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The Study. of Deviant Behavior: Where the Action Is*

The .early American sociologists wrote unabashedly about

social patholegy and the action lay in-social reform. Indeed

it was. not uncommon for sociologists-at-the turn of the century

‘to be actively engaged in reform movements, often with only a

second hand acquaintance with ideas concerning that which they

~would reform. Some were"among‘the,severestcbritics of the

established order and a few lost their jobs,to their principles.
But the scene chahged and with it the action. Sociologists

studied social problems .and the more sophisticated wrote more

or less dispassionately of social movements and of personal and

social ‘disorganization. Particularly within the Chicago school

the action shifted to "making_the.sgene". Sociologists made

their naturalistic observations without quite going native.

Though not without involvement in changing the established order, .

their analyses were cloaked-within-the terminology of personal
and social reorganization and the stages of social movements.
They were more likely than not to renounce reform.

Beginning in.the mid-thirties the stage, .the scene, and
even. to a degree the actors shifted.  Interest in the study. of
social movements declined; almost disappeared.. The action be- .

gan to lie in a ..;systématic approach to the analysis-of

social and cultural sources. of deviant behavior."l_ Writing

in 1938 Merton signaled the shift in action, stating:.

"Our: primary aim is to discover how some social struc-
tures -exert a definite pressure upon certain persons
in the society to engage in nonconformist rather than
conformist conduct."
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He argued that-oﬁr sgciological task was to explain-variation in
rates of deviant behavior, not its incidenpg,,apd he introduced
functional theory;by:way of ekpianation. B

While the action lay in investigating cultural and social
structure, there is no mistaking the fact that deviance was de-
fined as the behavior or conduct of people, their modes of-
adaptation- to cultural goals and institutionalized means. Later.
- developments of the theory while elaborating the theory of-
social structure emphasizing differential opportunities, "and
while elaborating the theory of cultural strgcture to emphasize.
subcultures have left theAdefinition of deviance as .behavior or
conduct of people unchanged.

Beginning with the GQ's there have been.growing signs.off
dissatisfaction with both the definition of deviance and the-
explanatory variables. The main thrust of this criticism

whether by Albert Cohen, .Erving Goffman, or Howard Bec;ker3

has-
been the failure of the theory to regard deviance as a process
or persons becoming labeled as deviant and a concern with organ-
izational responseé or adaptation‘téAdeviance, an idea that
earlier was central to the writings of Clifford Shaw.

Becker's and Goffman's approaches to the study of deviance
perhaps are the most serious attempt to redefine the action,
both in their reformulation of the problem and in their call
for sociologists who study deviance to once again "make. the

scene" in their investigations. Becker's definition of devi-

ance is cited to illustrate the shift in action:
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"...social groups create deviance. by making the rules
whose infractions constitute deviance, and by. applylng
those rules to particular people and labeling them as
outsiders. From this point of view, deviance is not a
quality of the act the person commits, but rather a
censequence of the.application by others of rules and
sanctions to an "effender".

The  action for Becker and others has shifted somewhat from
the investigation of culéural and social structure per se to
investigatien of "...the process of interaction between people, -

some’ of whom in- the service .of their interests make and enforce-

‘

rules which catch others who, in the service of their own

interests, have committed acts which are labeled as deviant."5

Added to the emphasis on interaction is one on enterprise in an

organizational sense. As Becker states:

...whenever rules are created and applied, we expect.
that the process of. enforcement will be shaped by the
complex1ty of the organlzatlon, resting on a basis of
shared understandings 1n simpler groups-and resulting:
from political maneuvering and bargaining in complex
structures."

I would call your attention here to the development of the
idea that-organization is a crucial element both in the moral
cruséde,and in shaping the process of rule enforcement. .While
the action then appears to have shifted to the investigatibn,of
interaction in an organizational context,. there still is no
mistaking the fact that deviance is defined in terms of the

application of rules to particular people ‘and a labeling of them

as outsiders.
By now it should be apparent that although I have high-
lighted the shifts in where the action is in theory and research

on deviance, I also have emphasized that the definition of
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deviance has focused on the behavior of persons who are de=
fined or labeled as deviant. My purpose in doing so is to call
attention to the fact.that more is involved in the study of
deviaﬁce than the explanation of variation in the rates of
deviant behavior of éersons or of the moral enterprise involved.
in the creation and enforcement of rules related.to the behaviqr
of persons. More is involved because deviance characterizes

the actions of aggregates and organized groups and what we have .
come to call formal organizations quite apart from the defined
deviance of individuals who comprise their membership or hold an
official position in them. Though I dislike the term, I am
referring to what sometimes is called the "behavior of organiza-
tions", activity that is evaluated by moral enterprise and
labeled as deviant. It is to this matter that I now turn,
suggesting that a more general theory will concern itself not
only with the behavior of persons buﬁ-of-organizations.

