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CHAPTER ONE

1._ 'The Urban Criminal' as background to the Research

l.l. @General objectives and strategy of the Sheffield Urban Studjy
The stated objectives of the Sheffield Study on Urban Social
Structure and Crime is to advance the study of urban criminality by
focusing on the often neglected areal dimension of urban crime. As
Baldwin and Bottoms (1976) say in their introductory paragraph,
"Crime is largely an urban phenomenon but the specifically

urban and areal dimensions of the social processes that are

connected with crime have been seriously understated in much
recent criminological work.'

The Urban Criminal represents the first stage of the research
which was concerned with tracing possible links between urban sociology
and criminoclogy and examining works in urban sociology which are con-
sidered to be of significance for an area study of urban crime. The

authors give a detailed statistical analysis of recorded crime and

census data in Sheffield, with the objective of highlighting relation-
ships warranting more detalled examination. The second and third stages

of the praject are concerned with this more detailed examination of
relationships shown up by the areal epidemiology. Nine small areas of

the city were selected by housing type and offender rate for further study -
more details of this are given by Bottoms (1976). The small area research
proposed for the second and third stages of the study is concerned with
intra-urban differences in offender residence levels, revealed by the
statistical analysis of crime data in Part One, which are not immediately

explicable in terms of other social varlables. This research, which
includes that p:esented in ?his thesis, has the objective of obtaining

more qualitative data on the residents and their lives in these housing
areas, and of developing explanations for certain housing type and
offender rate relationships shown up by the statistical analysis. Other

work on the selected areas of the city include a study of the sources and




validity of police statistics for those areas (Mawby 1979). The

qualitative work by individual researchers is supplemented by a social

survey designed by Professor A.E. Bottoms, in collaboration with
R. Mawby and M. Walker, and administered under his direction by an

independent market research organisation.

The Urban Criminal is referred to by its authors as ground

clearing, exploratory in intent, aimed at revealing certain relation-

ships between rates of offender residence and areas of particular
housing tenure types within the city which demand explanation. The

small area research to be carried out by individual research workers

was conceived as fundamentally etiological and explanatory in intent,
in accordance with the stated objective of the originators of the project
to attempt to generate middle range theories or 'empirical generalisa-

tions'. The explanatory strategy of this Sheffield Study was designed

as a modified version of grounded theory methodology (see Glaser and
Strauss 1968), although later, with the development of the research, it

was recognised that there was more stress on the social action approach
than there was in the original modified version of the Glaser and Strauss

formulation (Report to the SSRC 1978).

l.2. Theoretical orientation of the Sheffield Study (and later developments
in relevant theory5

The Sheffield Study is seen as broadly following a Weberian
methodological framework stressing the need for explanation to be
adequate, both at the level of social structure and meaning of action.

Within this framework the authors of The Urban Criminal considered

relevant theoretical work from:urban sociology and criminology. From ihe

literature survey, undertaken by the authors, three recent theoretical

traditions in urban sociology were seen as potentially useful to a

greater understanding of urban crime. These being the concept of housing

classes (Rex and Moore 1967) and the idea of a socio-ecological system -
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as developed by Pahl (1970), and more generally, the concept of
social space and the concept of social network. From criminology

e s +"UJL59¢}‘: tﬂ\ho\\ -s.ts
the authors of The Urban Criminal show that the work of bHraditieon=zt-

. +e%s such as Cicourel (1968) and Matza (1969) are of great importance

in the study of urban crime.

One important finding of the first stage of the Sheffield Study
was that the official offender rate was found to be statistically
related to social variables in different ways in areas with different
tenure type =~ supporting the importance of the housing class concept
and that of a socio-ecological system. Four types of housing area
are distinguished by Baldwin and Bottoms (1976) following the
operationalisation of Rex and Moore's housing class concept, these
being council, privately rented, owner-occupied and mixed. The
tenure types were found to be distinct in several respects both as
regards urban data and crime data, and the correlational patterns
were also different. The possibility that different etiological

and explanatory accounts of crime in differing housing tenure areas
might be necessary i1s mentioned, and also the necessity for taking

a closer overall view of the housing market. Certainly the work of

Rex and Moore has such implications for the urban criminologist for
they suggest that being a member of a particular housing class is of
first importance in determining a man's associations, his interests,
his life st&le and his position in the urban social structure. At

a theorefical level, at least, it would seem, however, that neither
the existeﬁée of a caﬁsal process, nor its direction can be stated
80 defihifely. A person's associations, interests, life style and
position iﬁ fhe urban social structure may be merely a reflection of

his housing situation or such factors as these may determine his housing
class. Again alternatively it may be argued that his position in

the hbﬁsihg;ﬁarkef; hié*infefesté,‘life style and position in the



urban social structure are determined by his economic position and

his social class. A similar idea to that expounded by Rex and Moore
is, however, the underlying assumption of those who argue for the
extension of owner-occupation in preference to other types of tenure.
That is, there is a belief that home ownership acts as a social anchor,
it binds the owner to the social order. A necessary requisite of

adherence to a 'property owning democracy' is the ownership of property

by the individuals who make up that society.

Pahl (1970) took up and extended the idea of Rex and Moore and it
was his contention that it is the locality -~ the physical situation of
housing and the corresponding socio-ecological system -~ which is
important in explaining differences in ways of life, a point that is
often overlooked in the emphasis on the role of social class and life
cycle characteristics in this connection. There are, therefore,
disparities within a social class « people with similar social class

and life characteristics do not necessarily have similar life chances

in different localities.

Pahl predicts that,

"As people become more aware of these objective differences

between places .. 80 the backing of objective reality with
subjective awareness will lead to common residence becoming

increasingly associated with common interest." (p.l1ll2)

Since Pahl wrote this he has modified and developed some of his
ideas (Pahl 1975), although while moving towards a view of the city
which emphasises the role of the political economy in urbanism he

still maintains that spatial structure has a degree of autonomy over

and above the political ‘economy of a soclety. '"Urban processes are

not all created by economic processes."™ (1975:10).

Unlike the Marxist inspired theorists such as David Harvey (1973);

Pickvance (1976), Castells (1977), Lambert et al (1978), Pahl argues

that economics:is.not the only source of inequality in our society.




Inequalities are generated by spatial logics and by allocative
structures also. The conflict is not simply one between caplital and
labour but in the urban areas use of lncome and means of access to
resources and facilities creates conflict. The urban system creates
constraints on use of means and the access to the rights and benefits

that may make the conventional notion of class structure and divisions

in Britain in need of revision.

Pahl accepts some of the criticisms of the housing class concept as

postulated by Rex and Moore, in particular that of Haddan (1970) who

argues Rex and Moore have confused disposal with use.

"The use of housing is an index of achieved life chances not a
cause. The ability to dispose of property or skill in the market

depends on the existence and strength of a market' (Pahl 1975:246-247).
While not supporting the concept of housing class as postulated by

Rex and Moore, Pahl nevertheless accepts the idea of a number of market
situations in capitalist society. He suggests that the concept of

marke
'woriter' is more important for the understanding of housing than 'class!'.

He also points out that rather than shared interests uniting a housing
class the competition for housing within a class is more likely to
generate conflict. Conflict, for example, is more likely to exist
between people on a waiting list for local authority housing and those
expecting council housing under slum clearance schemes: than it is
between waiting list applicants and those 'queueing' for a mortgage.,
Conflicts are more likely to centre on access to housing rather than

on differences in current tenure type. Similarly, a person's access

to housing is a more precise measure of his housing situation than his

present use of housing.

David Harvey (1973), it has already been mentioned, is one of the

recent theorists who have made a marxist analysis of the city. It is

iﬁtereéting to note here that despite his very different epilstemological



and methodological positions to that of Pahl he, too, comes to see the
social and spatial organisation of the city as actually fostering
territorial differentiation and cultural heterogeneity. The relationship
between social structure and spatial structure he sees as dialectical

and is controlled and constrained by the economic forces of the wider
industrial society. The work of these urban sociologists from diverse
theoretical backgrounds suggests, at least implicitly, that for the
purpose of understanding the social life and behaviour of the urban
dweller the city should not be viewed as a homogeneous whole, the nucleus
of 'mass society! inhabited by 'one~dimensional man',l but as being made
- up of parts = 'ﬁouéing tenure areas ', 'localities', or 'territories' which
display culturally heterogeneous ways of life which are not explicable

in terms of social class difference alone. The basic agreement over the
spatial and social structure of the city and the diversity of life

styles of the city dweller is not invalidated by the epistemological

and methodological differences of most writers. The existence of
spatially segregated people having similar types of housing Qnd often
similar opportunities within the housing nmarket helps to maintain the
class system as well as reflecting that system. Social distance and
spatial distapce are not a simple case of cause and effect within the

dynamics of urban areas, they are mutually interactive .

Another study of housing areas in an English city which examines
and criticises the housing class concept as formulated by Rex and Moore
has been published since the authors of The Urban Criminal suggested

the importance of this concept for a study of urban crime. Lambert et al

(1978) criticise the housing class concept on both theoretical and

enpirical grounds. The authors consider the concept of Housing classes

based on the idea of an independent and autonomous housing market and

reject this in favour of the Marxist analysis which maintains that a

person'’s position in the housing market is primarily determineg by his



social class position in the labour market.

