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This article reassesses the concept of relative deprivation and restates its relevance and potential to extend the theoretical boundaries of criminology. Rather than search for causes or attempting to determine the genesis of the problem in either individuals or social structures, relative deprivation can sensitise us to the process and emotion of crime, the fluidity of deviant activity and, as such, connects to the contemporary concerns of cultural and psychosocial criminology. The article is also intended to reacquaint criminologists with the work of W.G. Runciman, a leading theorist of relative deprivation.  Runciman’s work can be seen as an elaboration of Mertonian strain tradition.
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Introduction Bridging the divide between the social and individual
W.G. Runciman  is a theorist largely neglected in criminological theories that make use of the idea of relative deprivation such as the left realists and latterly Young (Lea and Young 1983/1993; Young 1999; 2003). Nevertheless, as will be shown, Runciman (1966 is an important theorist within social psychological discussions of relative deprivation. The article will undertake the following tasks. Firstly, to demonstrate how Runciman’s discussion of relative deprivation helps elucidate the processes that lead to crime as well as situating his work within the wider anomie  or strain tradition. Secondly, to present an approach to criminology that takes into account social psychology. A theme that runs throughout the article is a discussion of the structure/agency debate by noting how relative deprivation is an analytical device that can bridge the bipolarity of prior criminological theorising that seeks to focus on either the individual or society. The article will conclude by contributing to two areas of criminology which build upon older traditions. The first concerns a growing trend towards what a number of recent articles and books have termed ‘psychosocial criminology’ (Jefferson 2002; Brown 2003). Jefferson (2002} has argued that  criminology of all persuasions is conceptually ill equipped to account for the role of both psychological emotions and the culture within which they are enacted, or to answer fully issues of motivation. The second area is cultural criminology which  highlights the energy and expressivity of crime, the seductive quality of risk taking behaviour and the breaking through of the stultifying attempts at control and regulation (Ferrell 1998a/b, Presdee, 2000, Hayward, 2004, Hayward and Young, 2004). Cultural criminology is an approach that the concept of relative deprivation connects to as both an explanatory variable and a theoretical link, given that Young is associated with both left realism and cultural criminology (Young 1999; Hayward and Young 2004). 
Relative deprivation is the epitome of an approach that leads to both objective and subjective levels of analysis and so provides a way to answer Jeffersons critique regarding the paucity of synthesis between emotion and culture in criminology, whilst also going some way to explaining motivation. It sensitizes us to the vexed issues raised in the work of Giddens (1984) and Bourdieu (1977) regarding the interconnectedness of structure and agency, the individual and society. However, relative deprivation is a catalyst to explore wider criminological concerns, namely, the underlying psychological factors that account for relative deprivation. Where left realism starts with relative deprivation as a cause of crime, this article highlights the need to see relative deprivation as an outcome of social comparisons, thus shifting the focus onto the comparative processes. In this way, we can move away from the modernism inherent in left realist claims to locate the cause of crime within relative deprivation (Smart, 1990), as well as stopping short of reducing all deviant activity to individual volition and the negation of the social (Sumner, 2003). Relative deprivation, at least that form that derives from the work of Runciman, goes some way to resolving the tensions between structural approaches and agency approaches, such as in Young’s (2003 recent discussion of the structural approach of Merton (1938 and the agency approach of Katz (1988). 
Missing links: The theoretical ancestry of Runciman’s Relative Deprivation and Social Justice
The versatility of the idea of relative deprivation is evidenced by its discussion within numerous different disciplines from sociology to criminology, political science and psychology. Moreover, it has been in and out of fashion at different times and within different disciplines (Brush 1996). Sociological criminology has ignored or forgotten Runciman.   In light of this, the following part of this article will locate Runciman's (1966 book Relative Deprivation and Social Justice within the wider anomie/strain tradition initiated by Merton (1938) and followed up by others, notably Cohen (1955) and Cloward and Ohlin (1960).   Runciman’s book, part theory, part historical analysis and part survey, is not the founding discussion of relative deprivation, since Stouffer et al. 1949 used the term previously   The following is a summary of the key idea
If A, who does not have something but wants it, compares himself to B, who does have it, then A is 'relatively deprived' with reference to B. Similarly, if A's expectations are higher than B's, or if he was better off than B in the past, he may when similarly placed to B feel relatively deprived by comparison with him

(Runciman 1966: 10)
Athough Runciman defines relative deprivation in this way, he dispels the idea that the theory refers to common-sense notions of envy, greed or lust. The key distinction is between expectation and aspiration. If we expect something to happen then we are likely to feel discontented if it does not materialise. If we aspire to something then we may feel less discontent if it does not materialise. It could be argued that an aspiration is a subjective perception of future potential, whereas an expectation is more fully based on an assessment of objective probabilities, e.g. social status, qualifications, either actual or potential, ethnicity etc
. By asking people what they would like to do in the future or where they would like to be in life we key into aspiration, asking them if they think they will achieve this aspiration keys into expectation. Of course, there is a risk, as Young argues, of tapping into the way people feel after the initial cause of discontent has been mediated by post hoc rationalisations (2004). Young notes that this is a form of positivism
Within subcultural theory, this is evidenced in the form of ‘strain theory’ which manifests itself in the measurement of ‘objective’ differences in levels of inequality in society as a whole, often expressed in the form of Gini Coefficients and their correlation with crime, forgetting all notions of the subjective nature of relative deprivation, or else bizzarly (sic.) measuring the difference between the expectations/aspirations of individuals and their actual achievements and outcomes, and attempting correlations, usually with self-report delinquency (2004: 556).  

