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ABSTRACT

Criminology and its relationships with sociologgdoday at a crossroads, and this paper
explores the changing fortunes of each as they éavwed over the last 50 years. The
separation has occurred as criminology has suadbssétablished itself as an independent
subject with an impressive ability to attract stotde scholars and research grants. Some see
the striking expansion of criminology and move avirayn the basic disciplines as an
indication of success and impressive achievememtewthers are more sceptical and
highlight the costs such isolation brings. The pap@mines the consequences of these
changes, then it focuses on the fates of some=déels concepts in sociological criminology,
before concluding that social theory can be a umgfyorce, capable of reinvigorating the ties
between the two disciplines.
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This anniversary issue &ociology marking 50 years of the journal, offers an oppaity to
reflect on the relationships between criminologg aaciology as they have developed over
this time. Where once the ties had been strongytthga is no longer case. Criminology is
now not content to see itself as a subfield ofi¢gal, medical or social sciences. The
separation has occurred as criminology has suadbssétablished itself as an independent
academic subject, either breaking away from lavostshand sociology departments or
sitting uncomfortably within them. In many of tredter criminology student recruitment

exceeds that to sociology, posing thorny questoomthe future shape of both in competitive,



market driven, mass higher education systems. &peregins by concentrating on the
consequences of these changes, then it descrilbesdme of the central concerns in
sociological criminology have fared over this tileparticular, it focuses on the concepts of
‘deviance’ and ‘subculture’, charting their fatesfdre concluding that social theory can be a

unifying force, capable of reinvigorating the tletween the two disciplines.

In Britain the close relationships between crimagyl and sociology only really emerged in
the 1960s, with the establishment of a universistean that was particularly receptive to the
new discipline of sociolody Once the expansion was well under way this gé¢ioeraecame
disillusioned with the medico-legal character oftiBh criminology. As these sociologists
began to study such topics as drug taking, youltinr@s and mental illness they found
themselves ‘doubly marginalized’ (Downes, 1988 poth their own discipline and
orthodox criminology. In his indispensable essayr@mse developments, Cohen (1981/1988)
describes how a radical approach to crime and degiaas conceived in 1968 by the
formation of the National Deviancy Conference (NDGhe indication of the incredible
intellectual ferment is that in the first five ysasf the NDC, from 1968 to 1973 there were 63
speakers from Britain at 14 conferences, who betwieem produced just under 100 books
on diverse topics (Young, 1998:16), ranging from plhenomenology of suicide to industrial
sabotage, as well as a series of classic analysdsss and youth that are among the main
legacies of the NDC. It gave a platform for critisaork to flourish, including Taylor et al's
(1973) rallying call for a ‘new criminology’, whickucceeded in differentiating radical
European analysis from the American study of desgéaand became ‘the Bible’ for a

generation (Reiner, 2012:35).



Soon internecine conflicts rose over the diffedirections critical work should take, but not
before the approaches pioneered at the NDC becstalglished in the academic field. By the
time of the last conference in 1979 they had fractalong the same rifts as sociology more
generally, acrimoniously disputing the merits ofrisat, Feminist and Foucauldian
approaches then dominant. According to one of &méral figures, it ‘was a dizzying scene,
more a paradigmatic kaleidoscope than a cleartagression of superior paradigms
delivering a knock-out blow to the inferior’ (Dows1€1988:49). But what is clear is that the
radical approaches associated with the NDC haddenrable impact in British sociology.
Cohen (1981/1988:84-86) concludes his review otliea state of play by highlighting how
subfields of sociology were hospitable to new desjaideas - including education,
medicine, mass media, welfare and social policyyelsas cultural studies and a revival of

interest in the study of law as a social institatio

The sense of schism gave a ‘useful order to angingefield’ (Rock, 1988:191), while the
new perspectives themselves became institutiorthéine respectable. Ironically, it was
radical, sceptical and critical versions of crimogy that fuelled the remarkable growth of
the discipline in the decades to come as the corficattbn of higher education took hold in
the 1990s. Since then criminology has acquireabthjanizational trappings of an academic
discipline (Loader and Sparks, 2012:8). These oheline growth of separate departments,
new degree schemes, graduate research funding,dargial conferences, prestigious prizes
and the appointment of researchers whose entirehgpucation experience has only been
in criminology. The following passage captures saithe issues at stake:

In the last decade or so, and for the first timgsmistory, criminology has

sought to establish firm parameters on what isveimak is not classed as

“criminology”. It does this by creating a myth albdig own history and then



enshrining it as “fact”. For years criminology waeppy to acknowledge that it

was essentially an importer of ideas and theor@s tognate fields and more

firmly established academic disciplines acrosssth@al sciences and humanities.

