal in a ~ASB path while weakening the first. In this instance, the person/s are doing everything required to reach X1, but are not aware they may be destroying their position. In fact, the process they are using is actually creating one of deviancy. This process is, however, NOT the usual one whereby one person sees the behaviour as desirable and another does not thus forming ASB and ~ASB from two different points of view – by the same person!. In a Parallel Situation, there is no other person doing the judging. It is all done by one, although they are not aware that what they do is create a negative value for an undesirable social action. There is no conversion nor transformation here. The ASB creates a coincident ~ASB! 
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Figure 21. Gas Station.

     A person pulls their car into a gas station (Figure 21). They get out, insert a credit card and proceed to fill up the tank - a typical ASB operation. Everything has been met to achieve X1 by supplying the car with the necessary gasoline. Of course there could be other motives or X1s for getting gas as meeting a special someone on time as well as other situations. It is enough for us now to simply know that the gas is to just keep the automobile going which is X1. Let us take another look at this, however. It is highly possible that the crude oil refined into the gasoline that is being used came from the middle East. It is known that many Middle Eastern countries are harborers of terrorists that wish to attack the United States. It is also known that these Middle Eastern countries have some connection and do tend to subsidize these same terrorists. In this light, one could argue that as a person pumps gas they are also economically supporting their own destruction! The more one thinks about this, the less it seems ludicrous. Certainly the idea that “if a butterfly moves its wings in Japan, then something will be effected in America”, is stretching a point. This has to be considered in the gas pumping example. Nevertheless, there may be some credence here because there is less than a vague connection to the two events given the times and situation. 
     What is interesting as the “gas pumper” pumps, they are diminishing the strength of the goal and increasing the strength of the supposedly subaltern one. 
Deviancy can also be not reporting what actually is, z.B., the mass media emphasizing blacks in crimes when it is not statistically the case. (Grabe 1999) Therefore it is suggested that deviancy ultimately not abiding by that level of reality that can be substantiated empirically by the functional and the existential. (The objectivity of subjectivity equals acknowledgement of bias and its effects. This is just as palpable as numerical reasoning – existentially.) That is to say observable truth concurred through the interpretive consensus of the human experience. In other words, what is common among the models to construct a model of models?
MAPPING THE THEORY
      Each of the three major theoretical approaches in deviancy can be mapped (Illus. 25) on The Model. This is done to give a suggestion of position and clarification as to the sectors of major influence, but should not be construed to mean that they are irrevocably associated to one and only one sector. Each theory crosses borders occasionally as do any interpretive approaches in the explanation of human behaviour again keeping in mind that the bulk of positivistic studies in deviancy are based on them.
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Illustration 25. Mapping Theoretical Approaches.
         The three approaches are clearly superimposed on The Model (Illus. 25). First, “Strain” arcs between X2 and X1-prime. The rise of anomie between what one wants and what one can have in the social order is obvious. Society sets goals and, if they can not be met by a person, then there is some strain involved whether or not the goals are ever met. The social order defines the social objectives of ASB. Of course there can e anomie in other sectors of The Model, but this is the area of prime intensity. People are socialized to believe this and to strive for normalcy. Second, unlike strain, labeling may occur at any place in The Model. In fact, anywhere has some kind of label attached!   Rightist, leftist, deviant, normal, goal, alternative goal, etc.. No matter where one is, a label will define the boundaries of their social position. If one chooses to not believe any of this, then they are probably an “outcast” to the whole damn system and are subsequently labeled too!  Third, where one is in regard to the ambient social influences tends to wander between ~ASB and ASB. A person can not just become deviant without first knowing, through some experience, actual or vicarious, the nature of those and behaviour of the deviant path. We all wander among the normal and fantasy world of human experience and reality often is not clear giving us an insight to some behaviour that may not regularly occur. Then too, the mass media concentrates on many forms of deviant behaviour so that one does not come to deviancy as a novice – the virtual and “real” world will provide models of behaviour.
     As explained, all of these are bound together in some way and are not just indigenous to one specific area of The Model. Someone that experiences anomie (Strain Theory) can not but help feeling they are different (Labeling Theory) and often others sympathize with their situation (Differential Association) because they have felt it themselves at one time or another. The emphasis, intensity and social direction differentiates one theory from another, but they are all present in any deviate behaviour just the same.

