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the malfunctioning of social structure primarily to those of man’s

imperious biological drives which are not adequately restrained by
social control. In this view, the social order is solely a device for “impulse
management” and the “social processing” of tensions. These impulses
which break through social control, be it noted, are held to be biologically
derived. Nonconformity is assumed to be rooted in original nature.! Con-
formity is by implication the result of an utilitarian calculus or unreasoned
conditioning. This point of view, whatever its other deficiences, clearly
begs one question. It provides no basis for determining the nonbiological
conditions which induce deviations from prescribed patterns of conduct.
In this paper, it will be suggested that certain phases of social structure
generate the circumstances in which infringement of social codes constitutes
a “normal” response.?

The conceptual scheme to be outlined is designed to provide a coherent,
systematic approach to the study of socio-cultural sources of deviate
behavior. Our primary aim lies in discovering how some social structures
exert a definite pressure upon certain persons in the society to engage in
nonconformist rather than conformist conduct. The many ramifications of
the scheme cannot all be discussed; the problems mentioned outnumber
those explicitly treated.

Among the elements of social and cultural structure, two are important
for our purposes. These are analytically separable although they merge
imperceptibly in concrete situations. The first consists of culturally defined
goals, purposes, and interests. It comprises a frame of aspirational refer-
ence. These goals are more or less integrated and involve varying degrees
of prestige and sentiment. They constitute a basic, but not the exclusive,
component of what Linton aptly has called “designs for group living.”
Some of these cultural aspirations are related to the original drives of man,
but they are not determined by them. The second phase of the social

THERE persists a notable tendency in sociological theory to attribute

t E.g., Ernest Jones, Social Aspects of Psychoanalysis, 28, London, 1924. If the Freudian
notion is a variety of the “original sin” dogma, then the interpretation advanced in this paper
may be called the doctrine of ““socially derived sin.”

2 “Normal” in the sense of a culturally oriented, if not approved, response. This statement
does not deny the relevance of biological and personality differences which may be significantly
involved in the incidence of deviate conduct. Our focus of interest is the social and cultural
matrix; hence we abstract from other factors. It is in this sense, I take it, that James S. Plant
speaks of the “normal reaction of normal people to abnormal conditions.” See his Personality
and the Cultural Pattern, 248, New York, 1937.
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