It would be interesting to know which studies Young is thinking of. A recent study by the author of this article highlighted the distinction between expectation and aspiration, where thwarted aspiration is a less powerful indicator of relative deprivation than thwarted expectation. This study utilised the above distinction through an ethnographic study of young people that was interested not only in the question of relative deprivation causing crime, but in those instances of ambiguity and apathy when young people are objectively disadvantaged but do not report that as their experience of the situation (Webber 2003). Indeed, it is this aspect of Runciman’s approach to relative deprivation that makes it different to Merton. Merton  tends towards a deterministic interpretation whereby people under strain conditions can make a variety of adaptations when their means to reaching the American dream is blocked. Runciman’s concept of relative deprivation, by contrast, is able to account for both resentment and quiescence. Although the concerns of the middle-classes were an issue discussed by Merton, he relied on the criminal statistics showing crime located among the poorest groups. Runciman’s relative deprivation approach can explain this, but also a wider range of criminal offences that do not rely on an over-riding structural economic target as its ultimate goal.
Some of the key ideas within Runciman’s book are also foreshadowed in earlier work. Runciman’s concern to highlight the anxieties of the comfortable middle classes finds an echo in Merton, himself influenced by Svend Ranulf, and there are also links to the idea of ressentiment in Nietzsche (1887 (1956)), and developed further in the work of Max Scheler (1915/1998; Young ,1999; Meltzer and Musolf, 2002). There is a clear difference between the emotion of resentment and that of ressentiment, the latter being difficult to translate accurately (Meltzer and Musolf 2002). For Scheler, ressentiment is a sense of impotent powerlessness directed at circumstances that are beyond one’s control, such as the economy, the government etc. As Soloman notes, the lack of power is integral to this emotion (Soloman, 1994). Also important is the duration over which the two emotions occur, with resentment being somewhat more short-lived and immediate than ressentiment. The latter emotion is in response to ongoing powerlessness in the face of injustice, such as a child’s resentment towards their parents for unfairly comparing them with a sibling’s achievements in school (Meltzer and Musolf, 2002). The feelings of frustration are seen to be covered by a sheen of meekness. For Nietzsche, it is the meekness of Christian morality and for Scheler the petty bourgeois who settles for their position despite wanting or deserving more
. So how, then, can we describe the breaking through of this crust of civility/resentment? Leaving aside why some people never do so, what is the emotional payoff from small scale criminality and incivility? Crime, the taking of risks, becomes the overriding of morality, a morality that has transformed powerlessness into a virtue. Crime becomes a breakthrough to a hidden sense of self, a sense of self-control (Presdee, 2000). In this context we can see an echo of the work of Albert Cohen (1955) and his delinquent boys’ desiring of status, the blocks and then the reaction-formation resulting in the rejection/destruction of that which was once desired. Although he does not refer to either Nietzsche or Scheler, these ideas foreshadow Runciman’s discussion of the resentment-at-a-distance that characterises the frustration of relative deprivation. But, we also see in this one possible direction for a criminology of the emotions, or Jefferson’s  psychosocial criminology. Cultural criminology and psychosocial criminology both aim to overcome positivistic theorising and the technocratic empiricism associated with administrative criminology. Psychosocial criminology, at least that version of it discussed by Jefferson, also aims to explore ambiguity and ambivalence. Discussing stories in film or literature that depicts different outcomes for two related people, such as the sibling cop and thief, Jefferson says;

The dramatic potential of such stories is obvious, but their power to pull in audiences suggests an interest in exploring and understanding why and how similar circumstances produce dissimilar outcomes: how conformity and deviance are reproduced and/or resisted. This appears to exceed the curiosity of most criminologists (Jefferson 2002: 149)
A further link between psychosocial criminology and cultural criminology is that both seek to redress the paucity of discussion of emotion. Criminology, Jefferson contends, is a ‘peculiarly passionless subject’ (Jefferson, 2002: 152). Certainly this is true, but there is also a danger of returning to the type of deviancy celebration that characterised much of the critical criminologists’ work, presenting the criminal as philosopher and primitive rebel (Taylor, Walton and Young, 1973; Lea and Young, 1984). Again, utilisation of the concept of relative deprivation needs to be brought to the forefront of these discourses to highlight the myriad ways of responding to different circumstances. Moreover, there is a tendency in cultural criminology to reduce the responses of actors to individual emotional outbursts of deviant energy. Relative deprivation allows for discussion of this, but also highlights that actors are always members of many groups and, in a similar way to Matza’s (1964, 1995 concept of drift, can shift between acting as members of a group to acting alone depending upon the available outgroups from which to make comparisons. Runciman’s work, and other researchers from within a social psychological tradition, have highlighted the ambivalence that is sometimes expressed to clear indicators of deprivation and suggested reasons as to why such reactions might occur (Turner and Reynolds, 2003).  By utilising some of the issues highlighted by Runciman, we can make sense of the different responses that can be made to different situations and so overcome theories which posit unitary causes, or overly prescriptive explanations such as poverty, personality or race causing crime. So it is a strange that Runciman’s discussion of relative deprivation was not at the forefront of the argument that relative deprivation caused crime. 