"the focus on housing as a separate and distinct set of
.interests with a market or markets of their own, as is

implicit in the idea of housing class, is misleading.™
- (p.149)

Their empirical work led them to the discovery that within a
housing area (geographically and bureaucratically defined) such as in a
slum clearance area there could reside a mixture of housing tenure types.
or a humber of housing classes in the terms of Rex and Moore. 1In such
an area the authors argue aii the residents are working class - those on
low wages or fixed incomes - whose class position in society is fixed

by the economics of the labour market.

"There seemed nothing 'independent'! or tautonomous' about
their housing situation. It seemed a direct reflection

of their position in the class structure of contemporary
capitalist society." (p.l49)

Lambert et al through their empirical research show that although
different housing classes‘can and do reside in the same housing area
they can all be in a similar situation in terms of access to housing =
their housing position is economically determined and bureaucratically

defined.

"It seems a confusion to argue that the different housing
positions of a labourer who rents his house from the council
and that of a postman who owns his house in the same street

is great enough for us to say that those two occupy different
class positions." (p.149)

Similarly people in the same housing class = defined by their tenure

type - can have very different access to housing determined by the local

authority housing policles relating to their housing area.

In their rejection of the housing class concept the authors centre
their ‘'research action' on 'four geographically and bureaucratically

defined areas which are viewed as distinct working class localities
where the way people live and their ideas and aspirations are to sone

extent .shaped by local authority housing policies. The residents of

F* *‘ ;T



these areas are not merely spatially segregated from other housing

areas of the city,they are segregated in terms of their means of access
to future housing both by their position in the labour market and by
their incomes, and by their position in relation to the city's
allocative structure which is ultimately shaped by the society's
political economy. The writers who have joined the debate on *'housing

clagsses! do not dispute the spatial dimension of class divislon within

the city, nor are they disputing the existence of locality based 'ways

of 1life'. Rather it is the basis of the class structure, the market
situation which generates class divisions, which is the source of dis-

agreement among these urban sociologists.

The authors of The Urban Criminal also point to c¢riminological
work (Reiss and Rhodes (1961 ) Clark and Wenninger (1962), Lynn McDonald
(1969)) which support the importance of neighbourhood in criminological
explanation. The findings of these studies do suggest that although
social class is an important determinant of criminal behaviour, more

of the
important still is the social status,area or neighbourhood in which the

individual lives. The Urban Criminal showed that patterns of offender

residence in Sheffield, although having some correlation with the
predominant social class of the area and a greater correlation with

the housing tenure type of the area are not entirely explicaﬁle in terms
of sBocial class or housing class diffefentials, for there are wider

variations within particular housing sectors and amongst people of the

gsane social class.

Baldwin and Bottoms sought by the Sheffield Study, to point to the

importance of the areal dlmension in the explanation of urban crime. This
focus on the areal dimension formed the backcloth to the small area

neighbourhood qudies of the second stage. Woven into this cloth were a

variety of theoretical strands drawn from urban sociology and criminology

that, after examination, were seen as potentially useful to such a study.



Of these theories (outlined on page 3 of this thesis) I have devoted
space to that of housing classes and later developments and criticisms
of the concept, because the second and third stage of this study -~ of
which the present research is a part - were hinged on tﬁe relationship
between housing type and official offender rate as shown by the first

stage. In particular, the research on which this thesis is based is

focused on the differences in offender rate within-a single housing

class -~ the council house renters.

l.3. The Council House Sector in the Sheffield Study
Downes (1966) remarks on the atypicality of most locales chosen

for criminological study.

'"Manchester, Birmingham, Glasgow, Leeds, Sheffield, Newcastle,
Brighton, metropolitan and suburban London have been

strangely untouched by social enquiry into delinquency.™

The Sheffield study perhaps goes a little way to meet this deficiency =
the almost total neglect of large urban areas of Britain by criminological
researchers. But it is not only large urban areas that have been

neglected by criminology, specific housing areas within the urban centres

have also tended to be overlooked. The high percentage of council-owned
housing in English citles, usually between a third and a quarter of the
city's housing stock, although now somewhat higher in Sheffield at

approximately 40%, has made it an essential part of aﬁy areal analysis

of urban crime. The originators of the Sheffield Study saw the importance

of council housing for an areal analysis df urban crime.

"If the privately rented area is in decline, council housing
- 18 on ‘the+increase.- In the city of Sheffield the proportion
of households rented from the council rose from a quarter

in 1961 to over a third in 1971. - The proportion of all
offenders living in such estates rose over the same period
from 39% to 52%." (pp.192-193)

L

" - L3

The decfeasing privately rentédasoctéf;has*beén noted by many

e
-

researchers and is the focus of concern for housing organisations such
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as 'Shelter'. In a city such as Sheffield the slum clearance progranmes
have further diminished the supply of privately let housing and the
older type terraced housing that remains is increasingly being sold to
sitting tenants or to first time buyers for owner occupation. This
trend has accelerated with the Rent Act of 1974 which, by giving tenants

of furnished accommodation some security of tenure, has acted as a

disincentive to letting property for many landlords.

The authors of The Urban Criminal note that,

"As rehousing and slum clearance by local authorities have
becone more pervasive urban characteristics, so the problems

of crime and delinquency (as officially recorded at least)
have become increasingly related to the shape of public °
provision of housing. In Sheffield in 1966, for instance,
five of the ten enumeration districts that showed the

highest rates of offenders were council areas." (p.161)

But just as criminal offenders are not g;eﬂly distributed throughout
the housing areas of a city, s80 there are wide variations in the distri-

butions of known offenders between council estates within the same city.

The first stage of the Sheffield Study showed that the rate of
all offenders for all large council estates within Sheffield in 1966
varied between 0.0 to 23.6 per 1,000 dwellings for a four month period.
Moreover, taking two further samples of offenders, a six month sample in
1961 and a three month sample in 1971, a high degree of stabllity was
evident in the offend;r rates of the twentyfou;estates - only four
showed a fluctuating rate. On the basis of the statistical differences
in offender rates revealed by the first stage of the Sheffield Study,
between different council estates within the city it was decided to extend
the work already done on council housing in Sheffield3 in an attempt to

develop an explanation for these differentials.

"The question that arises rather insistently is why estates

which appear to be essentially similar as regards social

class composition and age of the estate have such different
rates of criminality." (p.169)
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From the preliminary work on council estates undertaken at stage
one of the Sheffield Study no support was found for some traditional
criminological explanations linking offence rates with social disorgan-
isation and residential mobility, or with a lack of social facilities on
housing estates. Data was found, however, that was consistent with the

Bristol Social Project team's stress on the reputation of estates

(Wilson, 1963). There was some evidence that older estates had polarised
more fully into 'good!' and 'bad! estates than the new ones and there was
a correlation between the official offender rate of an estate and the
length of time before the corporation was able to relet houses on that
estate. Baldwin and Bottoms also suggest that ideas contained in the
transactionalist perspective may be very useful in the small area stage
of the study and contribute to an understanding of officlial offender

rate differences between estates, although they mention findings fronm a
preliminary pilece of second stage research on two estates cast some

doubt on the applicability of the police labelling and 'methodic suspicion'
ideas contained within this perspective. Moreover, stage one found a

fair degree of divergence between areal offence and offender rate in the

official statistics mostly accounted for by the high offence rates of
city centre, commercial and industrial areas. This was taken to suggest
that police concentrate on high offence areas which are often non=-

residential rather than follow a strategy of systematically over-policing

the city's high offender residence rate areas.

Following upon the size and extent of council housing in Sheffield
and the criminological interest this sector generates by virtue of its

very varied and sometimes very high official offender rates the second

and third gtagesfof the Sheffield Study planned a more detailed examination

of some Sheffield council estates.
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The aim and development of the present research

2.1« The general aim and contribution of the Eresent research

The Urban Criminal is referred to by its authors as ground clearing

research s the revealing of certain relationships between rates of
offender residernce and areas of particular housing tenure types within
the city which demanded explanation. My research fits in with the later
small area stage of the Sheffield Study, one objective of which is to
obtain more qualitative data on the residents and their lives in these

selected housing areas, and to develop explanations for certain housing

types and offender rate relationships shown up by the statistical

analysis.

My research is fundamentally etliological and explanatory in intent
in accordance with the stated objective of the originators of the project
to attempt to generate middle range theories or 'empirical general-
isations'. At the same time I hope that what follows in the succeeding
chapters of this thesis which are concerned with the empirical research
constitutes an tappreciative! account (Matza, 1969) of the lives of
groups of people living together on various council estates in one
English industrial city. My study at one level atteampts to describe the

social context of the criminal behaviour within the selected housing
areas and thus to help to explalin the differential rates of criminality,
and on another level to describe and understand the meanings of this

context for residents of these areas and the motives for action of the

actors involved.

'When I embarked upon the research I was guided by the theoretical

framework outlined by Baldwin and Bottoms, but as the research progressed

I found myself able to differentiate between those theories and concepts
pertinent and useful to the current research and those which were of

little relevance for the research situation, or for which the empirical

findings offered no support. At the same time the empirical research
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Sweq o\ﬁ&\'a
supported new hypotheses and also the applicability of other theories

and concepts drawn from sociology and criminology which had not been
considered at stage one. In short, my research has been both theory
directed and theory seeking, which is in accordance with the Glaser and

Strauss (1968) formulation quoted in The Urban Criminal (1976:35).