It also acted as a meeting place of sorts, anéatekal space into which

academics from different disciplinary backgroundsld come to debate the

causes of and control of crime and social harmedent years there seems to

have been a gradual erosion of this very posititelectual firmament.

(Hall and Winlow, 2012:8)

The central message from these authors is theniw time for the discipline to recover its
vitality and vigour in the face of such obstacled #éis paper shares their ambitions to renew
and extend the theoretical gaze of criminology,dnés so through directly engaging with
the sociological condition itself and identifyingd very directions of travel available. One
might be termed the ‘imperial’ conceptualisation &ime other offering a more

‘cosmopolitan’ vision of sociology and social theor

Expansion and Specialization

The dangers of an ever narrowing specializatiorttatthe field is ‘at risk of sinking into a
set of cliques where criminologists read the wdrktbers who think like them, write for
those very same people and publish only in thenlsrthat they and their colleagues are
already reading’ (Bosworth and Hoyle, 2011:3). Aitar point has been made by Hobbs
(2012:262) where he describes the current ‘tendehcyiminologists to Balkanise
themselves, often preaching to the converted \aaiafist outlets and citation clubs, has
drastically reduced the potential impact of thelm@arship, exacerbating the retreat from
sociology, and severely restricting criminologyamge’. Equally this is a major problem for

sociology, where whole sub-fields of the disciplngrate and establish themselves as new



areas or applied subjects, as health studies,| smtiay, media studies and others have done
S0 in Britain — at some cost to the overall cohegeimstitutional reputation and well-being of
the discipline (Holmwood, 2010). Likewise, muchtloé sociology of work is now to be
found in business and management schools andeadl fo a dilution of the ‘sociological

imagination’ in these environments (Halford andaBgleman, 2009:819).

The rapid expansion of criminology is not just ries¢d to Britain, it has been especially
pronounced in the United States. According to theeAcan Sociological Association
(ASA), criminology and criminal justice majors namtweigh those enrolled on sociology
programmes by some two thirds (Hannah-Moffat, 283Q). In the US the movement
towards independent criminology and criminal jusiicogrammes was already well
advanced and many are vocational, posing awkwaedtopuns over whether criminology is
actually an academic discipline at all. It is niot@ly that criminology has divorced itself
from sociology in the US. Sociology has also ‘pdlevay from criminology, particularly as
taught and studied at elite institutions’ (ShorthwHughes, 2007:632). The expansion of an
applied, practitioner-orientated criminology hasemgely impacted on the subject’s
intellectual status (Garland, 2011:311). In Eurthgepattern is more mixed, but criminology
departments and degrees have rapidly increasednada, Australia, New Zealand, and
South Africa, with many beginning to appear in lydChina, and Asia (Loader and Sparks,
2012:9-10). Criminology is now taught around thebgl, and it is important to consider the
implications of these changes, not least sincelitha@pline itself exists in a world

experiencing immense transformations.

Indeed, the scale of the cultural, economic andipal changes that have gathered pace since

the late twentieth century present profound chghsnAs Garland and Sparks (2000:1) put



it, to wish these difficulties away, ‘to carry oegardless, to pursue the conventional agendas
of criminological enquiry in the accustomed way,ugbbe to turn away from some of the
most important issues that face contemporary stuoalght and public policy.” These
comments introduced a collection of essays sedkingnew and invigorate the field, initially
published as a special issue of Bréish Journal of Criminologyand then an edited book.
Many of the contributors are leading social thisk@ncluding Zygmunt Bauman, Mary
Douglas, Paul Hirst and Nikolas Rose), but whorarely thought of as ‘criminologists’ —
even though their work speaks directly to issugb@aheart of criminological enquiry. More
recently the NDC has been revived in 2011 and 284 4he organisers felt that it was ‘very
much needed, especially in Britain, as the domicanterences were once again becoming
increasingly administrative and empiricist in natuiVinlow and Atkinson, 2013:17). There
is a clear sense that the field is struggling tdasatand a world in flux and is missing the big
picture, a long standing complaint, but made alriore pressing given the intellectual and

political challenges of our times.