Locating left realism in the anomie tradition
The re-emergence of relative deprivation within British criminology in the early 1980’s was, in part, a response to the paucity of an electorally viable  law and order policy of the Labour party (Taylor, 1992. The coming to power of the Conservative party in 1979, ostensibly elected on a tough law and order manifesto,  led to a notable shift away from a criminal justice system previously located within a broadly social welfare oriented approach towards a more punitive application of state power (Garland 2001). In response , Lea and Youngs left realism moved away from the critical criminology of the 1970’s and replaced poverty per se with relative deprivation as a principal cause of crime. Arguing that the evidence linking poverty to crime painted a counter-intuitive picture of low crime during the recession of the 1930’s and a rise in crime concurrent with a rise in affluence during the 1960’s, it was argued that the poverty causes crime thesis was inaccurate (Young, 1994). Moreover, the left realists synthesised two dominant sociological traditions that is the symbolic interactionist perspective and Merton’s anomie theory (1938), itself an extension of Durkheim’s use of the term (Durkheim 1952; Orru 1987)
. The latter approach was of course adopted by Cohen and Cloward and Ohlin and developed into the American variant of subcultural theory (Cohen 1955; Cloward and Ohlin 1960; Merton 1995). These two traditions are concerned with different aspects of crime, symbolic interactionism focuses on the social reaction to crime and the anomie and the subcultural perspective focuses on the social causes of crime. Essentially, then, the left realism replaced explicitly Marxist explanations with Mertonian concepts of opportunity, strain and anomie epitomised by the American subcultural tradition (Young, 1994). This allowed for the repositioning of crime at the centre of their theory and relegated the notion of crime as a social construction, central to Marxist  criminology to the periphery. Hence, crime ought to be taken seriously and as a real problem, especially for the poor and working-class (Lea and Young 1993/1984). 
The political concern of the left realists to bring aetiology back onto the criminological agenda led them to reaffirm a Mertonian version of relative deprivation that had been rendered invisible within right realist approaches 
Discontent occurs when comparisons between comparable groups are made which suggest that unnecessary injustices are occurring. If the distribution of wealth is seen as natural and just – however disparate it is – it will be accepted. An objective history of exploitation, or even a history of increased exploitation, does not explain disturbances. Exploitative cultures have existed for generations without friction: it is the perception of injustice – relative deprivation – which counts (Lea and Young 1984/1993: 81 italics in original).  
However, the left realists did not base this approach on the work of W. G. Runciman  (1966 who had provided one of the fullest accounts of the theory. Similarly, despite a focus on the urban riots of the 1980's (Cowell, Jones and Young 1982; Lea and Young 1984), there is no mention of T. R. Gurr (1970) who utilised relative deprivation to make sense of  motivations for collective violence. The next section will elaborate on these themes and seek to reposition the work of W. G. Runciman at the centre of debates concerning relative deprivation, as well as distinguishing this from similar work such as that of Durkheim and Merton.
. To do so it is necessary to discuss the work of W. G. Runciman who, like Albert Cohen and Richard Cloward, was a former student of Merton (Merton 1995; Runciman 1989). 
Relative deprivation: Reduction to the Tardis? 
  

Arguing that relative deprivation is a key explanation for crime opens one up to criticism that this is reducing the causes of crime to a single causal variable. Aware of this, Lea and Young (1984/1993) argued that their approach was not monocausal as relative deprivation could explain many types of crime, among both those included and excluded from access to the democratic process. However, despite this, the left realists could still be accused of reductionism because they discussed relative deprivation without elaborating the concept, relying instead on Merton’s strain theory. They further reduced the concept by inserting a sub-clause into their discussion by noting that it was relative economic deprivation that was to blame. However,  relative deprivation is a broad analytical concept, especially so when synthesised with social psychological theories of identity and group formation.  
Runciman (1966: 3-4). sets out to answer two related questions, asking firstly, "what is the relation between institutionalised inequalities and the awareness or resentment of them?" and secondly, "which, if any, of these inequalities ought to be perceived and resented - whether they are or not - by the standards of social justice?". His concerned to identifythe circumstances that lead to feelings of resentment leads him to highlight three main sources of relative deprivation, class position, power and education. Frustration within one category does not necessarily mean frustration in the other two categories. Unlike Merton, Runciman is not solely interested in the negative problems associated with the blocking of goals, which for Merton can lead to crime. But, also, in the ambiguities that can arise when there are institutional blocks but there are no feelings or an ambivalent attitude towards resentment, as well as resentment when there are no objective reasons. For example, Runciman’s approach is useful for understanding the way young people make sense of inequalities and exclusions even when they may be temporally distant from the job market, or not aware of, or seem to care about, the effects of inequality (Webber 2003). 
Perhaps the most significant aspect of relative deprivation is in the way it can supersede the polarised debate between the left and right of the political and academic spectrum. With reference to crime, the debate followed two different paths. Marxist and socialist commentators emphasised poverty as a motivation for crime and the agents of capitalism as responsible for criminalising the poor at the same time as ignoring or legitimising crime and deviance committed by the powerful (Taylor, Walton and Young 1973; Hall et al 1978). Whilst on the right, the debate focused on the individual's volition or psychological/biological impairments rather than capitalism (Wilson 1983; Wilson and Herrnstein 1985; Herrnstein and Murray 1994). These debates were also polarised in their representation of the social composition of society, with a conflict perspective on the left and an assumed consensus on the right. Moreover, the representation of class in these debates is primarily one of imposition of status from above, a top-down approach. Runciman's survey focused on self-defined class position so comparisons could be made between the self-elected class position and that which would be imposed when reference was made to economic indicators and occupations. This methodology allows the actor to place themselves subjectively within a stratified hierarchy. Such self-labelling implies a more interactionist interpretation of society whereby groups actively construct their roles and status with reference to in-group/out-group relationships or reference groups (Patillo, 2003). Moreover, such a method allows for a more fluid interpretation of how people place themselves within society, allowing for ambiguity and transition whilst also overcoming the inflexibility and bipolarity of accounts which emphasise either structure or agency.

