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CHAPTER ONE
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Crime has always been a hot issue in any society. Taking the U-
nited States as an example,the Uniform Crime Report shows that total
violent crime and victimization reported to police increased from 1973
to 1993 and reached its peak in 1993. Then it started to drop. In com-
parison , the property crime rate, however, has been declining since
1973 ( Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005 ). Not surprisingly, at the
cross-national level ,crime has been an issue as well. The United Na-
tions World Surveys on Crime Trend and the Operations of Criminal Jus-
tice has finished its seventh wave of data collection (1998 — 2000 ) and
therefore could provide a systematical overview about crime at the in-
ternational level. The Surveys clearly show that crime rates fluctuate
across nations and throughout the survey period ( United Nations Office

on Drug and Crime ,2006) . As a matter of fact,crime is a long existing
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social problem that influences the stability and development of a given
society. Numerous scholars and professionals have devoted themselves
through many ways trying to explore, discover, predict, and solve the
crime problems occurring in one society and across nations.

The scope of the crime problems could be very broad from many
perspectives. It includes not only some highly visible conventional
crimes, including aggravated and simple assault, robbery, burglary,
homicide, sexual assault, and theft, but also white collar crimes and
misdeeds by governments, political corruption , corporate fraud ,and em-
ployee thefts. Similar to many other social behaviors, erime could be
multifaceted and potentially shaped by a number of factors, which exist
on both the macro- and micro-levels. Moreover, those factors take
effects across various points during an individual’s life cycle( Lanier &
Henry,2004 ). Because of the prevalence of crime and its complexity
and severily researchers and theorists developed a variety of crimino-
logical theories to explain the causes of crime, the nature, extent, and
control of crime. And in turn, those necessary components of theories

could lead to a better understanding of criminal behavior as a whole.

Main Criminological Theories to Explain Crime

Criminology, as one of the most influential applied social sci-
ences,could be better defined as “the systematic study of the nature,
extent , causes, and control of law-breaking behavior” ( Lanier & Hen-
ry,2004 ,p.3) ,in which criminologists work to establish knowledge a-

bout crime and its control based on empirical research. A variety of
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