What I - shall say about organizatienal deviance first must
be understood by discussing several -fofms of -deviance that-
apparently are similar to, or an aspect of, organizational
deviance. One of these is referred to as "institutionalized" -
or "patterned evasion".

Institutionalized or patterned evasion is said to occur in
those cases "...where a publicly accepted norm is covertly
violated on a large scale, with the tacit acceptance or  even.
épproval of the same society.or group, at least so long as the
violation is concealed."7 Examples commonly referred to.as

patterned evasion are income tax evasion, sharp business
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practices, drinking wet and voting dry, and some of.the patterns
of sex behavier reported in the Kinsey studies. Common to all
patterned evasion is. the element of iﬁdividual behavior -deviating
from norms and institutional support for the deviation so long

as it is not prdqessed before an open public.

Though this is not the place_t§ develop the matter, I want
to suggest that there are at least two major and different forms
of patterned evasion. In.the first type the patterning arises
largely from an aggregative effect of individuals deviating from
norms; their evasion carries relatively low risk of detection,
and at:least moderate cultural support if not publically pro-
cessed. . There is relatively little by way of organized relations
among the individuals who- deviate, however, and even.relatively
little formal organizational implementation of the deviant action
itself. This is true, for example, of much institutionalized
income tax evasion, sharp business practices, cheating in the
classroom, and some forms of sex de?iation. Premarital sex
relations, for example, are all right so long as you don't get
pregnant or have .a child out of wedlock.

The second type. involves.a more elaborate and complex organ-
izational system that makes mass evasion possible. The organiza-
tion itself may be more liable to negative 'sanctioning than the
individuals-who evade. Furthermore, individuals or'organizations
who.catér_to the interest of the mass who evade may need consider-
able organizational support in the form of bribes, fixes, .and
protection if they are to operate. This is true for much of the

kind of deviance we call vice that is catered to be what is
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loosely referred to as organized crime. . Much organized crime
thrives on institutionalized evasien--buying liquor in a dry
area or illegal betting for example. Indeed any form of mass
evasion will necessarily be quite different if there is no
organized vehicle for its practice.- |

Though the literature tends to confuse the matter, it is
important in these cases- to distinguish the deviance of.the
.organization‘from the patterned deviance of the clients. They.
pose. quite different problems for rule makers and enforcers in
the system since the client system generally is only loosely:
integrated with the organized service system. . Police action,
for example, more generally is directed. against the operators
énd their business rather than against the clients-in most
vice activity.

A word needs to be said, too, about what Edwin Sutherland
defined as white-collar crime. . Sutherland-was acutely aware of
the fact that what he termed white-collar crime involved organi--
zations as well as individuals. His paper "Is "White-Collar
Crime" Crime?" published in 1945 analyzes the decisions by
courts and commissions against the 70 largest industrial and
mercantile corporations in the United States for four types of
laWs.8 Despite.this ofganizational starting point, his primary
‘concern in the paper is with .white-collar criminals, particularly.
businessmen and he discusses such matters as- -the differential
status of the businessmen and the stigma of the crime attached
to the offenders. Not unaware of organizational factors in
white-collar crime, it appears that analysis of the crime of

the organization, per se, was somewhat alien to his approach.




I have said that my main purpoese is to argue for the use
of a more general theory that encompasses the deviant behavior
of organizations,as~well'as‘of~persons; The remarks that .
follow are directed toward explering the more general relations
of social organization to deviant behavior leading up to a
>consideration'of the deviant organization.’