Thus, whereas Merton tends to focus on those denied access to legitimate opportunity structures, in particular the poorest sections of the population, Runciman looks at all classes and argues that relative deprivation can be found in those with money as well as those without. Relative deprivation should always be understood to mean a sense of deprivation; a person who is 'relatively deprived' need not be 'objectively' deprived in the more usual  sense that he (sic.) is demonstrably lacking something (Runciman 1966: 10-11, emphasis in original)


	Variable
	Merton 
	Runciman

	Key Term
	Anomie, although different to that used by Durkheim (Box 1971)
	Relative deprivation 

	Concept of social order
	Consensus; American dream widely accepted
	Plurality; society comprises multitude of reference groups, although the saliency, or prominence, of any given factor can create consensus or conflict. For example, war can provide a unifying focus directed against an out-group.

	Problem
	Strain determined by Anomie, leads to five modes of adaptation in response to blocked opportunity to reach the goal of success, ‘the American Dream’. Focussed mainly on individual response to strain.
	Relative deprivation, excess of expectation over opportunity to achieve it; contingent upon various factors, including comparisons at the level of group or  individual 

	Response to problem
	Adaptations which are empirically predictable.
	Multitude of responses, can be in contrast to predicted outcome.

	Types of crime explained by theory
	Mainly acquisitive, although violence in pursuit of acquisition of profit can be included. Crime mainly located among the poor.
	Any type of crime where there is a negative outcome from a comparison between in-group and out-group. Can explain crime at any level of the social structure.

	Elaborations to theory
	Albert Cohen (1955). Accepted anomie, but looked at collective responses within working-class subcultures.

Cloward and Ohlin (1960), accepted anomie, and collective response to strain, but added the concept of differential access to the illegitimate opportunity structure.

Left realism utilised Merton’s anomie theory, calling it relative deprivation (Lea 1992). Relative deprivation caused crime.
	Social psychological theories utilised Runciman’s concepts to explain individual, group and national levels of interaction. Social identity theory and the related self-categorisation theory (Tajfel and Turner 1979) take as their focus reference groups, relative deprivation is one possible outcome of a negative self-concept. No discussion of crime in Runciman and few studies in social psychology. 

Relative deprivation explains a tendency towards crime.



	Criticism
	Deterministic and uncritical of social order. Crimes of the powerful ignored, although the left realist elaboration argues that crime can occur anywhere in the social structure, although street crime is still the main focus.
Lacks an agency perspective such that the foreground factors are ignored. For example, issues like gender are neglected.
	Breadth of explanation too wide, potentially chaotic number of reference groups from which comparison can be made. Still leaves room for other theories to explain cause of crime.


This provides a broader framework and, in so doing, could be characterised as a synthesis between the oppositional uses of the term anomie as in Durkheim's (1952) emphasis on the effects of anomie on the better off , and Merton's emphasis on the poor (Merton 1938; Box 1971). But, this should not be interpreted to mean that relative deprivation could be reduced to economic variables. This broadening in  applicability highlights one of the shortcomings of the left realists’ use of the concept; that it is generally reducible to marginalisation from the political process within a capitalist political economy (Young, 1994). Runciman himself points out that his book should be regarded as an eclectic mix of history, political philosophy, social psychology and sociology. Indeed, as Runciman (1966: 6) argues, the related terms 'relative deprivation' and 'reference group' are both borrowed from social psychology, but they are used to develop an argument which Runciman regards as political theory and social history. The discussion of reference groups and the social psychological basis of Runciman’s approach is the focus of the next part of this article and will lead into a discussion of more recent shifts in radical criminology towards cultural and psychosocial criminology. Starting with 'reference group theory’, it will be argued that this approach provides a dynamic analytical tool that allows for an appreciation of the ambiguities in people’s reactions to different objective social positions. 
Relative Deprivation as the outcome of comparisons

Relative deprivation is less a theory than an outcome of processes of social comparison, despite the fact that most studies refer to it as a theory
 .  Therefore, the existence of relative deprivation is mediated by the choice of reference groups that a person or group makes
. The term 'reference group' was first used, according to Runciman (1966: 11), by Herbert Hyman ( 1942), who was a colleague of Merton's at Columbia University in the 1950's
. With regard to reference groups, there are a number of difficulties to overcome. Firstly, 'reference group' may not refer to a group at all, but can refer to a person or an abstract idea. For example, we may consider the area where we live as an important part of our lives, it may be an integral feature of our identity. This means that we can relate to our environment in such a way as to alter our behaviour to fit in with the area
. Secondly, reference groups can carry three different meanings either simultaneously, or separately (Runciman 1966). On this issue Runciman is less clear, but it is worth looking at the three meanings in some detail, especially since they are integral to a thorough definition of relative deprivation. Runciman identifies three types of reference group: a comparative reference group, a normative reference group and a membership reference group (Ibid.). 