"The trick is to line up what one takes as theoretically

possible or probable with what one is finding in the field.
Such existing sources of insights are to be cultivated,
though not at the expense of insights generated by the
qualitative research, which are still closer to the data.
A combination of both is definitely desirable."

(Glaser and Strauss, 1968:253)

The methodological framework is broadly Weberian, in keeping both
with the overall methodological strategy of the Sheffield Study and nmy
own predilections. The same is also true of the principal research
method that I have used, that of participant observation, which was
selected for me as the most appropriate method for the research problem
as it was formulated by the originators of the Sheffield Study. 1In fact,
given an appropriate sociological problem -~ and I return to this in
Chapter Four = I have always favoured participant observation as the

quintessential method of empirical inquiry in sociological research, and

it was the opportunity to use this method which first attracted me to
the Sheffield Study. *

The research problem, as it was originally set for me, was to
undertake a comparative and explanatory study of a ‘'matched pair' of
council estates in Sheffield. These estates were matched in terms of
being comparable in age, locality, size, housing type and rent and having
similar social and population characteristics such as social class and
age structure. - At the same time these two estates had very different

official rates of offender residence, that termed CHH having one of

the highest offender rates of any council estate in the city.
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Rates of offenders per 1,000 dwellings per annum on the pre=-war

estates of this studz

1961 1966 1971
CHL 15.1 14,9 24,9
CHM 19.6 54.6 45.1
CHH r 377 58.4 105.5

It will be noticed that in fact the rates for three estates have been

given here. The inclusion of the third estate (CHM) in parts of this
research is largely due to an 'accident' in the second part of the
Sheffield Study when at one point it was mistaken as part of the low
offender rate estate (CHL). later during my research I turned ny
attention to this estate as it was becoming of particular interest,

offering itself as an example of 'an estate in decline’.

This contrast in offender rates remains firm on other 'unofficial!

crime indices devised by the Sheffield Study. These include a self report
study among school children (see Mawby, 1979) and a victim study and

adult self report study carried out as part of the social survey undertaken
by the market research organisation on behalf of the Sheffield Study.

Mawby (1979:62) offers the following offender data for the two estates.

Offender Data CHH CHM CHL
1, Indictable (1971) 96 .7% 46 . 6% 32, 4%
2. Non-indictable (1973)
Soliciting | 0.0 0.0 0.0
Public Order (other) 33.2 8.2 50
Other police data 49,1 12.3 10.0
TV licence evasion (1971-73) 62.0 19.2 10.0

(Prosecution file)

3. Incident form data (1974)
Disputes (domestic and neighbour) 79.7 32,9 25.4

4, Drugs data (1974=76) - 4,3 0.0 0.0

(Offender rates as a percentage per 1,000 dwellings.)

It will be seen that on every available index of crime, 'official!
and 'unofficial'!, CHH has a considerably greater offender rate than

CHL, with CHM occupying an intermediate position.
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The interim survey carried out on CHH and CHL has given certain

social and population characteristics for comparison of the two estates.

These are listed by Mawby (1979:36). 92.6% of residents on CHH and
89.3% on CHL had left school by the age of 15 years. 54.6% of residents
on CHE and 50.0% on CHL were in social groups D/E. (The definitions

for these social groups are slightlywider than for social classes IV

and V, and include all those whose standard of living is low). 87.0%

of residents on CHE and 81.8% on CHL had been born in Sheffield.
Approximately two thirds of the respondents on each estate were married
and household sizes were similar ~ very few having more than one household
per dwelling. The percentage on each estate born in the West Indies,
Africa and Asia was very low. This survey sample found only two differences
between the estates. On CHL 65.6% of respondents were aged 45 or over
conpared with 52.8% on CHH. Periods of residence on the estates were
very similar, with the exception of those who had lived on their estate

for less than a year -~ 13.9% on CHH and 4.9% on CHL.

Mawby also shows that the 1971 census approximations support this

picture of similarity of populations on the two estates.

"The percentages of males in the areas were similar at
between 4'8=-50%, the average household size was similar

at between 2-79‘3-10, the percentage of males over 19
married was similar at 71.6«76.1%."

The two estates CHH and CHL are adjacent to one another, separated
in parts by only a main road. CHM is adjacent to CHL, again separated only
by a road. All these estates were built pre-war and couprise of a very

gimnilar 'cotlage type! housing predominantly semi-detached, but some built

in terraces of between four and.eight houses. I return to a more detailed

description of CHE and CHL in Chapters Five and Six. Here I present only

an outline of the number, age and type of housing on the two estates

and the range of rent charged, for the purposes of comparison.



CHH

1890 Act

612 dwellings built, of which,

No parlour 3 bed =
Parlour type 3 bed =
No parlour 2 bed =
2 bed flats =
1 bed flats =

349
L
247
6
g

Rents for these dwellings in 1973 varied from £1.88 to £3.44 weekly.

1919 Act

(1919-1920) 206 dwellings built, of

No parlour 3 bed =
Parlour type 3 bed =
No parlour 2 bed =

which,

150
26
30

Rents for these dwellings in 1973 varied from £3.06 to £4.01 weekly.

1923-24 Acts
(1926-1931)

No parlour
No parlour

52 dwellings built, of

3 bed
2 bed

H on

wvhich,

52
17

Rents for these dwellings in 1973 varied from £3.06 to £3.61 weekly.

1946 Act

(1960-1971)

No parlour
No parlour
2 bed flats
1l bed flats

81 dwellings built, of

3 bed
2 bed

which,

9
18

15
39

Rents for these dwellings in 1973 varied from £2.99 to £4.,88 weekly.

Total number of dwellings on CEH =

951

Rents in 1973 ranged overall between £1.88 and £4.88 weekly.

Source:

CHL -
1919 Act

(1920-1922)

No parlour 3 bed =
Parlour type. . 3-bed »=
No parlour 2 bed =

Annual Report of the Housing Department (1972-1973).

775 dwellings built, of which,

564
106
105

Rents for these dwellings in"1973 varied from £3.06 to £4.01 weekly.
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1946 Act

(1954)(1963) 28 dwellings built, of which,

No parlour 2 bed 16
1l bed flats 12

Rents for these dwellings in 1973 varied from £2.99 to £4.19 weekly.

Total number of dwellings on CHL = 803
Rents in 1973 ranged overall between £2.99 to £4.19 weekly.

NB. The difference in the lowest rents between the two estates is

attributable to the number of small houses built on CHH under
the 1890 Housing Act.

Source: Annual Report of the Housing Department (1972-1973).

Expansion of the task =~ the post=war estates and the role of the
Housing DeBartment

After the first year of study of the pre-war estates it was
suggested to me by Professor Bottoms that I might extend the originally
intended research period of two years to a third year, to include a
similar comparative study of two further councll estates in Sheffield,

one with a high official offender rate, the other with a low, as a

means to explanation, again using the method of participant. observation.

I accepted this task.

These two estates CFL (council-flat-low) and CFH (council-flat-
high) offered a very different type of‘housing to that of the pre-=war
estates. CFL and CFH were again a 'matched pair' but differing from
CHL amd CHM in being central, post-war built flats. Again they were

matched in terms of age, locality and size of estate, type of dwelling

and rent levels.

The information.on the number, size and rent levels of dwelling on

CFL and CFH is given below. Thebuilding dates of the dwellings on these
two estates are not given in the 'Annual Report! but from another data
gource it is known that CFL was completed in 1959-1961, that the first

part of CFH, later referred to as CFH maisonettes, was completed in

1961-1962, and the later part of CFH, referred to as CFH high rise, was

completed in 1963-1965,



CFH |
Total number of dwellings = 1,317, of which,

4 ved flat = 6

3 bed flat = 354

2 bed flat = 561

1 bed flat = 525

Combined bYed/sit = 73

Rents for these dwellings in 1970 varied from £2.12.4 to £5.11.11 weekly.

CFL
Total number of dwellings = 992, of which,
4 bed flat = &
3 bed flat = 256
2 bed flat = 435
1 bed flat = 139
Combined bed/sit = 158

Rents for these dwellings in 1970 varied from £3.8.11 to £4.11.8 weekly.
Source: Annual Report of the Housing Department (1969-~1970).