The social-psychological approach to deviance has generally
considered any person-as- deviant whose -behavior departs from
normative expectations. This concefn dith deviance as.behavior
departing from normative: expectatlons had led soc1al pSYChOlOngtS
1nto a concern for- the comparison of dev1ants w1th conformers.
Their bete noire has been the-fact that;seeletal.organlzat10n~has
net‘produced_for them the necessary dataibn aii’aeviantsﬂbf a
given kind, e.g., all criminals, or even ali-homicides.' ThiS'haSg
led them into the pursuit of the "hldden" dev1ant--the hldden
delinquent, the "white-collar" crlmlnal the closet sexual
offendert. 1Interestingly enough generally,th;s.search.has been
carried out only where.soéial~organizatién'makes it faitly easy :
to detect the "hidden" deViants. There has been llttle searchlng
for types of deviants that the social organlzatlon coerces
almost entirely into a hidden or secret pos;tlon--the subversives,-
the "closet- fags," the members. of anh"underéround," er,spys to
give a few illustratioens.: | |

This‘search for the~"hidden".deviant‘as'well'as those Whé,are
processed within-some organizationalléentext and therefofe
accessible to investigation has ogeufred priﬁarily,becaﬁse of an

interest in the deviant person; or at most an interest in
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explaining why deviant persons occur where they do within a,
structural system. Parenthetically.I might say that students

of cultural and sociai,structure might .find it far more worth-
thle to explain differences betweén "hidden" and "known"
delinquents.in~terﬁé of the organizational system that pro-

duces these .very.differénces rather than to try to aggregate

all of- the delinquentéland explain variation in their occurrence -
in structural locations. But the point I wish to make here is.
that like Becker and others I find this approach severely
limiﬁedvfrom a sociological point of view precisely‘because

deviance is defined in purely cultural -and behavioral terms--

that is, it is-defined quite apart from social organization.
When it is defined in organizational terms; the investigator is
almost apologetic--these are only the "official" delinquents, or
the "offenders" who were incarcerated. He apologizes because -
he. thinks he "knows" something is.missing. But what is missing?
For these theorists a norm and behavior is all'that 1s essential
to the definition of deviance; thére is no social organization
related to the definition of deviapce in this approach;. Social
organization, when it is introduéed,'is introduced as an ex-
planation for the behavior.

Time does not permit me to pursué,thisipbint further, but
I simply want to suggest.that from an organizational poinf of
view, there is. no deviant in a pure;y'normative—behavioral sense.
This is so for a number of reasons that I shall state bfiefl&
before moving on.

First, it is so because the social control systems in

societies are differentially-organized in relation to deviance.
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It perhaps is mistaken to posit, as does Parson, that: "The
theory of social control-.is the:obverse of-. the theory of the-
~genesis of deviant behavior. tendencies."’ Social contrdl——
sanctioning systems--are part and parcel. of the. -definition and
genesis of deviant behavior.

Second, the definition of deviance, as well'noted'by-Lemeré;'
Kitsuse, Becker and others, is a matter of societal reaction to='-;
deviance; it is a matter of organized processing of deviants, bu£?.  ?
also as I shall note below, of organizations. A central problém_A>v
is to explain differences in who is processed as deviant and whatﬁf
difference this makes. - |

Third, deviant behavior itself bears a complex relationship'
to.organizations. Yet in - simple terms, societal processing. of
deviants is partly a matter of the consequences of deviance fqr' ;
organization and organizations. Some forms of deviance are more
clearly related to specific. organizational contexts than others.-
and the definition .and processing of deviants arises precisely be-"
cause of their relationship to organizations. To .illustrate, cheék;
forgery and embezzlement. are. crimes. .against businesses. Malicious’;
destruction of property .is more often against an organization thanq-v
-an individual property owner so far as the ‘definition and précess—l
ing of deviants is concerned.. Crimes against persons involve a- ,.
victim and an offender; yet it is the criminal .who is most often.
studied rather than .the relational system of victim and offender.7;
A striking sociological fact for example is that a majority of
reported rapes are for instances where there was a prior felationQ-'
ship between the victim and the offender. Rape of the person-

where there is no prior. relationship is relatively uncommon.
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I might say in this connection that from my point of view
the,investigation of the organizational. relatienship of deviants-
should have a high priority in the study of deviance.' This-
would involve investigations of the relational properties of
victims and offenders where victims~aré'broadlyudefined to
include formal organizations as well as persons. It is clear on
the one hand that individual deviance may destroy organizations;
it is equally clear that societal organization "protects" the
victim from the deviant. It is within this context for example,
that the institution and 6rganization of insurance in modern
societies assﬁmes dominant proportions.