A comparative reference group is that group with which we compare our situation in terms of the attributes possessed by that group. A normative reference group is the group from which we take our standards, here Runciman fails to distinguish between 'standards' and 'attributes' which, in turn, is problematic for the ensuing distinction between the two versions. Perhaps the easiest way to understand the difference is to regard attributes as physical or material resources and standards as social values. Runciman argues that these two types of reference group often overlap or, in other words, they can be the same group.   Whereas the comparative reference group could be defined as 'other' than ourselves, the normative reference group could be either 'other' or 'self'. The final type of reference group is the membership group. Everyone belongs to various groups and has various identities. Some of our membership reference groups are static and unchanging, usually physical attributes, whilst others can change, such as occupation. A similar distinction can be drawn with regard to whether we feel relatively deprived within our membership group or between groups.   Nevertheless, Runciman argues that relative deprivation must only be seen as perceived inequalities between the membership group and the comparative reference group, they do not necessarily have to be based on objective criteria (Runciman 1966: 14). We can see in this the integration of the objective and the subjective. Merton tends to focus on the objective, structural pressures that can block our expectations. Such expectations are not questioned, the American Dream is the goal for most people. But such a focus is at the expense of the emotional, but possibly misguided, response to expectations.  To use a key term from the inspiration for the reenergising of cultural criminology, Katz (1988) would argue that there is a neglect of the foreground. Where Merton has little to say about the emotional response to objective indicators of deprivation and Katz is not concerned with these background factors at all, Runciman is able to bridge the gap. Runciman is able to account for a range of responses since the comparative process can be between a multitude of different groupings from the individual to the international, and when there are no salient economic factors. Relative deprivation is therefore the outcome of a comparative process and can account for crimes of acquisition or frustration accruing from blocked goals, or emotive violence such as between individuals or factions based on territory, reputation or respect. 
How can Merton provide structure to Katz’s sociology of the emotion of transgression?

Young’s attempt to resolve this tension between Mertons structural approach and the agency approach of Katz can be supported with reference to Runciman (2003). Runciman notes that reference groups can work in one of two ways: we can either direct our attention towards those that are doing better than we are and feel aggrieved, or we can look down to those worse-off than ourselves and feel satisfied with our position. The question to consider is what controls our gaze?  Such an idea results in the possibility of a multitude of available reference groups and leads to the question, does this preclude prediction or pattern? For example, which groups will we compare ourselves to, and when? However, this can be delimited if we draw on the ideas of Durkheim and Merton, as well as Bourdieu. For example, such comparisons do follow, in practice, a certain ordered pattern based upon the social context in which we find ourselves. Giddens’ (1984 concept of practical consciousness is an example of this. In an interesting similarity with Durkheim and Merton, Runciman argues that comparative reference groups must be seen as possible membership groups. Durkheim 1964 also argued that imitation is predicated on similarity between the person that desires and that which is desired, and for Merton:

some similarity in status attributes between the individual and the reference group must be perceived or imagined for the comparison to occur at all (Merton and Rossi 1968: 242).

In other words, we must believe that we have some similarity between the membership and the comparative reference group in order that we can perceive inequality on a given dimension, such as salary or respect. Bourdieu 1990) formulated an idea that in many ways is similar to that of relative deprivation and echoes the arguments of Durkheim, Merton and Runciman. Criticism of structuralism's inability to predict social action led Bourdieu to the role of the habitus as a means to explain social action, and the way such action reproduces structure. The habitus is formed by the shared history of agents interacting within a given field. The habitus produces behaviour, or practice, unconsciously. Thus, the unconscious, for Bourdieu, is forgotten history. Bourdieu's discussion of 'the subjective expectation of objective probabilities' describes the process whereby an agent perceives their world and reacts according to what they find. It is also an attempt by Bourdieu to overcome the oppositional debate between structure and agency: 

If a very close correlation is regularly observed between the scientifically constructed objective probabilities ... and agents' subjective aspirations ... this is not because agents consciously adjust their aspirations to an exact evaluation of their chances of success ... In reality, the dispositions durably inculcated by the possibilities and impossibilities, freedoms and necessities, opportunities and prohibitions inscribed in the objective conditions...generate dispositions objectively compatible with these conditions and in a sense pre-adapted to their demands. The most improbable practices are therefore excluded, as unthinkable, by the kind of immediate submission to order that inclines agents to make a virtue of necessity, to refuse what is anyway denied and to will the inevitable