From the outset many of the leading figures indisit@t criminology is not a discipline, and
the entire NDC movement can be seen as a forrmafcaminology’, which has gradually
had to ‘absorb the implications of its own creasiogfCohen, 1988:16). In one recent
assessment British criminology continues to be wedd a stolid mix of ‘correctionalism,
modernism, abstracted empiricism, unprincipledaidesm and positivism’ (Rock, 2011:21).
These accusations are regularly levelled agaiesfield to denounce the character of much
scholarship. For some, contemporary criminologydibthe organizational trappings of an
academic discipline, but has no intellectual caoeiad which the diverse approaches and

specialty areas can cohere. The worry is thatradefpendent criminology’ will further



‘fragment into distinct specialisms’ with an incsgagly inward focus resulting in ‘negative

consequences for collective learning’ (Garland,12812).

In the US context Abbott (2001:134) has noted hetatts differences’ work to keep certain
hierarchies in place: ‘Criminology departments Hifcem sociology departments, but seldom
vice versa’'. Here conventional disciplines havenbalgle to maintain their dominance,
despite a plethora of applied subject areas groarnognd them. Abbott explains how a fairly
long historical process has shaped a structurkexibfy stable core of disciplines,
surrounded by heady blur of interdisciplinarity,ew the conventional disciplines stand in
superiority. Academics compete with one anothesugh redefining each other’s work. This
movement is rarely a two-way exchange of ideaseldgwments in the applied field are
seldom translated back into the primary field. Gallg, the applied areas are not self-
reproducing, but rely on the ‘continued importatiand, in consequence on the health of the
exporter disciplines’ (Holmwood, 2010:646). Theosty departmental structure of the US
university system has helped to sustain the disap/ status of sociology, but the prospects
in the UK are bleaker in Holmwood'’s reckoning, dae¢he twin threats of interdisciplinarity
and the audit culture regulating higher educatiothe country (though see Savage, 2010, for

a nuanced critique of this view).

The expansion of criminology has ‘marginalisedicaitwriting and reduced theory from a
live contested quality that ran like a thread tigtoall aspects of scholarship to a niche or
specialism’ (Hobbs, 2012:262). This tendency wasiified over 15 years ago in the US,
where Currie (1998:18) distinguished between threisions in American criminology: a
large, technocratic, ‘mainstream’ that rarely veesunto the public arena; a small, but

extremely vocal and influential right wing set @inementators; and a slightly larger radical



ghetto, which is content to go ‘along with the défon of itself as a fringe, or as a kind of
sub-specialization within the larger field.” For Bdit (2001) this fragmenting is part of the
normal ‘chaos of disciplines’ and a healthy sigmefl-being, as disciplines cycle through a
pattern of core principles. In discussing this angat Holmwood (2010:649-50) maintains
there is rarely any agreement on what constitine®tganising core of sociology, meaning
that it constantly ‘has to be achieved againsngrmal tendency to self-subversion’ and this

might be best seen as ‘a particular kind of “dissesii.

Sociology has diversified and fragmented to suckxant that it is now far less possible to
claim a clear centre to the discipline (Urry, 2Qd&)t important questions remain over the
kind of relationships sociology should be cultingtwith other disciplines in the social
sciences and humanities (Scott, 2005). Few wowdtion ‘any kind of isolationism for
sociology’ nor argue against ‘multidisciplinaritygut in a context where there is ‘a strong
sense of what different disciplines can bring tbate, not the collapse of disciplines into
indistinctiveness’ (Halford and Strangleman, 20@9)8 Scott (2005) builds his argument
from some questions initially posed by Urry (198%gr two opposing conceptualisations of
sociology: one sees it as the Queen of the SciencasComtean sense, standing at the head
of a hierarchy of disciplines, while the other veeivas a parasite — scavenging off the
discarded remnants from more autonomous disciptesdting in a disparate mix of
‘sociologies of’ one thing or another. Such an apph might be called ‘promiscuous’ but a
more generous reading would be to describe it'‘@ssanopolitan’ vision, which is an
orientation Outhwaite (2015:121-2) commends inrecent overview of social theory and
stands in contrast to the ‘soft imperialism’ of imbagy. Both frames of reference carry risks,
but the cosmopolitan is a broader approach, spgrihasocial sciences and bridging the

divide with the humanities, but ‘feeling not quéehome anywhere’ (ibid.).