My first point then is that from the point of view of
social organization (if not altogether by defihition of what

comprises a social system) while an individual may deviate from

norms -without any organization being deviant, there is no:

individual deviance that does not involve -social interaction

and organization. Perhaps this may appear to be saying no more

than deviance in the Durkheim sense is a social fact. I am
pressing however for the consideration of how organization
énters into individual deviance as the primary goal of the
sociological study of deviance.

My second poeint is that much individual deviance is intri-

cately linked to organized systems and organizations that also

are defined as deviant. The illegal acts of persbns are

facilitated if not altogether engendered by deviant organiza-

tional systems.
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What I am referring to in this second instance are those
cases where persons engage in deviant'acts, for example in
gambling, in a client system that is defined as deviant--in
this example a policy operation, Both the organization--here
the policy operation and the -client--here someone who buys. a
number--then are deviant. To distinguish this from the third
type, I shall shortly discuss, I want to emphasize that the.
behavior defined as deviant--in this example gambling--can occur
under -other organizational circumstances as well--for example,
at a licensed track--that is, it can occur apart from a deviant
service . system.

Quite_cleérly then what is defined as vice serviced by a
criminal organization falls within this_c§£egory;, Though time
does not permit me to develop the pdint,_féém tﬂe standﬁoiht of
social control more effort is directed toaafd control éf the'
organization--for example, policy—-fhan té'éont;ol the
deviance of individuals-who are clientsi.théﬁpersons who buy .
the numbers. This is especially trueffdr féfmg of vicé éuch as -
~ gambling where _the deviéncé of:the_éliehté is génerally dis-
regarded, or for the illegal sale rétherlfhéﬁ“the cohéumﬁtiéh-éf
alcohol illegally_manufacturedi even of the use as agéiﬁSt the
manufacture. or sale of narcoetics. Ingeéd.the sanctioﬁs at law
- against the.client are~c6nside£abiy lessjpunitivélghan those
against members of thé:Organizatién) of the Oéééni2§tidnAi£self.
The- bootlegger can loose his entiée investment énd be individually
sanctioned; the purchaéer will generélly-gé_frée.

The: third way.that“ofganizatién.and persons afe related in-

deviance occurs when the organization is defined as deviant in
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such a way as to classify all,membgrs or'participants in it as
deviant. A most important exampleigf this- type of deviance.ié
what Smelser defines as the value-oriented social movement.lo~

The value-oriented movement arises under conditions where the
méans.for recenstituting the sociél order are closed off to
persons, thereby turning their.attention to a reconstitution

of the value-organization of the system. Smelser includes in

this class nativistic, messianic, millenerian, sectarian, utopian,
and natioenalistic ﬁovements as well as among others, political.
revolutions. - Though Smelser doeé not(make,the point, there is

not only an implicit or explicit attack on the value system in-
herent in these movements but also an attack on the constitutive
order that results - in their being labeled as deviant and members
by inclusion' in them are labeled as deviant,

There, of course,vis considerable  variability in the degree.
to which a society may formally or- legally define such movements-
and their organizations as deviant. The "subversive" organization
is a clear. example of such a value-oriented movement and in our
own recent past the U. S. Attorney General's list of Subversive
"Organizations is.a case in point. The¢Wobblieé.of the early
1900's, The Bolshevik movement of thé 20's and the nativist .
movements of the 30's and 40's are other examples of national
concern with political subversion. American histbry provides
ample illustration éf~national”pfeo¢cupation wiﬁh organizéd-sub-
version of its values, religious, leitiCal, and - economic, not.
to extend the liét of examples. | : .

Perhaps the best .example of a stuéy of this fype of ordén-

izational- deviance is Selznick's study, The Ordanizational
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Weapon, a study based on a more general theory of-organizations.