Mawby (1979) offers the following information on the offender rates of

these two estates:

WAccording to the 1971 standard list offence files, the
offender rates on CFH was some four times that on CFL.
However, although the rate for CFL was similar to CHL,
the rate for CFH was rather less than for CHH." (p.37)

The offender data given by Mawby (p.62) is set out below :

Offender data CFH CFL
1. Indictable (1971) | 7647 22,2
2. Non~-indictable (1973)
.- Soliciting : 0.0 0.0
Public Order (other) 14,4 7.1
Other police data . 19.0 10.1
TV licence evasion (1971-1973)
(Prosecution file) 44,0 19.2
3. Incident form data (1974) i
' "Disputes (domestic & neighbour) 5347 19.3
4, Drugs data (1974=77) | 1.5 1.0

These -two .estates also showed similar social and population

characteristics although the: divergences on some of these were greater

\‘-‘xif“fpa -~ N

than:on the.pre-war estates. The interview survey showed the similarities
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"87.5% of CFH residents had left school by 15, compared
with 88.9% of CFL; 65.4% of CFH respondents were in
social groups D/E compared with 59.9% of CFL; 78.8%
of CFH respondents were born in Sheffield compared with
84,1% in CFL: practically all addresses in each estate
contained only one household, and about two thirds of
respondents were married.™

The differences showed up by the interdwmosurvey were firstly in
household sizes; 43.2% of respondents on CFH lived in households with
four or more nembers compared with 25.1% on CFL. Secondly, a higher
proportion of residents on CFH had lived there a shorter time - 17.3%
had lived there under one year, compared with 5.6% on CFL, and 26.9%
had lived there between oneiand five years, compared with 8.7% on CFL.
Thirdly, and most importantly perhaps, for the consideration of offender
rates, there was discovered to be a significant difference in age
structure between the poprulations of these two estates. Survey data
shows 17% of the CFH sample compared with 35% of the CFL sample to be
over 55 years of age. Also the CFH sample had twice as many respondents
under 35 years as the CFL sample. In fact CFH has had a markedly higher

percentage of children under 10 ycars than CFL, but this difference did

not persist with older children. It may be seen, however, from the
information on number and size of dwellings that the difference in age
structure shown up by the survey, is not attributable to the differential
provisions of small dwellings on the two estates. CFH, in fact, has a
higher proportion of flats for allocation to applicants from the old

persons waiting list than CFL. 30.1% of the dwellings on CFH being

avalilable for allocation to old people‘comﬁared'with 29.9% on CFL.

The important differencee in poPulation characteristics are
obviously influential in explaining differential offender rates. Later

in this thesis, however, I seek to show that nmy research suggests that

the difference in age strucfure on the two estates is part of a causal

-
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chain rather than a root cause of the differential offender ratea, or the

- i

result of a deliberate houeing allocation policy.
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As the research progressed on the two pre-war estates it becane
increasingly apparént that access to Housing Department records was
necessary, so as to Kest certain hypotheses generated by the qualitat@ve
study, and this could also give a statistical basis to the research

findings. At the same time, if, in fact, the Department's data refuted
the hypotheses it would at least indicate other possible explanations

for the estates! differentials. The relationship between these two
research methods, participant observation and the collection of recorded
information, and their complementary nature and use in the present research
is discussed in Chapter Four. By the time I went on to study the post=-war
flats, I had accepted the necessity and the value of using the recorded
information avallable. In fact, as I later explain, the information
collected from the Housling Department on CFL and CFH may be judged as

more detailed and valuable in the formulation of the explanation for the

differential offender rates than the information I collected on these

estates as a participant observer.

My research in the Housing Department also enabled me to discuss,
with staff at all levels, housing problems, policies and administration

in general, and the formation of 'select' and 'problem' housing estates

in particular. This regearch, therefore, gives both tenants' accounts

of their housing situation and their analysis of the decline in or
maintenance of a good reputation for their estate, and also accountsof
housing staff on the reputations of various city estates, and their analysis
of the processes involved. Botyp accounts may be read against the

quantitative data collected at the Housing Department. Some of the Housing

Department data was not, in itself, quantifiable, but was of interest to
the overall research problem. Although the original research problem was

formulated in terms of an explanatory account of the differentisl offender

rates of the two selected estates, with the addition later of the two

post-war 'estates, I was made by my early research findings to consider not




« 2] -

only the situation on these estates but also the overall situation of
council housing in the city, in particular the status distinctions
between estates. I did not, therefore, limit myself to information on
the four selected estates, but where relevant I have considered inform-
ation about other estates and on the hierarchical nature of the local
authority owned housing in my attempt to understand and explain patterns

of offender residence within this housing sector.

2e3e¢ The final formulation
The purpose of my research has been two«fold. Firstly to explain
why council estates which are apparently similar as regards social and
population variables and age structure and type of housing, should have

great variations in the rate of known criminal offenders amongst their

residents. In connection with this aim I have attenpted to give a

descriptive and explanatory account of the social milieux of the council

estates selected for study and have supported this with a study of

recorded data drawn from the city's Housing Department. Secondly, it
is hoped that the account arising out of the participant observation
part of my research may be of use for the purposes of comparison with

research that is being carried out in areas of different tenure type,

also under the second and third stages of the Sheffield Study.

I have already stated that the research problem as originally set
for me was to present an etiological and explanatory account of the
differential offender rates of the two pre-war estates. This was later,
as I have shown, extended to include two post-war flat estates. I
undertook a comparative study of each of the matched pairs, and in the
case of the pre-war estates, included at times a third estate, CHM,
in the comparison. At the sane time Ifconsidermy reseapca to be

appreciative both on the estates and'within the Hou31ng*Department. Much

of ny research time was taken up listening to peoples! ideaa and beliefs



- 22 =

on a wide range of issues relating to the research problem. I have
tried accurately and faithfully to record these conflidences as they were
given to me without alteration or comment which would question the
validity of these peoples! accounts., If accounts at times conflict
with my own perceptions, with recorded data or with the perceptions of
other actors this conflict may be pointed out, but this is not taken to
negate the validity of the account for the actor himself. My study at
one level attempts to describe the social context of the criminal and
non=criminal behaviour within the selected housing areas and thus to
help to explain the differential rates of criminality, and on another
level to describe and understand the meanings of these contexts for

residents of the areas, and the motives for action of the actors involved.

In this introductory chapter I have sketched the background to

this research - its links with the Sheffield Study and the theoretical
and methodologlcal inheritance from stage one. I have also sought to
explain the general aim and contribution of the present research and
show how the research problem itself developed while under way. In

doing this I have given a brief introduction to the estates which form
the subject matter of this study.

Chapter Two and Chapter Three of this thesis are concerned with a
critical review of available theoretical insights and empirical findings
from the existing literature, criminological and sociological, on
council housing and crime on council estates. I have split these studies
chronologically, so those carried out in the 1950's and early 1960's

are considered in Chapter Two and the more recent studies are reviewed

in Chapter Three.

Chapter Four contains a discussion of the research methods used,
principally participant observation. I trace briefly its links with

sociological theory and consider the advantages and disadvantages of this
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method that have been discussed by writers on participant observation,
and relate these to my own research experiences. Finally, in this
chapter I explain the decision to collect some recorded information

from the Housing Department files and describe nmy research strategy

within this Department.

Chapter Five and Chapter Six are concerned with the field research

on CHH, CHL and CHM (the pre-war estates), and on CFH and CFL (the

post-war estates) respectively. In both these chapters I give a detailed
description of the estates and consider the main themes arising from

this research, both in terms of residents! accounts and my own perceptions.
In Chapter Seven I pull together some of these themes to develop a
tentative explanation for the differential offender rates of the two

"pairs" of estates. In this chapter I consider such issues as the effect
of reputations on estates and thelr social character, the problems of

poverty and cycles of disadvantage and the existence of subcultures and

neighbourhood networks.

In Chapter Eight I take an overall look at Sheffield's council:
housing stock and at the eligiblility rules, the allocation system and the

creation of estate differentials. The data presented in this chapter
is all drawn from the Housing Department research and I relate the
accounts of housing officials and their explanations for estate differ=-
entials., I then-consider the local authority in its role as landlord,
its housing policies, and discuss the 'market situation' within this

bureaucratically administered sector of housing. The quantifiable data

collected at the Housing Department is presented separately in Chapter
Nine "

From the work done on council housing estates in the Sheffield
Study before my research began, the authors of The Urban Criminal came
————e2B0 riminal

to the conclusion that the political context of control of the housing

stock of the c¢ity may have important repercussions on criminality in the
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areas concerned, In the final chapter of this thesis I consider the
wider questions of the bureaucratic landlord, the urban managers, the
socio~-economic context of their existence and the effects of these on
the nature of the council housing stock of a city, Yhe conditions of
tenure and the rationale of the policies adopted in the allocation of
this stock. This has been made possible by the willingness and
co-operation of the housing staff in Sheffield to discuss such issues
as the constraints under which they work and their areas of initiative
- and discretion which can ultimately affect the offender rates of those

areas of the city's housing stock over which they have control.

In this final chapter I also consider working class housing in
Sheffield generally, and the council housing situation in particular.

In considering life-styles, housing aspirations and opportunities, I

return to the concept of housing classes and consider its usefulness

ih the light of my own research.




NOTES:

1le Two conflicting interpretations of urban life in western
industrialised societies may be extracted from sociology. The
first is the criticism of mass society. (e.g. Kornhauser, Marcuse,
C. Wright Mills). Western urban industrial societies are
characterised as ‘'anomic!, 'alienated', 'atomistic', producing
uniformity in people without community. The roots of this position
go deep in sociological theory to Tonnie's contrast of germeinschaft=-
gesellschaft societies and Durkheim's theory of the transition
from mechanical to organic solidarity.

Martin Pawley (1973) presents this extreme view of urban
societies in the western world.

"The community unit is not the city, the suburb, the
the neighbourhOOd, the block or the drive ... The
disappearance of the traditional concept of community

is evidenced by its failure to_ re-emerge under
conditions of stress."\¢ ':_:-.:.l.)