Although Urry (2005:1) maintains there must bedsty and coherent disciplines’, as there is
‘nothing worse than lower common denominator insaiglinarity’, he does point out the
opportunities fragmentation provides, helping tbvem and transform mainstream concerns.
But the problem, once we consider sociological sratogy, is that some of its central
concepts — deviance, moral panic, social contuticslture to name just a few — no longer
command the attention they once did and sounddéas who have run their course. As
topics they remain popular on undergraduate modcrdslissertations, but not many would
say they are at the cutting edge of contemporankiting. Of course, this waxing and waning
of interest in particular concepts is an endemadufiee of scholarship, paradigm shifting
eruptions are inevitably followed by patterns afrmal science’ then a winding down and
eventual exhaustion, once there is little new toasal remain dormant until revived by a
fresh intervention restarting the cycle. But tlsi:i0t to say that the processes they describe or
the questions they pose disappear, rather theypanarked in different settings and it is this

dynamic | explore in what follows.

Deviance and Difference

One of the consequences of the recent expansiomahology has been the proliferation of
seemingly new theories of criminality. Often thessv approaches are revisiting older
sociological ideas, but with sophisticated quatititearesearch methods and mobilising
statistically testable propositions. For exampigraie has been revived in ‘general strain
theory’ (Agnew, 1992), social disorganization i;icarnated as ‘collective efficacy’
(Sampson et al, 1997), deviant careers are nowrsiodel through the lens of ‘life-course
criminology’ (Bonistall and Ralston, 2014), differteal association underpins ‘social learning

theory’ (Akers and Jensen, 2003) and the ascend#negional choice in all manner of
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‘control’ theories (Clarke and Felson, 2008). ¥ tharlier sociologists could be accused of
romanticising deviance, then these newer theoags gone too far in portraying crime as
‘mundane’ (Best, 2004a:75). A move challenged leyrdvival of interest in cultural
criminology over the last two decades, where tha tieansgression (Presdee, 2000, Ferrell et
al, 2004) has been deployed to attend to the phenolmgy of crime and rule breaking.
Simply put, it is an approach that has attemptguld@oe the study of crime and its control
firmly in the context of culture, viewing them a®ative constructs full of energy and
meaning. The major task remains one of construcairiglly social theory of crime and
deviance that does not maintain that there is gy of “normal” people and another

discipline seeking to explain crime and deviand®yng, 2013:xiv).

These words were written by Young in an essay dhtcong the 49 anniversary of the
publication of theNew Criminologyone of the most well-known books to emerge from t
NDC. In it he situates the book in a critical séegy inspired by Mills’ (1959 he
Sociological ImaginationThis new essay picks up arguments from Yound4 12 final
book, which subjected criminology to a similar veting attack that Mills delivered upon
sociology over fifty years ago. In it he condemms abstract empiricism’ of mainstream
criminology, described as one-dimensional, baeahnocratic and in the deadening grip of
guantification, while that which aspires to ‘graheory’ is also divorced from social
realities, thriving on trivial, ponderous obfuscatiwhere ‘latter-day Foucauldians have taken
an outrageous and iconoclastic thinker and turmeeviitings into some sort of Talmudic
parody of contested interpretation’ (Young, 201178)is ambition is not without its own
problems, discussed elsewhere (Carrabine, 2016t istsignificant that the new

criminology project was dedicated to a ‘fully sddi@eory of deviance’ and it is this
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emphasis on social theory that | see as the umgjfigrce capable of reinvigorating the ties

between criminology and sociology.

It is worth recalling that the concept of deviantem Durkheim onwards, was always meant
to be a broader notion than criminal behaviour levaiso being less insulting to individuals
and groups who departed significantly from soc@ims. As Goffman pointed out in the
1960s, when the field was thriving and brimmingharittellectual energy, it was only ever
sociologists who thought it useful to group togetiheig takers, prostitutes, jazz musicians,
the urban poor, circus performers, and the menilaliyder a single concept and then think
they have enough in common that significant thiceys be said of them as a whole
(Goffman, 1963:167, n.1 and 170-1). As such theduaality is difference, and how this is
bound up with cultural conflicts, social judgemeatsl political processes. 8tigma

Goffman (1963) examined how people managed ‘spadentity’, the pain and shame
associated with being considered less than humauexgrosed the very inappropriateness of
the term deviance to describe physical handic&ymietifference and numerous forms of

social disaffiliation.

Indeed, the sociology of deviance came under swestattack for its internal contradictions
and inability to confront larger questions of powantrol and ideology. The demise of the
concept is captured in books like Pearson’s (191e) Deviant Imaginatigrwhich argued
that the romanticization of crime, deviance anaeils in ‘misfit sociology’ was a dead end.
Although the concept of deviance was further rewwdrét the Birmingham Centre for
Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) it becamewulesl under broader debates
surrounding culture, ideology and politics. By #880s cultural studies had moved on to

guestions of difference, identity and postmodernistmle a major ‘obituary’ from the 1990s
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claimed the entire ‘field had died’ (Sumner, 1994:0f course, the irony in the UK was that
this assessment was written just as criminologwg distinct discipline, began to take flight.
In the US reactions noted that the sociology ofi@®se had lost much of its intellectual
energy where the rapid growth of criminal justiseaavocational discipline had taken its toll,

concluding that the concept was still alive, but @bthat lively (Best, 2004b).