Selznick writes:

"It is-a primary function of the constitutional order--
whether of a particular organization or of the political
community itself--to make power. responsible by limiting
the uses to which it may be put and specifying how it

may be won. ...We shall speak of organizations and .
organizational practices as weapons when they are used

by a power seeking elite. in a manner unrestrained by the
constltutlonal order of the_arena in. whlch the contest
takes place.’ In this usage, "weapon" 1s not meant to
denote any political tool, but one torn from its normal
context and unaCffptable to the communlty as a legitimate
mode of action.' That is as much a language for the
study of. deviant organizations perhaps as we have in the
literature and it serves as a basis for the study of .
Bolshevik strategy and tactics--an organizational problem.

The fourth way that persons and organizations are linked

in deviance occurs when the organization is defined as deviant-

but only those members who can be specifically charged with

behavioral participation are defined as deviant. International:

law provides some interesting cases in points. Certain of the
trials at Neurenberg. are of this order and even the Eichmann
trail fits in some respects. From a sociological point of view,
‘one should not be misled by the fact that in the specific drama
where the individual is tried as deviant, he in all likelihood is
accused of specific crimes as well. For the drama begins with an
indictment of the organizational'system as deviant and some are
held more responsible than others.

The fifth way that'persons'and organizations are linked in

deviance occurs when the organization is defined as deviant as a

consequence of the behavior of some of its members. I suppose we

all immediately think in this context of the classic cases of

corrupt government or organizations--the scandal in a formal
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organization. Thus-the traffic bureau or the police department .
is defined as corrupt. The organization undergoes some organiza-
. tional. transformation as a consequence and soﬁe of its members
are-removed from their office or position, even indicted and
perhaps sentenced. There are other examples that readily come to
mind; One of the more recent to come to public attention involved
price-fixing among the electrical companies. The major electrical
companies wére fined and in other ways sanctioned for the behavior
of officials; a few officials were indicted, tried and sentenced.
The final way that individuals- and organizations'are linked

in deviance occurs when the organization is defined -and sanctioned

as deviant, but the individual participants are not so regarded.

While frém a sociological point of view there can be no organiza-
tion without behavior of individuals, the point here is that

none of the individuals in-the-organization are defined as
deviant for the behavior they engaged in, behavior that-is
related to the organization being defined as deviant. Let me
illustrate with several examples from our recent past.

The current civil rights movement provides several cases in
point. State commissions against discrimination in employment,
housing, and civil rights generally spend the bulkvof their time
in defining and sanctioning organizations as deviant. An-:
employing establishment will be defined as discriminating
against minorities and sanctioned for it. Yet the personnel
officer who-does the hiring, the officials wﬁo set the policy, or
the workers who engage in discriminatory practice are under these
conditions not defined as deviants. and sacntioned for their

behavior.
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Segregation of public facilities provides other examples.
In the case=of.school'desegregation, the charges are brought.
against a school system through its Board of Education., It
is the .-system that- is defined as deviant and sanctioned. The:
board members, the superintendent; and the teachers may escape
specific definition as deviant. The legal systém is geared to
défining the organized school’systém as failing to comply. and
legal and fiscal sanctions are directed against the organization
to coerce compliance. In addition, local organizations such as
the NAACP and -their national Legal Defense Fund exert pressure
to comply. |

International conflict situations present numerous examples
Qﬁexe one or a number of social systems will define others as
deviant and impose sanctions without defining any leaders or
_members és deviant. To be sure, of course, in some cases-both
nations and ;eaders are defined as deviant but there are many
cases where they are not. The boycott, the blockade, diplomatic
recognition, the loan and other forms of aid are important .
sanctions for deviance in relations among nations.

I cite these examples solely to call attention to the fact
that both within and among social systems, organized units can
be defined and sanctioned as deviant without any person who is
a member of the organization defined as-deviant in the process-
ing of deviance. .

If time permitted I would like to say something about how
the values, norms, and sanctions of social systems are differen-

tially organized so that organizational deviance is more

explicitly dealt with in some social systems than in others.
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It is apparent, for example, that the .American social system
gives high priority to individual rights in the system. Yet we
are constantly engaged in balancing ‘individual égainst collective
interests. In balancing out individual and collective interests,
it perhaps becomes more difficult to define and sanction organi-
zational deviance in systems where individual rights occupy the
priority they do in our system.