The second is the criticism of the concept of western industrial
societies as 'mass societies'. Proponents of this position argue,
as Harvey does, that even in the urban centres of industrial
societies there are still territforially based subcultures. Daniel
Bell (1960), for example, argues that "Even in the urban neighbour-

hoods where anonymity is presumed to flourish, the extent of
local ties is astounding.™

2. Colin Wardin Tenants Take Over (1974) gives the following table

(p.21).

Date Owner=-Occupled Public Authority Privately
Rented Rented

1914 9% 1% 90%
1947 26% 13% 61%
1964 469 26% 28%
1974 53% 33% 14%

He notes:

"My table is not toally accurate because, amongst other things,
it ignores the distinction between 'dwellings! and 'households!
and it ignores too the 1% per cent owned by housing associations

and housing societies, but it does indicate accurately the
dramatic changes in the typical modes of tenure,"

3. The Urban Criminal, chapters 6 and 7. Also Baldwin, J. (1974)
Problem Housing Estates - Perceptions of Tenants, City Officials
and Criminologists. Social.and Economlc Administration, 8. 116-35.
This contained a study of 'Blackacre and Whiteacre', the first
tentative attemnpt of the Sheffield Study to offer sone explanation

for the differences in levels of criminality between two of the
city's local authority housing estates. |

4. The code names for these estates have been adopted from their use
in the interview survey (see page 2) 'C! representing the tenure
type - council, 'H' representing the dwelling type =~ thouse!
rather than 'flat! and the third letter representing the rate
of offender residence - high, medium and low.
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CHAPTER TWO

Studies of Council Housing and of Crime on Council Estates
in the 1950's and early 1960's

1. Criminological Studies

lelo The criminological interest in the 'Eroblem' estates

In the 1950's a new criminological interest emerged in Britain,
that of crime and delinquency on local authority housing estates.l This
interest can be seen as an outcome of the rapid expansion of the council
sector of housing following the slum clearance schemes of the 1930's and
1950's. There was a growing realization that many of these estates had
as high indices of 'social' problems, including crime and delinquency as
the o0ld inner city slum areas they were intended to replace. Some of the
studies of this period, such as that by Morris (1958) may be seen as a
contribution to the ecological tradition in criminology whereas others

such as that by Ferguson in Glasgow (1952) did not start with an ecological

intent but found in their analysis of delinquency and its co=incidence

with other variables, housing areas to be an important variable in the
morphology of urban crime. Most of the studies are openly correctionalist

in interest and therefore empirical research is seen as directed towards
the formulation of social policy. Explanation of the existence of
'problen'! estates vary, but a common theme to much of the research in this
period is that crime and delinquency in particular is attributable to
either individual pathology, a position accepted by Spencer et al (1964)
or social pathology, a concept which is closely related to the idea of
'slum behaviour'!, the clearest elucidation of which may be found in

Morris' (1958) discussion of the culture of the unskilled and semi-skilled

working class. Morris argues :



"It is not a middle class value judgenent but a fact,
that the culture of the unskilled worker is negatavistic
in that it works against the formation of wholesone
personalities and a satisfying way of life."

(1958:196)

He suggests that this culture flourishes in certain housing areas of a
city.

"Now while it is true that instances of 'psychiatric’
delinquency may crop up anywhere in the city, 'social'’
delinquency tends to be much more highly localised.
The Croydon evidence confirms that whilst the former
is more evenly distributed over the middle and working

class areas of the town, 'social' delinquency predominates
in old working class areas and on the inter-war housing
estates."

(Morris, 1958:182)

Morris maintains that this older type of council housing tended to

reproduce a pattern of living not substantially different from that
experienced by families before they became tenants of the local authority,
in particular he cites overcrowding both in the slum areas and on the old

council estates as not conducive to family life. And for Morris

"the first line of defence against the development of anti=-

social behaviour is within the family, and the second within
the local community.!

Much of the research of this period, such as that of Ferguson (1952),

Mannheim (1948), Jones (1958), and Morris (1958) represents attempts to
examine the coincidence of delinquency with other psychological and

sociological factors mainly connected with family background. These studies

make use' of the idea of both individual and social pathology in their

explanations of delinquency. To quote Morris (1958) again :
"As a consequence the street play groups in such areas

are likely to contain an unduly high proportion of children
who by virtue of their culfural inheritance are prone to

~ social delinquency. The conditions of family life are also

such that their proneness to 'psych iatric' delinquency is
not inconsiderable.™ :

(p.188)
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Coupled with a correctionalist interest these studies typically
rely on the official statistics of crime and delinquency in formulating
their research problems and subsequent analysis and explanation. There
is an almost total neglect of the possibility of the social construction
of official crime and delinquency rates. Similarly, although a number

of the studies use case history methods, none of them, with perhaps the

exception of the study by Spencer et al (1964), which is discussed more

fully later, allow any place to the actors' accounts of their social
situation and behaviour. In Weberian terms there is a complete neglect
of explanations being adequate at the level of meaning. This in turn,
I would argue, detracts from the validity of the conclusions. The
criticism of Wiles (1976) of the 'o0ld criminology' applies to such
studies as these. The o0ld criminology was correctionalist,

'"not only in the sense that it accepted pathological
notions of deviance and hence endorsed the validity

of treatment models, but also in the sense that its

own causal explanations denied any authenticity to

the deviants! own account, whether within the explanatory
framework itself or by extension within the criminolog-

ically informed context of legal and penal processes.'
(p.20)

l.2. The slunm clearance estate, slum behaviour and delinguenc

Ferguson's study of delinquent boys in Glasgow well illustrates
these criticisms. He set out to examine certain variables, commonly
considered to be related to juvenile delinquency, by the use of statistical
techniques and the use of case histories. He relies totally on the
official police statistics on convictions. He proceeds to find certain

statistical corrélationé between certain associéted variables and

delinquency rates, one of which is the finding of high delinquency rates

on particular local authority estates. These estates were those used to

house slum clearance applicants and M Ferguson is able to differentiate

between council estates within the same city according to tﬁe:tipe of



applicant they are used to house. Thus in Glasgow there are three types
of council estates, those built to relieve overcrowding, those used to
rehouse slum dwellers and those built as a contribution to the general

housing stock of the city. It is on the second of these types of estates =

the slum clearance estate = that Ferguson finds the highest rates

of juvenile delinquency. Ferguson, is however, content to offer an
explanation for his finding solely on the basis of this statistical
correlation. If he had accorded some place to the accounts of life on
such an estate to the boys or to their famillies he may well have been less
ready to attribute the delinquency to contamination from a slum environment
and instead found there are many possible causal processes involved in

the slum clearance estate becoming a 'problem' area. He does not

consider the type of estate that was built at this time for slum clearance
purposes nor the possible effects of a stigma attaching to slum clearance
people transferring to the estates and thus affecting, through reputation,
the future living pattern of the estate. Instead, he contents himself

with his finding that the slum clearance estates of his study had a much

higher incidence of crime than the others.

"Indeed the delinquencf rate among the rehoused boys is

for all practical purposes as high as that prevailing
among the boys who live in slums."

(p.13)

Just as Ferguson uses the correlation between low scholastic

achievement and delinquency as evidence of the former as a factor in the
causation of delinquency, rather than considering the other possible causal
direction, that ié,iﬁ#olvé@égt in éelinqﬁenay leads to low scholastic
achieveméngi”hﬂ_

"A11 the evidence points to the importance of low scholastic

ability as a factor in the causation of delinquency".
(p.51) .. - U . |

So Ferguson uses the correlation between slum clearanceestates and
high*indibéévbf‘juféﬁiléﬁdelinquéncy to imply a causal relation between the

two. He suggests that immersion in a slum way of life is a causal factor

R ot P '-M;* L‘..-.".' r



in delinquency.

"It is much easier to alter a causal environment than

to change a way of living, much easier to improve
physical attributes than those that are less material."
(p.145)

He argues that the slum way of living continues on rehousing, even
after ten years or more of living on a council estate. Ferguson does not
consider that in the correlations between slum clearance estates and
delinquency other factors may be involved over and above a way of living
that is a legacy from the days of slum housing. He does not, for example,
consider the effect of living on such estates on the young residents. The
idea of a slum culture is implicit in Ferguson's study but the relation
between the material conditions of a housing area and the prevalent way of
life are not the concern of Ferguson. This means it is not possible from
his study to see if the material conditions of life in the slum continued
on rehousing. Other researchers such as Hodges and Smith (1954) in
Sheffield, and Jdennings (1962) in Bristol, found poverty to be exacerbated
on rehousing with removal expenses, higher rents, increased travelling

costs and so on. In such circumstances a way of life closely associated

with poverty is more than likely to persist on rehousing.

From his statistical correlations Ferguson argues that social and
physical conditions, such as that of living or having lived in a slum, or

in a severely overcrowded house, are more important in an explanation of

delinquency than individual family situations.