(Bourdieu 1990: 59).
This means that the status quo is more often accepted than rejected through struggle and action. Bourdieu's arguments concern the relationship between 'subjective hopes' and 'objective chances'. Bourdieu further argues that outlooks on the future ”depend closely on the objective potentialities which are defined for each individual by his or her social status and material conditions of existence. The most individual project is never anything other than an aspect of the subjective expectations that are attached to that agent's class” (Bourdieu 1977: 53). In summary, choice of reference groups have pattern as long as flexibility is allowed for, the identification of which groups will be chosen as membership or comparative is an area that has seen much research undertaken in the field of social psychology (Milicki and Ellermers 1996). 
The combination of structure and agency: Exploring a social psychology of relative deprivation

The issue of the seeming unpredictability of a person, or group’s, choice of reference group is also one of the problems highlighted in the social identity and related self-categorisation approach (Brown 2000; Hogg and Abrams 1988). The following discussion looks at its re-emergence  in social psychology, specifically the social identity approach (Hogg and Abrams 1999). 
 In the same way that sociology has witnessed a synthesis between structural and agency approaches, so also within social psychology there has recently been a parallel synthesis between perspectives that focus on the individual and those that focus on the social. Related to the social identity approach, self-categorisation theory represents this synthesis, with its emphasis on the cognitive basis of social identifications (Turner 1985; Hogg and Abrams 1999). The 'social' is clearly embedded in this approach, the main theme is that people become more cohesive and homogeneous the more they can distinguish themselves from relevant out-groups (Oakes, Haslam and Turner 1994). Self-categorisation theory and the related social identity theory stem from the work of  Tajfel and Turner (1979). Social identity theory is described as an “integrative theory of inter-group conflict”, where “individuals strive for a positive self-concept” [Ibid.: 40]. Fundamentally, there is a search for positive ingroup status relative to an out-group, or comparative reference group. This search for status does not necessarily manifest itself in a discourse of frustration at one’s marginalised or excluded position if that is objectively the case. Indeed, it has been noted that people do not always appreciate that they are excluded, or if they are aware seem not to feel negative about it (Downes 1966; Webber 2003). 

This links into questions of causation or motivation and raises the important research issue of whether or not a group of people are more motivated by the negative outcome of comparisons with another group. This could be, for example, frustration at not being able to afford consumer items. Or the positive reinforcement of upholding ingroup solidarity, in other words peer pressure (Brown 2000). This can be put in the following way, can collective crime or violence occur independently of factors such as relative deprivation? Research seems to suggest that there is a stronger tendency to act as a group if one identifies with the group concerned, rather than the reason for the group's existence, for example a collective feeling of relative deprivation (Muller 1972; Tougas and Villieux 1988; Kelly and Brienlinger 1996; Simon et al. 1998). This is important in criminology because of the numerous theories that seek to find the cause of crime rather than seeing crime as a means to an end. Thus, it could be theorised that joyriding, for example, is the result of relative deprivation, anomie, atavistic tendencies or economic utility. Rarely in traditional or modernist criminological theories will joyriding be seen as a means to affirm solidarity to a group of friends through the undertaking of a risky, but thrilling enterprise (Katz 1988; Presdee 2000; Young 2003). This is obviously an important issue to consider since it is fundamental to the question of whether or not crime is caused by relative deprivation. It will be shown that the answer is not straightforward, but it certainly needs to be taken into consideration if we are to move away from the seeking of causation towards the understanding of processes that lead to criminality and the relegation of discourses that seek to treat deviance as a variant of pathological impulses. 