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS RECONSIDERED
     Let us look one last time at The Model. We know now there are three main elements present in The Model:

     1. a social hierarchy with a goal
     2. a blocked path in ASB

     3. an alternative path in ~ASB

Illustration 26 will reiterate the dynamics of these three aspects. The hierarchy has a goal that a person desires so they then take a planned pathway in ASB to obtain the goal. However, this pathway may have obstacles that are unrealistic and a person may have to
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Illustration 26. Superstition.

 abandon the original goal for a substitute one of equal or comparable desirability. It may also be the case that this substitute goal is still not as desirable as the original one. There are times when an alternative goal does not meet the allure of the original one nor does anything meet the standards of control over one’s personal existence that one and only one specific goal offers. Therefore, the person may take a pathway in ~ASB as their final resolution in this matter to obtain the original goal. This is the classic and generic definition of deviance that this text has been describing with the limitations of generality that such a generic model may infer.
     All of these models and pathways have always suggested that notion of control either from the ambient social order or the existential situation of the individual person. Not to say that there is not a more universal model of control pervading and establishing a canopy over both society and the individual in the dynamics of their intra-reciprocal relationship. This has also been discussed, however, it may be the case that there is a third dynamic here of equal importance. Suppose the ~ASB pathway has been accepted as the only way out of the undesirable situation that presented an alternative goal. Moreover, to complicate the situation, the person now involved in deviancy still can not accept ~ASB as a viable solution because their moral structure does not allow it! This does not mean to say that ~ASB is “thrown out” and there is a return to the alternate pathway in ASB. It simply means that neither pathway (ASB or deviance) is acceptable! Now one is thrown into a kind of “super anomie” that is more intolerable than previous behaviour, but this still does not suggest a return to deviance because it is against their moral structure. Here, moral structure refers to personal value judgments that give substance and control to one’s internal mental configuration affecting their overt behaviour. There is a third possibility here.
     If neither of the previous states of behaviour is acceptable, then a person can fabricate an interpretation of overt behaviour in such a way that their interpretation satisfies their need for goal accomplishment, especially in the areas of control giving security to their everyday living and interaction. An individual may come to believe that certain rituals in their behaviour, when performed, substitute for that which can not be obtained through ASB methods or are so masked that they obliterate any semblance of deviant behaviour. The ritual gives control in such a way that the fabricated goal is indeed believed to be met and that security in life behaviour is controlled to a satisfactory extent, at least in the eyes of the person. Of course, this is a personal concept and others may have difficulty accepting it – if they knew about it! Everyone has their personal fantasies concerning the world and others, expressed in subtle rituals, that gives them control over that which they could not act out in overt behaviour. One name for this could be “superstition”, but there are many others that are even overtly sanctioned by the social order that gives people control over their lives and assurance that anomie is minimized even though they may be arrogant fantasies concerning that which is real and not real. On the other hand, if a person believes a fantasy and also believes that they can not do without it in their world of existence, then it is real. As existentialism suggests, the distinction between reality and illusion is often not clear. It matters not, because if something is believed, then it is reality as one roams between the functional and the existential.
GLOSSARY
AFFILIATION – When a deviant seeks others of same social status for agreement, security and comfort.
ANOMIC – Emile Durkheim’s concept of social estrangement.
DIVERSION – Specious reasoning to make unacceptable social behaviour acceptable.
DR JACK’S MODEL – A generic pathway analysis representation for deviancy.
IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT – Erving Goffman’s discussion concerning the manipulation of a social front to one’s best advantage.
LABELING – The characterizing of a specific deviance by a distinct title.
MASKING – Hiding the true goal of a deviant for a more socially acceptable one.
NORMIANT – The state of between or fluctuating between deviancy and acceptable social behaviour. “Marginality” is useful here.
PHILOSOPHICAL REALIGNMENT – A form of transformation whereby ambient ideas change the deviant’s unacceptable social behaviour to that which is acceptable.
PROFESSIONAL REALIGNMENT – A form of transformation whereby professionals change the deviant’s unacceptable behaviour to that which is acceptable.
RECIPROCITY – The switching of guards and deviant roles.
ROLE – Behavioural expectation in a specific status.
SECONDARY DEVIANCY – A response to a response of social interaction.
SITUATION CONVERSION – When a positive goal changes back to the original socially unacceptable goal because society changes.
SOCIAL HIERARCHY – A socially defined “ladder” whose apex is dominance and nadir is submission/subaltern roles with corresponding degrees in-between.
STATUS – A “rung” in the social hierarchy.
TRANSFORMATION – The deviant believes their unacceptable social behaviour is transformed into acceptable social behaviour.
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