"It seems reasonable to deduce that the quality of
district in which-the boy lives is of much greater

importance in relation to juvenile delinquency than
the clrcumstances of whether or not he comes from &
broken home,'

 (poltt)
*Iifmayhbé sald that Férguson madé two contributions of value to the
understanding ofﬁériminality on councll estates. Firstly, his differ-

entiation between council estates according to the purposes for which they
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are built, and therefore his implicit recognition of the possible role

of local authority housing allocation policy in the creation of high and
low offender rate estates. Secondly, he denmonstrates that moving to new
estates, that is providing people with better physical housing conditions,
does not in itself reduce delinquency. This was the assumption of many

in the 'social reconstruction' period after the war. New housing was seen

as the panacea for all kinds of t!'social malaise'!.

l.53. Mobility rates, social disorganisation and delinqgquenc

Howard Jones (1958) in Leicester found one high delinquency rate
estate was being used to rehouse slum clearance families, but at the same
time he found other estates in the same city that had been used for this
type of allocation had declining delinquency rates. Nor was this high
delinquency rate estate a new one, it was in fact one of lLeicester's
earliest estates built before the war. Jones relates high levels of
delinquency to high mobility rates both in inner city privately rented areas
and on local authority estates. These areas, he argues, are similar in
one respect, both are areas of transition and thus are likely to suffer
from social disorganisation to a similar extent and have consequently
high delinquency rates. At the same time, they are different in that
whereas the lnner city is decaying,the housing estate has tthe potential
for developing.ﬁighrdelinquency rates for Jones, therefore, are causally
related to ﬁigh mobility rates and the attendant social disorganisations
and lack of cornnmunity. As the authors of 'The Urban Criminal' point out,

the significance which Jones attaches to population mobility is comparable

to the Chicagoan concern with socialgﬂisofganisation.

"The  constantly changing ﬁ&pulétioﬁ‘méant’not only that
community controls remained weak and inoperative but
that the population was being renewed all the time by

a continuous flow of low calibre from the slums."
(Jones, 1958:282) " et N
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Jones characterises his slum clearance areas ashighly mobile.
This is obviously true with clearance in progress. These areas, however,
.have for much longer been associated with high rates of crime and
delinquency. Before clearance programmes many of these areas depicted
by researchers such as Mogey (1956) and Jennings (1962) are characterised
by low mobility rates and an exceptionally settled population. Every city
has its areas of multiple occupation housing with the associated high
mobility rates, but these are often the last to be cleared. Areas of
small back to back terraced houses, the majority of which are privately
let to working class families and historically have very settled populations
are often the first to be cleared. Jones give no information on the type

of clearance area his housing estates residents came from.

Jones also suggests a slum behaviour that is not necessarily
shared by all slum dwellers, he refers to "the more sluttish and less

well-behaved residents of the slum clearance areas." (p.281).

His characterisation of a high delinquency rate estate, like that

of Ferguson is presumably what Maule and Martin (1956) had in mind when

they wrote :

"There is a certain stereotype of municipal housing which
dates from the period when Local Authority rehousing was
taken to be more or less synonymous with slum clearance,

a stereotype whose principal components are poverty and
disorganisation."

(p.45)

Similarly, V. Hole (1959) argues that a prevalent idea to be found

in rehousing literature is that deteriorated dwellings must necessarily
contain occupants who are also physically and morally substandard. Such an
idea he argues belongs to the whole ideology of rehousing.2 Studies such
as those by Ferguson and Jones which support a slum pattern of behaviour

do not attempt to analyse further the apparently causal relationship they

ascribe to 'slum' housing and 'tainted'or 'low calibre' behaviour. Jones



attributes high delinquency rates to high mobility rates because the
effect of the latter is that an estate never has the chance to develop

as a community which would enforce its own social control on deviant

behaviour. His emphasis on the needs for a community to eniorce normative

standards of behaviour that would have among other things the effect of
reducing the delinquency rate suggests that Jones does not believe in a

shared slum culture which could be transferred intact to a local authority

estate. Rather the ascription 'low calibre'! is for a minority of pathol-

ogical families who can be assimilated to a stable community without

upsetting the normative conforming standards of behaviour of the majority

of the residents. This is a somewhat different idea of the behaviour

attributed to slum dwellers than that posited by others such as Mays (1963)
and Morris (1958) who argue that deviant behaviour in 'problem areas' is

the result of a non-conformist subculture adhered to by the majority of

residents in the area concerned. Mays (1963) argues that high delinquency

rate council estates have people from the former blighted neighbourhoods

which also had high delinquency rates.

"Here very clearly we are dealing with the same people
transferred to a different geographical setting, a fact

which gives substantial support to the criminal area
theory. I’

(p.220)

Although Mays does consider the possibility of differential policing

L

producing different offender rates for the varlious areas of a city he

does not consider this an important part of an explanation for high offender

rate areas. I . o

"While .  there may:;be some discriminatory practice in .
police methods between neighbourhoods, it is hard to
believe that this can account for more than a small

proportion of the difference in prosecutions between
varying status areas.," = =~
(p.220)  °° - ST

4

In this artlcleiMays is argulﬂg against psychological explanations

"'; * » ; F ool ‘i""

of delinquency énd those studies whlch see delinquency areas n;tjﬁé a |
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result of a prevalent widely adhered to subculture but as the result of
the personal inadequacies of members of individual households.

"One is driven back to the earlier explanation that a
delinquent and crime tolerant social atmosphere

prevails in such localities, that there is, as it were,
not so much a community of inaividual people as an
abiding community of ideas, values and attitudes which
is developed as a social tradition and handed on more or

less intact to the rising or incoming generation."
(p.221)

Morris also explicitly argues against the idea of a high delinquency

area being necessarily disorganised.

"The normative structure of conduct may appear to be an

inversion of the world at large but it is by no means
disorganised.™

(p.178)

Delinquent behaviour within a 'problem' housing area is, in Morris'
terms, 'integrated within a normative cultural pattern', the predominant
subcultural way of life adhered to by the majority of residents is at
least ambivalent to many criminal or delinquent activities if not actually
conducive to them. If Morris is correct and certainly a number of
studies support his conclusicns,3 then it is difficult to see how Jones'

view that the growth of a community would necessarily reduce crime and
delinquency rates is correct. 1In the association suggested between slum
clearance, entrants to council estates and 'low standards of behaviour!,
whether as a result of e‘brevailing subculture of the slums or due to
individual inadequacies, no nttempt is made by Ferguson on Jones to relate

the attributed behaviour to the material conditions of slum life; there

L

is no attempt to explain or understand the content of suchlbehaviour

iy ] ¢ . 3 -

except to name juvenile delinquency as a defining characceristic.

Jones' high delinquency rate estate also had high rates of
L

residential mcbillty' and he*hﬁhnsa causal connection between the two.

- - -

Other studies have shown, hcwever, that in both the privately rented and

~ -l 2 ¢ N . N 1h+orl“ ) _ .
the council sector 1owmmcbility rate areas may be high rates of crime and

" k wiet oL



delinquency.5 Though it is possible that the high rate of residential
mobility on the Leicester estate was in this specific case causally
related to the delinquency rates it seems more likely that in fact the
high mobility and delinquency rates were both effects of some other

causal process which made this estate a problem area. This is a similar
criticism to that made of Ferguson earlier - his implied causal connection

between slum clearance estates and high delinquency rates, The fact

that some slum clearance estates have low delingquency rates suggests
6,

the causal process is not so simple and direct as Ferguson believes.

Jones does not offer a quantitative study of moving rates, nor
does he attempt to examine the putative mobility rates by including a
qualitative study of residents' perceptions of the estate, and the
reasans for the moving of previous residents, This would have told us
more about the estate and thus given a greater understanding of the
complexity of problems associated with such estates of which delinquency
is just one. He does suggest that the mobility rates on the estate
are associated with the preponderance of small houses, the lure of newer
estates with better amenities and the process by which the 'respectables!
move away to be replaced by the less choosey slum dwellers. No details,

however, are given of the local authority's allocation rules and
procedures.~ how, for example, allocations are made to this estate, the
rules governing tranefers and exchanges. An estate can only decline
through tenant self-selection, as suggested by Jones, and more explicitly
by many other councll housing researchers whom I discuss later in this
chapter, if the lecel ;uthcrity ocer;tee e&éermissive policy on transfers

and exchanges between council tenants. Information of such housing

policies is ‘not offered by Jones, and therefore his contention that the

less choosey slum dwellers accept tenancles on this estate and those
aspiring to better hcusing”move away, must remain a hyﬁothesis unsupported
e R T

by empificalqdate.

»
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1.4, The age of the estate and the delinquency rate

Several researchers in this period mention the age of an estate
as of significance in the explanation of its high delinquency rate.
Unfoftunately there is no empirical agreement over the typical age of a
high delinquency rate estate. Jones' high delinquency rate estate
actually showed a rise in delinquency over the years. It was one of
Leicester's oldest council estates, and Jones does suggest that the new
estates with the more modern housing being built in the city were
attracting the more aspiring tenants from the old high delinquency rate
estate. He suggests that it is the less choosey slum dweller who accepts
a tenancy on this old estate. Morris suggests that high delinquency
rates are associated with the older council estates and in particular
with small and highly localised areas within such estates.

"Post-war housing +... is of a radically different
standard, and the observer cannot fail to be impressed

by overt social differences between life on the old and
on the new estates,!