The metaphor of transgression has replaced theateonhcerns in the sociology of deviance,
where old questions are now put in a fresh liglanéeptually it takes ‘us along a series of
continua, both vertical and horizontal, such aseshprofane; good-evil; normal-
pathological; sane-mad; purity-danger; high-lowntoe-periphery and so on’ (Jenks,
2003:2). The key dynamic is the sense of ‘trespa$stepping beyond prescribed limits,
breaking rules and exceeding boundaries, wher&rthéble’ is as much ‘inside’ as it is
‘outside’ (Jervis, 1999:3). Of course, these ide@age resurfaced in cultural criminology
(Ferrell et al, 2008), which has done much to ersjieathe role of image, style and meaning
in subcultures and the mediated processes throbgthwrime and punishment are

constructed.

Pivotal has been Katz’s (1988) account of the saitgwf crime across a diverse range of
acts, which include juvenile ‘sneaky thrills’, archebbery and cold-blooded, ‘senseless’
murder. The book was highly provocative and intehiderestore the rich, interpersonal
drama of the illicit by highlighting the ‘moral emons’, such as shame and humiliation, in a
nuanced phenomenology of the moment. Although émflial it has been criticised for
disregarding the wider social context in whichaaition takes place (Young 2007), failing to
secure ‘serious distance’ (implying that offendgtgries are taken at face value) and lacking

any ‘systematic explanation’ of the various ‘motigaal’ accounts (Taylor, 1999:224). Yet,
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as Hayward (2002:83) suggests, these objectiomseadthe failure of “background”

structural theories of crime to address the funddaiguestion of why (under shared social
conditions) one person rather than another conunitse’. This is a crucial point and
suggests that there remains a troubling split betvgtructure and agency and a need to
reconcile the rich, existential focus of his workhnan understanding of structural forces and

historical processes giving shape and meaninygés lihat transgress.

In this regard, Lyng’s (1990) concept of ‘edgewadrk’s been telling, as he combines both
Marx and Mead in an effort to place voluntary forofisisk taking in a broader social
context. Here the ‘problem of consciousness’ iditilebetween macro-level economic
forces (Marx) and social interaction at the micewdl (Mead). The ‘edgework’ concept itself
is taken from the journalist Hunter S. Thompson haisddepiction of anarchic, excessive
conduct, most famously in his hallucinatory accofiftear and Loathing in Las Vegas
where ‘negotiating the boundary between life anatlileconsciousness and unconsciousness,
and sanity and insanity is a central theme’ (Ly1200:855). Various types of dangerous
sports (rock climbing, skydiving, downhill skiingyotor racing and so on), risky occupations
(firefighting, test piloting, combat soldiering apdlice work) and illicit sensations (binge
drinking, drug use, body modification, sadomasdahsexualities, eating disorders and

outlaw bikers) are among the practices identifietha&olving edgework.

Not unsurprisingly the focus in edgework studiegpoutotypically male, high-risk
endeavours has been criticised by feminist crinaigists. One of the earliest critics
highlighted how the examples are almost all ‘atiggi that are engaged in primarily by white
men with attachment to the labor force’ (Miller,9191531). Drawing on her own research

with African-American, female street hustlers Mil@ntends that their daily oppression is



14

such that they have to engage in edgework to gréater extent than working or middle-
class men and because of their structural locdtiey rarely do so voluntarily. Since then
attention has been given to the gendered dynarhm$emding and examining the ways
multiple inequalities intersect and interlock tader some subordinate while reinforcing the
privileges of others. Indeed, Cain (1990:6) wagary advocate for a ‘transgressive
criminology’ urging feminists to step outside trentines of conventional ‘criminological
discourse’ and instead ‘raise questions about onstdution of gender itself’ in an effort to
unravel the conditions that disadvantage both nmelmaomen (see also O’Neill and Seal,

2013).