Social identity and the saliency of the out-group

The fluid way in which different groups and individuals interact is a key element in trying to move beyond simple statements of causation. An important element of the discussion of relative deprivation in social psychology is the focus on inter and intra group relations. In a sense then, the focus is on reference groups with relative deprivation remaining the negative outcome of comparison. When relative deprivation is discussed, social psychology is mainly concerned with Runciman's differentiation between egoistic and fraternalistic relative deprivation (Mummendey et al. 1999). The former refers to individualistic feelings of deprivation, whilst the latter refers to feelings of deprivation on behalf of a group, be that a social class, locality or nation. Runciman's categories, fraternalistic and egoistic, are helpful in overcoming often simplistic distinctions that seek to differentiate between sex, nationality or social class, such as is found in the conflict perspectives, and opens up the structure of society to allow for a more pluralistic interpretation. Fraternalism and egoism are more inclusive categories that encompass a variety of different groupings. This is not to say, however, that such an approach negates the possibility of seeing society as binary oppositions, be they distinctions of gender, class or nationality. Instead, it accounts for why such distinctions are made in the first place by suggesting that our choice of reference groups shape our cognitive perceptions. Choosing class as a reference group will lead to class-based distinctions, and hence to a class-based perspective on society. The following briefly moves away from Runciman to look at the way identity is shaped by the fluidity of our interactions with other individuals and groups and concludes with a discussion of way that relative deprivation permeates consumerism.  
The social psychological approaches to group behaviour tend to focus on small-scale quantitative experiments (Judd, et al 1995). However, it has been employed in the understanding of large-scale social protest as the ethnographic work of Reicher has revealed in his studies of the St. Paul's riots in Bristol and student demonstrations in London (Reicher, 1987, 1996). Perhaps the most important contribution that these social psychological theories can offer is their discussion of the way in which categorisation processes are recursive. This is to say that when an individual categorises something else, be that a group, an individual or an object, we do so with reference to ourselves. We reproduce an aspect of our own self-identity in a manner similar to Cooley’s looking-glass self (Cooley, 1922, Turner, et al 1987) and echoing aspects of Giddens’ (1984) and Bourdieu’s (1977) theorising.  The social psychological approach posits a similar argument. But, rather than agents interacting with the structures of society, groups are seen as having a psychological reality akin to structural entities which recursively organise behaviour. Having said this, it should not be assumed that these approaches are new or unique (Brown and Lunt 2002). Sutherland and Cressey argued that 'differential association' rather than social disorganisation shaped criminal interaction. In other words, crime is a social process relying on interactions with other people (Sutherland and Cressey 1974, see also Berger and Luckman 1971: 194). Therefore, in order to understand crime we have to understand the networks and social context in which people operate (see Hobbs 1997; Canter and Alison 2000). 
 But, still the question arises, which reference groups do we choose, and when? Self categorisation theory uses the term ‘saliency’ to refer to the category that is uppermost in the mind at any given time. For example, it is often hard to see oneself as part of a group unless there is an out-group with which to compare ourselves. For example, Jefferson has argued that crowd demonstrations would not escalate into riots if the police remained passive, and did not resort to paramilitary tactics (Jefferson 1987). If we were to introduce self-categorisation theory into this proposition, the police would become salient as a group the more they acted in unison. For example, the use of tactical baton charges and riot shield manoeuvres, which Jefferson maintains are characteristic of paramilitarism
. Such tactics would create a greater differentiation to occur between the crowd and the police, leading to the crowd as a group becoming salient. In other words, when in-group and out-group differentiation is greatest so is the salience of each group. According to self-categorisation theory
social self perceptions can be perceived as a continuum ranging from perception of self as an individual to perception of self as an in-group member. A person’s self-categorisation at any given moment depends on the salience of personal or group identity in the social situation. Salience refers to the conditions under which one or the other type of identity become cognitively emphasised to act as the immediate influence on perception and behaviour (Kawakami and Dion 1993: 526)
How salient a group is can depend on a multitude of different variables. Politics and the news media are, for example,  forever creating out-groups, both positive and negative.  Thus, categorising groups into stereotypic entities is context dependent (Oakes et al 1994).

This argument has some important implications in the study of crime, particularly if the left realist argument is to be accepted that relative deprivation is a major cause of crime. Relative deprivation is said to exist if the outcome of a comparison between one group and another results in a perception of inequality. However, if there needs to be some similarity between one group and another, how similar do they have to be? Local crime surveys by the left realists revealed that there is a high degree of victim/offender similarity (Lea and Young 1993/1984: 105-6). Many crimes are intra-class and intra-race, or within groups of the same socio-economic and ethnic characteristics. Nevertheless, it could be argued that the perception of similarity is a relative concept because perceived similarities or differences will change depending upon the context in which comparisons are made, as well as on the experience and personality of the perceiver. Similarly, it has been found that comparisons can be made at differing levels of abstraction, or identity (Spears and Oyen 1994). This means that two people could share the same job, both be married with the same number of children, have the same level of income, but because one of them is older this is the level of identity on which the comparison might be made. Therefore, reference group theory is a dynamic approach that transcends purely 'functionalist' ideas that tend to emphasise 'social' groups, such as the family, occupations and religious affiliations. 
This also means that self-categorisation theory is concerned with both process and outcome, and broadens our understanding of crime because it can help us to understand the effect of negative comparisons that do not result in anger, frustration or crime. This does not mean, however, that relative deprivation is too broad a concept to have any theoretical use because it is delimited in terms of the possible reference groups a person or group will choose due to the proximity of the references groups we tend to choose. Of course, this may vary over time, such as the impact of globalisation illustrated by the increase of information technologies potentially increasing the scope of reference groups and consequently increasing aspirations (Giddens 1990; Young 1999). This perhaps accounts for evidence that suggests that crime rates rise during upturns in the economy allowing more people to purchase products they could not afford previously. The advertising and purchase of new products increases the likelihood that relative deprivation will be more acutely felt and the greater quantity of goods results in the rise of theft (Maguire 1997). Linked to this is the rapid obsolescence of what is becoming increasingly an ironic term, consumer durables.   Bauman sums this up; 
Consumer society manages to render non-satisfaction permanent. One way of achieving such an effect is to denigrate and devalue consumer products shortly after they have been hyped into the universe of consumer’s desires. But another way, yet more effective, hides from the limelight: the method of satisfying every need/desire/want in such a fashion that it cannot but give birth to new needs/desires/wants. (Bauman 2005: 80)