(p.185)

Firstly, he argues that the actual housing standards on the old
estates are not conducive to family life and thus delinquency among the

children is more likely to go unchecked. Secondly, he argues that
delinquent areas are formed by the social interaction of families adhering
to certain values living in close proximity, and in particular, through
the children's social mixing, so that an estate, or part of an estate,

can develop a prevalent way of life that will encourage families with

higher standards and aspirations to move -away.
" Not all studies, however, found high délinquency rates to be
associated with old estates., Ferguson did not consider the age of the

L2

éte that

even on a slum clearance estate where families had lived ten years

estate to be an impprtant variable, We may assume, from his n

there were high delinquency rates,.that the estates on which he found the
b 'Jf'f{:;
5.1:** 2 )
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highest rates of delinquency were, in fact, quite new. DBagot (1941)

in Liverpool compared three housing estates and found that the newest

estate had the highest rate of delinquency, and the oldest had the lowest.
Comparison of estates on age and delinquency rates is unsatisfactory,

as shown by Baldwin and Bottoms, simply because it does not take other
.estate variables into account, such as, for example, the type of applicant
the estate was built to house and the local authority's allocation policies.

Maulle and Martin (1956) studied a new estate in Hertfordshire and founé

that rehousing was accompanied by an increase in dellinquency but this

fell subsequently to a rate that 'reasonably might be considered normal

for that population'. (p.451)

Mannheim (1948) based his study of delinquents in Cambridge on a
sample of convicted offenders, and like Ferguson, Jones and Morris, he
relies on the information of official control agencies, in this case, the
probation service. His study, therefore, like the others discussed
already, is open to criticisms of a biased sample which tells us nothing
of juvenile delinquencq per se, nor necessarily about apprehended

juveniles, but something about apprehended juveniles who are on probation.

The information on the latter is necessarily also biased in the sense

that it relies solely on information and assessments from the social
control agents. Mannheim is mainly concerned with the correlation

between his convicted offender sample and pathological variables connected
with family background. 1Inso: far as he is concerned with the ecological
distribution of delinquency in Cambridge, the finding that three new
council estates:paqjhigh ;aées of cppvigﬁedhjuvenile offenders. is explained
in terms of the lack of adequate social services on. the estates. As

Mannheim does not include any low juvenile offender rate estates for .
comparison such a hypothesis appears pure conjecture, informed only by

popular opinion.of the time - Mannheim.cites Bagot's.study in Liverpool
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and that of Ruth Durant (1939) in Watling in support of his thesis.

The first stage of the Sheffield study has shown that the newness of
the estate is not related to its official rate of crime and delinquency.
Of the seven highest offender rate estates in Sheffield, five were built
in the pre-war period. At the same time, however, other pre-war estates

were among those with the lowest offender rates.

le5e Social and recreational amenities and the high delinquency rate estate
Jones recommends that measures designed to foster and stabilise

community life on housing estates are essential to reduce social problems

such as delinquency. This concern over the lack of provision of social

amenities that would help to foster a community life is a major concern

of eriminologists! writing in this period, as it is with their sociological

counterparts. In particular, recreational facilities for youths are

considered essential in any attempt to reduce delinquency rates. Bagley

(1965) is particularly concerned with the relation between delinquency

rates and the provision of youth services in his examination of rates of

juvenile delinquency in twenty-two towns in England and Wales. He shows

that towns of relatively low social class tend to have the highest rates
of delinquency, when relatively little is spent on youth services. In
towns of similar social class composition, but with higher expenditure on

youth services the rates of delinquency were lower. Baldwin and Bottoms,

however, point to some anomzlies in Bagley's use of census and
delinquency data and that relating to expenditure on youth services.
They also found that the posited correlation between provision of youth
services and delinquéﬁcy rates is not upheld by the Sheffield analysis.7,
Bagley made a more intensive study of dellnquency on one town, Exeter.
His sample is, however, ba;ed on juvenile offenders appearing in court

over a seven month period « again his conclusions are based on a study

oftapﬁ;éhéﬁded juvenile delinquents. He finds high deliﬁqﬁenby ratestoﬁ



- 39 -

old and new estates and, therefore, does not relate these delinquency

rates to the age of the estates. Unlike Jones in Leicester and Morris

in Croydon, who found localised pockets of delinquency within one estate,
Bagley found his delinquents to be fairly evenly scattered about the
estate. He does not relate the high delingquency rates to mobility rates
for each estate, nor does he examine the type of applicant for which the
estate was built to house. He does, however, note that the local authority

disclaims any selective allocation process. Bagley concludes from his

research that :

"Delinquency in Exeter seems to be associated with low
social class (and its associated variables), with low

expenditure on youth services and with a well established
delinquent subculture."

(polth),

Although Bagley did not undertake any qualitative research himself
amongst the delinquents, so we have no idea whether the young themselves

feel a need for youth services, he does admit the desirability of

qualitative research, particularly with respect to delinquent subculture.

"It would be most interesting, both for this and other
subcultures described, to gain an intimate description

of community dynamics such as that given by Whyte's
'Street Corner Society?'.

(polrlt)

Apart from the deficiency of the delingquents' own accounts of
their housing areas, their felt deprivations if any, and explanations of
their own behaviour, Bagley's study is open to other criticism. Baldwin
and Bottoms point out Bagley's explanation of high delinquency rate
estates in terms of the three variables, social class, expenditure on
youth services and delinquent subculture, is very difficult to test
empirically. It is extremely difficult to devise measures of 'good!

youth services for purposes of comparison,

Bagley lists the three variables causally. He argues that in areas

of low social class, where there is a lack of youth services to compensate
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for the lack of opportunities experienced by adolescent boys, the
frustrated youth turn to delinquent subcultures. From a correlation
between two variables, delinquency and the amount of expenditure on youth
services, he argues a cause and effect relationship. Taking the kxeter
study, he, like Ather researchers already discussed, has not proved the

causal direction which he assumes. Thus one could equally well

hypothesise that the local authority was reluctant to spend money on youth
services in known delinquency areas or on problem estates, or that the
willingness of agencies to initiate youth services in such areas 1is

hampered by the residents lack of support for such services. Certainly,

one of the defining characteristics of a 'problem' estate to come out of
council estate studies is the lack of support for such community based
ventures. Related to the oft quoted lack of local support on 'problen’
estates for 'organised! activities and associations is the objection to

the social policy implications of the suggestions of those such as
Mannheim and Bagley. The provision of good youth facilities on a housing

estate may still not attract the delinquent or potentially delinquent and

even if they do there is no reason to suppose that this will automatically

deflect them into more conforming behaviour. This criticism may be made
of all the policy recommendations which assume an injection of 'community'

and an investment in amenities will reduce crime and delinquency rates in

such housing areas.

Bagley's analysis of high delinquency rate housing estates is very
much in line with Cohen's (1955) explanation of juvenile delinquency. At
the same time he acknowledges his debt toHCloward and Ohlin. Bagley sees
the emergence of delinquent youth cultufeé as the result of the blocked
opportuﬁities to achieve educafionally and in empléyme;t, experlenced by

working class*boys living in this case on local authority estates.
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"In the blocking of the aspirations of school leavers and
young workers, through the lack of opportunity for
occupational mobility, frustration may arise having
its outlet in various forms, one of which may be
delinquency."

(p.45)

Bagley includes a footnote on this statement,

"The hypothesis presented here is that the psychological
effect from the resulting frustration is the opposite

to that of anomie = out-turned anger, and in some cases
aggression against what seem to be agents of frustration."

(p.48)

In this respect he argues that youth services such as youth clubs
would relieve the frustrations resulting from the lack of opportunities in
other spheres, and so reduce the delinquent response and help to develop
areas of legitimate activity (p.45). This is a very similar analysis to
that offered by the Bristol Social Project Team of 'problem! estates in

Bristol, Spender et al (1964), which is discussed in the next section.

Such an explanation of delinquency as that offered by Bagley must be
assessed against the empirical research evidence offered by Morris (1958)

and Downes (1966). Morris argues that in areas of high 'social! delin-

quency children are soclalised into a culture :

"which tends to perpetuate what are essentially a-social
tendencies to individuals."

(p.196)
In such areas the young are not likely to be attracted to conventional
youth organisations, rather Morris sees the only chance of involving these
young people in'non-delinquent activities and interests is through
"spontaneous youth groups" (p.198); Downes also argues that the working
class young are socialised into a culture which does not adhere to the
same values as middle class society. Just as working class adolescents
passively dissociate from school and work, rather than, as Cohen suggests,
suffer frustration from blocked aspirations, they also dissociate fronm
conventional youth organisations. Downes in his empirical research in

East London shows that such organisations and clubs fail to attract the
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very boys that are thought to be most at 'risk'!, that is, those most

likely to commit delinquent actions., Bagley does admit different class
patterns of socialisation, but assumes that for the working class boy

this just further handicaps him in his attempts to achieve in

middle class society. He does not question the assumption that working

class boys internalise middle class aspirations = thus the youth club

for Bagley is seen as a welcome opportunity for working class boys to

compensate in their leisure time for their otherwise blocked opportunities.

l.6. Individual and social pathology

There were a number of studies in this period, both criminological
and sociological, which sought the cause of social problems on council

estates, in the lack of community and the disorganisation which is

particularly associated with the new estate.