Cultural criminology has also been criticised fridm different strands of realist criminology
currently enjoying a renaissance. Steve Hall andb&iWinlow (2007) in an initial polemic
denounced the celebratory idealism, romanticisintp@ offender, and failure to grasp the
full implications of neo-liberal capitalism’s desttive power in much cultural criminology.
Across a series of subsequent publications theg bartinued the critique, most recently
explaining that cultural criminology ‘is not realtyiminology, it's the sociology of
peripheral mischievousness’ having little to saysernious and harmful crimes like ‘domestic
violence, homicide, and violent organized crimd,iyyalso fails to investigate state and
corporate crime, which it leaves to more traditiardical criminologists’ (Hall and Winlow,
2015:51). Their own approach, dubbed ‘ultra-readlissnderived primarily from
contemporary radical philosophy, which they sttivelifferentiate from the more familiar
Left realist position that emerged in the mid-1986=elf a reaction against the ‘idealism’ of
the NDC). A leading proponent of Left realism, Rolatthews (2014) has attempted to
reconfigure cultural criminology along realist Iéhgo that it produces work that has policy

relevance, while combining theoretical curiositgwempirical rigour. Here there is a long
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overdue attempt to align his social democraticemyvith critical realist writers such as
Margaret Archer, Roy Bhaskar and Andrew Sayer, wace oddly ignored as the
perspective took shape in the 1980s and 1990seTdresmportant theoretical interventions
and | return to them below, for there are significdifferences between them, but what they

do point to is the urgent need to revitalize criahogical thought.

The Subcultural Legacy

The concept of subculture sought to explain howerdhces between a particular social
group and the mainstream come to be defined asutedefying the beliefs, lifestyles,
manners, values of the larger society. In whaoted | briefly trace the legacy of the
subcultural tradition as it was developed by Sttiait and his colleagues at the Birmingham
Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCSkde how the concept of deviance and
the subcultural terrain became subsumed under érakabates surrounding culture, ideology
and politics. The last twenty years have seen tbett) of ‘post-subcultural’ studies
emerging to address the criticisms associatedtwéBirmingham tradition (Sweetman,
2013). These new perspectives have difficultietheir own, not least since the outright
rejection of this past leaves a ‘valorizing of midual consumption’ that fails to grasp ‘the

generation or articulation of deviance as socigkeerence’ (Blackman, 2014:506).

The subcultural tradition, as it evolved througé @hicago School up to the Birmingham
Centre, always sought to portray subcultures dmdisve social worlds — deviant,
disenfranchised and unconventional, but forming Wéh others sharing similar values,
practices and geographies. The CCCS establishagmoach that no longer saw subcultural
formations as a frustrated readjustment to domimadtlle class values, but a defiant

opposition to them. The rise of spectacular youttcsltures in post-war Britain were read as
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signifying the predicament of social change antilting the bitter dynamics of class conflict
in the shift to a modern, consumer society (Hatl defferson, 1976). However, this
resistance occurs in the fields of leisure and ewomtion, thereby failing to challenge

broader structures of power. This theme is develap&Villis’s (1977) ethnographic study of
how a ‘counter-school culture’ among a group ofkuay class ‘lads’ ultimately prepares
them for menial, unskilled employment. The meanioigsubcultural style are explored with
considerable verve by Hebdige (1979) through ashbextual analysis and case studies
where the interest in the working class is retaied is now situated in the subversive
potential of Continental avant-garde aesthetice [akting impact of the book, and the CCCS
approach more generally, is to pit youth subcu#against the incorporating logics of mass

culture.

Critics quickly disputed the political significane#tached to subcultures in the approach and
were troubled by the elitist focus on the origiraalthentic moment at the expense of any
sense of a lived culture (Clarke, 1981). Othewntbfault with the romantic reading of youth
style as internal to the group, which underestisittie ways youth subcultures are
manufactured by culture industries (Cohen, 198Cpncerns were raised over the
preoccupation with white, male and working cladscsiltures, where the celebration of the
spectacular ignored the racism and sexism in thdowever, the Marxist emphasis on class
was contested by feminists at the Centre, mosbhobyy McRobbie (1981) who highlighted
how Willis and Hebdige had implicitly privileged saulinity and ignored relationships in
the family, households and sexuality. Much of herknever since has been a sustained,
gendered interrogation of social change and aitmgalf how consumerism borrows some of
feminism’s central concerns, while at the same tithging and undermining their critical