Relative deprivation engendered by the creation of markets where demand is unfulfilled by supply is the late modern consumer experience.  The frustration of not having next year’s electronic gadget today has become normalised, whether or not it is the frustration of anticipation or the anticipation of frustration. This normalisation fits in with a further proviso in Runciman’s definition of relative deprivation. Runciman delimits the scope of the definition so that it does not cover too wide a spectrum of feelings. This is done by noting that relative deprivation should be seen as a value-neutral emotion and not conflated with such emotions as envy. That is, any feelings of resentment or frustration emanating from relative deprivation ought not to carry any negative connotations. A third party should regard such frustration without making a value judgement. This draws on John Rawls’ theory of social justice where a judgement should be based on the acquiescence of an objective party even if that party were to be the recipient of a negative judgment made against them (Rawls 1958). This allows relative deprivation to be grounded in the context of social justice and so be amenable to redress. The normalisation of frantic consumerism, the transformation of wants into needs, means that relative deprivation is an integral part of consumerism. 
Conclusion: Relative Deprivation, Crime and Emotion
Key among the issues raised by W.G. Runciman are the myriad ways that people might respond to their social environment, many of which might appear counter-intuitive. In this way, Runciman’s work echoes more recent attempts by late or postmodern scholars in highlighting the problems with the concern of modernist social science to find pattern and order in people’s reactions to various factors like economic marginality or class position. It is also a concept that puts emotion at the forefront of the theory. Relative deprivation is about how we perceive the world, and in this it shares much in common with the labelling perspectives. It also links into the perception of symbols and construction of meaning of the cultural turn in criminology during the 1970s and now reinvigorated in cultural criminology. Because of this, it is also a concept that is integral to discussions of crime and consumer culture. Our social environment is saturated by advertising promoting the latest car, games console or gadget, all of which can be sorted, categorised and collected into discrete lifestyle accessories.  If we subscribe to the lifestyle then we need the artefact. Issues of aspiration, group membership and comparison are all central to relative deprivation. 
What is being argued is not that relative deprivation be treated as a cause of crime, but rather a tendency towards crime. It is relevant to the complex process that renders deviancy understandable and intelligible, as opposed to pathological, as is often the case in new-right realist discourse and positivistic explanations. Although, this process does not totally preclude prediction, as discussed above, it does preclude positivistic and deterministic analysis simply because the outcome of comparisons are complex
. Frustration is, therefore, just one outcome of comparisons, and even then not a sufficient predictor of crime. If relative deprivation is the outcome of a process of comparisons that can lead to crime, the process can work in reverse. That is, youthful indiscretion resulting from the search for a role and identity in the adult world, may result in the acquisition of an identity based on toughness, resiliency and risk-taking. Such a proposition brings back into focus an element of left realism that Young suggested is important, but which is rarely in focus in the push to take crime seriously, namely the role of the labelling perspective. In particular Lemert's 1967)assertion that rather than crime leading to greater social control, social control might result in crime, due to the creation of new laws or the sensitisation of the public to crime through the media. However, a major criticism of Lemert was that he did not provide an adequate explanation as to why crime occurred in the first place, except as a result of socio-cultural and psychological factors. Relative deprivation allows for that through analysis of inter and intra-group comparative processes. The importance of the harms of crime, however, is not under emphasised since the impact of crime on both victim and offender can lead to more permanent social problems. Crime is not necessarily the most important issue to understand. Consequently, some of the celebratory discussions of crime emanating from within the school of cultural criminology neglects the pain, tragedy and even tediousness of much crime. Crime and deviancy are secondary to the processes that lead to action, be that crime, (however that is defined) fatalism or indeed empowerment. In other words, what this paper is arguing for an attempt to transcend the often narrow focus of much criminological research and place crime and deviance within a broader social theory of practice. The reification of crime as the thing to be explained is a narrow focus indeed, and excludes the wider contexts in which action takes place.
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� Of course, all of this can be affected by ones own judgement and self-esteem. It is ‘objective’ only in the sense that it is generally based on variables that can be measured to a greater of lesser extent.


� Similar to the definition of Merton’s ‘ritualist’ mode of adaptation to structural strains (Merton 1938)


� But, as a later section will argue, Merton’s version of anomie is significantly different from Durkheim’s earlier discussion of the concept (Box 1971).


� It needs to be pointed out that this article is interested in the theoretical utility of the concepts associated with relative deprivation, rather than the results of the survey discussed by Runciman in his 1966 book. The survey itself can be criticised on a number of points. For example, the literature on relative deprivation is somewhat reticent on the subject of race and gender roles. Indeed it might be argued that due to the methodology employed in Runciman's survey on relative deprivation, the evidence and findings attributed to an entire class of people, should have been attributed to women working in the home because most of the men who appeared in the sample were at work when the researchers carried out the survey.


� The way in which the concept of relative deprivation seems to be reductionist but opens up into a powerful analytical device reminds me of the classic BBC television series Dr Who, in which the hero uses a time machine, the Tardis, shaped as a police telephone box, small on the outside and massive on the inside.


� see Plummer (1979) on a similar observation regarding the labelling perspective


� In social psychology, the terms that are used vary, but the focus tends to be on the differentiation between ingroup and outgroup. 


� A further example of the inter-related intellectual networks that include Merton’s mentoring of Runciman, Richard Cloward and Albert Cohen mentioned above see e.g. Merton 1995


� This is a similar point made by Bourdieu when he argued that the dispositions of the habitus are both the product of and producer of fields, or social arenas. Fields are defined as sites of struggle for resources, such as education, housing, lifestyle etc. (Wacquant 1989)


� Although see Waddington 1993 for a critique of this argument. 


� Some studies do take a positivistic position, particularly from within social psychology, and so could posit relative deprivation as a cause of deviance. But, the concept is not a theory, but a perspective, and the points made about it here are just one possible interpretation.  
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