In the American.  social system, a principai~way to sanction
organizations is to define the behavior of persons in the organ-
ization as deviant, thereby sanctioning the organization by
sanctioning its members. Given the importance of leadership in
organization, the organization is especially vulnerable to
sanctions against its leadership, particularly when those sanctions
force a succession in leadership. The decline of the IWW occurred
in part because of a .coerced succession in leadership.

Yet it would be mistaken to assume that sanctions are not
directed against.organizaiionsmasmwell as .individuals. The \
strike, the sit-in, the boycott, the blockade, the occupation of
a territory, the financial subsidy; second and third class mail-
ing privileges, the court order, and police action to coerce
compliance are but some of the kinds of sanctions that are
generally applied only to organizations when they are deviant.

Much neglected in the study of social organization and
deviance is the relationship of modes of deviance and the political
organization of the society. The literature of deviance has tend-
ed to focus either on the deviant in politics, e.g., the authori-
tarian personality or the "corrupt" boss, or on the "deviant"

organization and its role in the political process, e.g., the
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"deviant" movement. . Other. matters  should be regarded .as problem-
atic, however. From thecéerspective of :'social:.organization,  the
organizational forms and processes and of: organized behavior
itself in the political.process should-.be.regarded.as.problematic.
The organized means such as strategy' and tactics for example may
be regarded as deviant in the system. "Thus the society defines
their "legitimate" use in the political order. All other use in
the system will be treated as illegitimate. This is readily
apparent if one considers strategies of violence in the political
pfocess. The military and the police share -a monopoly of its
"legitimate" exercise but their exercise must also be "legitimated".
. The police may exercise force unduiy.and be faced with charges of
"police brutality". Indeed, at the present .time it is not the
individual officer who is seen as the deviant but the charge is
against a police.organization and it is"the.organization that is
to be held accountable .for such failures.

Both means and .the..ends may be :legitimate:.until they arise
in.a particular context-in the political»process,ﬂa;.which point
they are defined as illegitimate., ‘One may, for example,
"legitimately" oppose U. S. foreign— policy and one .may legiti-
mately "strike" as a means to negotiable ends. But an attempt
by university professors to stage a walk-out - from classes as a
form of protest against U. S. foreign policy in Viet Nam is to

- open -them to charges of deviance within -the usually tolerant

university community. It is not a legitimate mode of expression
in relation to the "ends". A "teach-in" is more likely to be

defined as "legitimate". Indeed much of the political dialogue

today in the U. S. seems in its organized aspects to raise
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guestions about "modes of protest"-in relation to .goals. And
political organizations. or movements:~themselves may. combine in

a particular way "deviant" and "highly legitimate: .forms" making
coping with them problematic in the society. Thus McCarthyism
and the Minute Men draw upon deviant means in- the -avowed interest
of preservation of thegconstitutional order. They are thereby

less vulnerable to characterizations of deviance.

Conclusion

We are coming to .the end of my remarks. Several things I
hope have become apparent in this cursory survey of where the
action should be in the study of deviance. ;o

I suggest that.we-have-been=preoccupied*ﬁith defining persons
as_deviant at. .the. expense of examining ‘organizational déviance;
Closely related to .this is the fact that"much.of our.concern with
deviance has focused .on..violations .of: the .criminal code in
western systems, treating deviance under the.icivil code as non-
problematic in our theory. We have‘been-préoccupied with suicide
and hdmicide but not .with deicide or genocide.. Indeed I am
struck by the. fact that there is no sociological writing of con-
sequence on genocide. We have been concerned with hidden devi-
ance of individuals and not the visible deviance of organizations.

In brief the general thrust of my remarks has been to
suggest that in the study of deviant behavior the action does
not lie primarily in motivation ‘to deviant behavior on the one
hand nor in cultural and social structure on the-other. The
action rather is in the..study of  social-organization--the organi-

zational matrix that- encompases the' deviant behavior of persons
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and the deviant behaviorqor_organizatiohsa*%A“mere general
theory can encompass both.'»Indeed;Jthe theory:-of.-organizations
is easily adapted to- the -study of-organizational- deviance.
Perhaps the time has come to remakeAthe écene:as well as make
it. The action lies not-only in a return to actors but to.

their organization.
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