meaning and impact.
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The relative neglect of ethnicity is a criticisnatmeeds to be addressed in more detail, not
least since Hall and his colleagues begin to tthekpolitics of race in their major work on
Policing the CrisigHall et al, 1978). Yet the very ‘Englishness’ bétcultural studies
project remained unexamined until tBmpire Strikes Backl982) collection of essays,
which argued for a more critical take on the socaaistruction of race. Gilroy (1987:12)
subsequently condemned the ‘morbid celebrationngid&d and Englishness from which
blacks are systematically excluded’ in the disaipliHe subsequently denounced essentialist
accounts of black cultural formations, insistingytiproduce ‘camp mentalities’ echoing not
only fascism but also the commercialisation of édn-American music and urban, ghetto
styles. In the latter new claims of ethnic authatytichime with twenty first century
corporate multicultural commodification: when ‘hin@p’s marginality’ becomes ‘as official
and routinized, as its overblown defiance, evehafmusic and its matching life-style are
still being presented — marketed — as outlaw forf@droy, 2000:180). His critique of bio-
politics is also extended to how the black bodgaded as either super human in the black
athlete or as less than human in the violent btaickinal. Notions of ‘ghettoness’ have
become synonymous with forms of transgressive roiss’ (Jaffe, 2012), but his more
recent work has explored the ‘convivial culture’nofilticultural cities, where forms of
tolerance jostle with racism and yielding freshghss into the relationships between the

metropolis, colony and the ‘immigrant’ (Gilroy, 200

The focus on identity and difference was bound ith iwoader changes across the
intellectual landscape, where the era of ‘the Pamtie to characterise these new times: post-
colonialism, post-feminism, post-fordism, post-msamx, post-structuralism, and looming

over all, the post-modern. In Hebdige’s (198®Jing in the Lighthe sets out to overcome
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the weaknesses of subcultural analysis by explateizates over postmodernism. Early on
we learn that this will be an ‘obituary’ for histial ‘theoretical models’ where the ‘idea of
subculture-as-negation grew up alongside punk, ireedanextricably linked to it and died
when it died’ (Hebdige, 1988:8). This idea reworksgdRedhead (1997) and others who
argued that the subcultural moment had now pasgedistory (between the death of punk
and the rise of rave later in 1980s) and the moweioe'club cultures’ required fresh

postmodern theorising.

Consequently, terms like ‘tribe’, ‘scene’ and ‘Bfgle’ have been advanced to deal with the
problems associated with subcultural theory. Thggestion is these are better equipped to
capture the proliferation, fragmentation and indialised character of contemporary youth
cultures (Bennett, 2011). Others criticised CCCl&aliural approaches for over relying on
theoretical abstraction at the expense of empidatd (Hodkinson, 2012). Significantly, Hall
and Jefferson (2006) have responded to theseismiscin a wide ranging survey of how their
approach has fared. In discussing some of the pastisubcultural contributions they note

they certainly provide:

fuller accounts of the lived accounts of the liveegberiences of their subcultural
“bearers” better than we did RTR thereby meeting the main thrust of the “lack-
of-ethnographic-authenticity” critique. But, beyotidt, what do we learn of the
larger picture? How well are these empirically grded subcultures “grounded”
in relation to the political, economic and socidtgral changes of their respective
times? The answer is “not very well”, if at all.

(Hall and Jefferson, 2006:xiv)
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This is partly due to an ‘endemic problem with etraphic accounts’ where insider
depictions ‘told from within is taken to be thepieged level of enquiry and of explanation’
and some are fundamentally ‘opposed to...making attiores between lived experience and
structural realities’ (ibid.) Their line of critigquhere is accuse the post-subculturalist
ethnographers of offering up a ‘hollow empiricistinat fails to grasp the larger, structural

condition and ties to historical developments (Swes, 2013:2).

On one level the tensions exposed here are beteagious, ethnographic work and big
picture, sociological theorising, but on anothetlspeak to the question of how are we to
distinguish between good and bad ethnography — fifuick’ and ‘thin’ description — and
returns us to themes introduced earlier in thiepadatthews (2014:208) spends some time
setting out what to ‘critical realists a good etgraphy’ should look like and argues it should

include a number of key attributes, and insisty thest:

be evaluative of social action and aim to bettetaustand human capabilities,
vulnerabilities, and values. People’s involvemerd eesponse to different forms
of transgression are not reducible to the seanchXoitement, engaging in
“edgework”, the experience of resistance, or elenay of transgression. We
need to understand more about the ethical dimessibsocial life and the
complex mix of values, aspirations and concerrthade we study...Some
account also needs to be taken of public opini@hsacial norms to understand
why different forms of crime and deviance mattepéople.
(ibid.)
The two exemplars he chooses to support his casé@/glis’s (1977)Learning to Labouland

Goffman’s (1968)Asylums both of which begin with particular situationsdamove out to
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more general forms of explanation, through a precésbstraction that identifies the
essential features of the processes and instigitioder study. In this article Matthews is
emphasizing the role of theory, and his overaljgubis geared toward building a critical
realist approach that goes beyond ‘so what’ critoigy (see also Matthews, 2009). There is
no doubt criminology is in urgent need of theo@tienewal, but a complaint is that ‘he
moves us further away from genuine critical realesmd closer to the administrative

pragmatism that bogged down left realism in the0s98Hall and Winlow, 2015:63).