Maule and Martin (1956) were concerned with the peculiar features
of a new council housing estate. From their original focus on aspects of

community health in a medical sense they became

"interested both in problems of adjustment of individuals
and familles, consequent upon rehousing and in the
structure and development of the community as a whole."

(p.449)
The motivating question for ‘this part of their research was:

"To what extent does this sort of rehousing tear up family
roots and cause a weakening in all the supports that a

family derives from its relations, friends and neighbours 2"
(p.445)

Probably the research that was committed most strongly to this
perception of the new estate is the Bristol Social Project (1964)., This

was an action research project carried out on two Bristol council estates

B ow e N

and an inner city area of privately rented housing. The validity of their

findings is rather questlonable in that having accepted the conclusion of

-

8
Mack that the maip probLngrevealedpby delipquency{isﬁfamily disorgan=

isation, they enter the field to find such families. Although some .place
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is allowed to the subjects! own accounts of the 'stresses and strains'
arising out of their housing situation, at the end of the day it is
the researchers who hold the monopoly on the correct analysis of the

problems experienced by these people. This attitude of the researchers
is underlined by their use of the medical analogy = they cast themselves
as the doctors whose job it is to diagnose the disease and prescribe

the cure. The irony of the situation is that many of the people who
lived on the council estate with which they were most concerned, not
only did not want a doctor or a cure but, in fact, even questioned the
diagnosis. The researchers, aware of this reaction, adopt the position
that the people are mistaken and that their task is to reveal this to
the residents and bring them to a realisation of the malady for themselves.
The idea of social pathology attached to slum housing areas implied by
other researchers such as Ferguson has already been discussed. The

idea of social pathology is a key component of the Chicagoan concept of

social disorganisation. The Bristol team are concerned to see high

delinquency rates as a result of individual pathology, rather than social
pathology, thus moving even further away from the possibility of a
rgdical critique of a society that produces high rates of delinquency

concentrated in certain housing areas of urban centres. The onus of

responsibility is firmly put on the individual, and the wider social

structure is removed from criticism. The very use of a medical analuagy
which labels the delinquent or delinquent-producing family 'sick' has

a social control function, in that it invalidates the responses of that

1 ~
| S Tt .

person and their action cannot be viewed as a rational or viable

¥
1,.’,j

alternative mode of conduct. Thus research such as ‘that done by the

O e e 9
Bristol team successfully reverses the plea of C. erght Mills, and

makes public issues into personal problems. Delinquency, along*w1th

other social 'problems' such as crime, child neglect, and a whole

3‘1“"

constellation of other behaV1our patterns taken as typifying the 'froblem'
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family are for the Bristol team the result of inadequate or 'disinte-
grative'! families who, in the case of the new housing estate, are unable
to stand up to the stresses and strains of living in an area without

community norms or kinship ties and where social isolation is rampant.

In explaining the existence of the 'problem!'! estate the researchers

reject the idea of a deviant subculture such as that described by Mays,

Morris, and Jephcott and Carter (1954),

"But the stereotyped idea of a 'problem subculture'
(Morris, 1958, p.177) in which the whole area
subscribes to a set of values different from those
held in the wider society certainly does not apply
to Uplield, nor, we consider to estates of a similar
social structure elsewhere ... what is characteristic
of the so-called 'black' streets in which so many of
the stresses were concentrated is not that anti-social

behaviour is approved of, but that it is not condemned
so openly and so often as in other areas.™"

Neither 1s the 'problem' estate seen as the result of a selective

allocation policy operated by the local authority, whereby the unsatis-

factory tenants and applicants are 'dumped' on to one or two estates
which are kept for this purpose. Rather, the 'problem' estate arises
fron a process of self~selection, whereby incompatibility between
neighbours leads to the mcvement away by 'respectables' from areas with
a number of 'problem' families. It is to such‘areas that families
"chcracterised" by the stress and strain of a predcminantly anti-social
pattern tend to gravitate. The authors do not explain the decmding
factors that make an estate go rcugh or respectable = that is why on

some estates, according to the process they suggest, the 'roughs' stay

and the 'respectables' move away, and on cthers the cpposite occurs. Nor

do they examine any local authorlty data which mlght substantiate their

S L .
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claim, except for a small study on movement away from the two council

estates, and Bristol's particular housing policies and- oro
S Dot eEaes JOUsLuE P - _”cccfprcccdures are not
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discussed. ?Withcut a’deta&léd’examinationfcf"the lccal”authoritﬁes'
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allocation policy and regulations governing exchanges and transfers

o
the claim of a éggzsial-cultural process 0f selection must rest on

‘hearsay'! and conjecture.

The Bristol study adopts a consensus model of aociety.lo

'Problem' estates result from a collection of 'problem! families who
colonise an area. These problem families ~ and there is never a very
clear distinction made in any of the literature of this period between
problem familjes and the ordinary rough working class ~ are a pathological
minority who are socially substandard or inadequate. The remedy for
problem estates is the rehabilitation of this minority through welfare

and social work agencies, with the assistance of psychiatriccare for

the disturbed personality. The 'problem' estate attracts rather than

produces the criminal or delinquent because even on such estates the

authors deny the existence of a subculfure which fosters such deviant

behaviour.

The conclusions of Terence Morris, based on his study in Croydon,
on the genesis of the problem estates and his consequent social policy
recommendations are very similar to those of the Bristol team. Morris,

however, adopts a pluralist model of soclety, with the 'problem' estate

both attracting the criminal and delinquent through a processtof self=-

selection, and also producing him in the sense of the young in such
areas being socialised into a non-conforming subculture which fosters
such deviant behaviour. Despite linking social delinquency to the sub=-
culture of a housing area, Morris argues that such a subculture gives

rise to pathological personalities, as well as a pathological way of life.

""The opportunism, the egocentricity and rejection of
authority which this cultural system perpetuates, give
those families socio-pathic if not psycho~pathic
"characteristics. Poor control over the bladder, inability
to budget expenditure, and spontaneous. pilfering from

" the employer are all facets of the same culture,"

(p.194) . .
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Although he views the root of the pathology as primarily social

rather than individual, his recommendations are not in conflict with

those of the Bristol tean,

"The problem is how to bring about changes in a culture

which tends to perpetuate what are essentially a=-social
tendencies in individuals."

Morris, as it has already been said, equates delinquency and
crime with pathology and he too uses a medical analogy. He refers to
delinquency 'by contagion'., Nevertheless, he is emphatic that his high

delinquency areas are not disorganised but are the territorial base of

the unskilled working class subculture, which at times fosters and at
other times is not antithetical to types of delinquent and c¢riminal

activity. He gives cursory attention to the social construction of

of ficial criminal statistics, and with equal brevity dismisses the idea
Lias

that the 'class bese' in crime and delinquency rates could be to any

extent unreal - that is, the result of differential arrest or charge

rates based against the working class offender. The official statistics,
in Morris' opinion, reflect a real class differential in crime and
delinquency rates, and an explanation for this rests on the cultural
difference between social classes. Morris is not describing an exclusively
slum culture, but the ordinary culture of the unskilled working class

that can be found both in the old inner city slum areas and on 'problem’
housing estates: in fact, wherever thié social class may iive.ﬂ Support
for Morris'! idea of a delinquency area where the méjority of residents
subscribe to a distinctive subcultural way of life which may be deviant

by middle class normative standa:dsrcomggrfrom other studies of high

crime and delipquency:f$t§1gregs which;arg‘np}hnecessa;ily council estates.
David Downes (196f).en East London and Jephcott.and Carter.(1954) in
Radby,. for example, offer evidence of a deviant working. class.culture

which they relate to the material conditions of the people involved.
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The use of informal observation (Downes) and participant observation
(Jephcott and Carter) as methods of research enables these researchers
to give descriptions of working class life in high crime and delinquency
rateareas which give some place to the actors!'! own accounts of life in
such areas. Both offer subcultural explanations of behaviour patterns
in these areas, and although they differ on the roots of a deviant
working class subculture, they concur on the existence of a 'delinquency

area' where the young are drawn into the subcultural way of life through
family and neighbourhood contacts, thus explaining the persistance of a

delinquency area over time.

Madeline Kerr (1958) also describes a working class way of life in
a slum area of Liverpool. The content of her description suggests a
subculture which is similar to that described by Downes and Morris, and
whilst not specifically concerned with criminal or delinquent behaviour
she does not.that certain types of offence, such as 'stealing from
out-groups', is a fairly 'normal' and unsanctioned pattern of behaviour
amongst the local people. 'Ship Street' as she calls the area of her
study, is undergoing slum clearance schemes, which means the rehousing

of many of the inhabitants into corporation flats. Xerr notes the

persistence of the subculture after rehousing :

"This alteration in their manner of living has not led

to a related change in their ways of life. The ritual
and traditions of the past, carried out in the old

houses and streets, are now preserved in the present in
the corridors and yards of tenement flats.™

(1958, p.3)

Kerr's interest in this working class subculture is in relating
environmental stresses to personality development, utilising concepts
and tools from clinical and social psychology. This does not, however,

detract from the descriptive data of the subjects in their daily lives,

and her finding of the persiétence of such a subculture could be taken as