As mentioned earlier Hall and Winlow have been tigyag their own ‘ultra-realist’ position
and this denunciation is bound up with this projéas heavily influenced by the radical
philosophy of Badiou, Ranciére, Virilio and Zizekmong others, written in a deliberately
provocative style they attempt nothing less thadéconstruction of the dominant
paradigms of criminological thought. But it is @&k and often one-dimensional take on
social relationships, while the relentless driveléonolish left-liberal scholarship has the
unfortunate tendency to overshadow the originalittheir own insights. Nevertheless, |
share their desire to revitalize criminology andldmot agree more with their contention
that we:

no longer live in the 1960s, and whilst we shoelsjppect some of the major

theoretical accomplishments of the past, we shoataslavishly regard this

particular period as the pinnacle of human thowagiat attempt to make its

theories fit into a very different political, ecane, cultural and ideological

climate. Instead, we should, in an exercise shbeseotimental attachment and

vested interests, take from those theories whadirevital and pertinent before

redoubling our efforts to make sense of the wosldt & and as it could be.

(Hall and Winlow, 2012:9)
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This motif of recognizing the new without losingist of what is still valuable in the old
serves as an invaluable blueprint for how thecaétork in the social sciences should

proceed.

Conclusion

One of the consequences of the striking expandienminology over the last twenty-five
years or so has been the development of distiecigiisms and the invention of an entire
criminological tradition. But somewhere along thaywt lost ‘its sociological soul’ and
nowhere is this more apparent than in the ‘falsba@tiomy that has been created in British
criminology between the economic and the cultuidbbbs, 2012:262-3). Earlier in this
paper | mentioned that the new criminology projeas dedicated to developing a ‘fully
social theory of deviance’. Famously it never deded on this promise, and the work that is
often said to have come the closest is Hall et(&R§9)Policing the Crisisbut there are
others — not least Taylor’'s (1999) oWnime in Contextthat combines a nuanced
understanding of the political economy of crimehnatthorough handle on its cultural
dynamics in competitive, market societies. A défarkind of example would be Garland’s
(1990)Punishment and Modern Socigiyhich was a wide ranging survey of the classic
social theorists who have explored the instituti@eaplexity of punishment, to reveal the
broader structural forces, cultural sensibilitigsljtical conflicts and social relations
sustaining penal systems. More recently Hobbs’a3PDush Lifeis the culmination of
decades of ethnographic research highlightinglehebie nature of criminal markets, the
constructed and contested notion of organized ¢nvhech interacts with upper and

underworlds, and increasingly normalised in theh\emg complexities of urban living.
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These are only a handful of examples and readdiraaviloubt be able to call on others, but
my more general point is that criminology needseteew its relationship with the
sociological imagination. And this should not bere-way street, especially since social
theory itself is understood to be in a state cfisyiwhere today there are at best ‘highly
idiosyncratic treatments of theory in a few soaglalepartments and a small theory
community among the students in those departm€htisher, 2009:558). Although Turner is
describing the teaching situation in the United&tawhere the position is undoubtedly
extreme, but the modularization of courses elseevhas meant that few students are now
acquiring a thorough grounding in the classic, fatine debates or a comprehensive sense of
the contemporary theoretical landscape. At the nrmbitteere are two directions in which
academic social theory can go. One will furthertabate to disciplinary fragmentation,
where academic social theory establishes itse kmd of sub-discipline, distinct from the
main fields of philosophy, sociology, politics asal on’, the other is a more ‘cosmopolitan’
approach spanning divisions between social sciandghe humanities, and ‘including the
social thought generated by social movements amef®butside the academy’ (Outhwaite,
2015:121). It seems to me that is a welcome mowaydmwm the Comtean ‘imperial’ vision
of sociology toward ‘an intellectual space in whgdtiology and its “others” coexist and
hybridically operate in a variety of settings, dfiah universities are only one element’
(Stanley, 2005:1.9). Criminology is just one of thtners’ that have grown out of a
sociological specialism, but the challenges it en¢s to the intellectual jurisdiction of the
discipline are serious and demand extended comsidey of which this paper is only a

beginning.
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