



This assignment will observe labelling theory and its relation with policing by critically evaluating what leaking theory is, the uses, limitations and academic criticisms of this constructionist theory. The assignment will also focus on the impact labelling theory has on those labelled and policing actions
Firstly, defining labelling theory and understanding its theoretical conceptualisation is important to understanding the role it has with the policing of mental health. 
During the 1960’s, key sociologists such as Scheff introduced labelling theory where Sheff (1966) opposed perceptions and popular theories of mental illness by asserting that mental illness only manifests as a result of societal influence, Scheff (1966) questioned widespread beliefs about mental illness. According to Scheff, some behaviours are viewed as abnormal by society. The label of mental illness is frequently applied to persons who display certain behaviours by society in an effort to accept and comprehend them. These people are held to certain standards, and as time passes, they unwittingly alter their behaviour to live up to those standards. He thought that persons who are labelled with different mental diseases do not always meet the criteria because they all have the same disorder, which is why they are all diagnosed. Conditions are only satisfied in "mentally ill" people because they eventually come to feel that is how they should behave.


The sociological method known as labelling theory focuses on how social labelling contributes to the growth of crime and deviance. The idea postulates that although deviant behaviour might initially be caused by a variety of factors and circumstances, once someone has been classified as deviant, they frequently experience new issues as a result of how others and themselves react to the stigma associated with the deviant label (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967). These issues, in turn, may raise the possibility that criminal and aberrant behaviour will persist and become chronic.
Lemert (1967) stated that deviant behaviour could turn into "means of protection, assault, or adaptation" (p. 17) to the issues brought on by deviant categorisation. So, regardless of the behavioural pattern and the social and psychological variables that existed previous to labelling, being classified as a criminal offender by others may set off processes that tend to reinforce or stabilise involvement in crime and deviance. 
Deviance and crime researchers have occasionally engaged in spirited debate over the labelling idea. The theory gained widespread acceptance as a workable strategy for combating crime and deviance throughout the 1960s, but a number of criticisms that surfaced in the 1970s weakened its appeal.
Those that suffer from mental health illnesses experience high amounts of stigma and negative stereotypical traits such as being violent, dangerous and incompetent. The media and general public also misunderstand (Wahl, 1995). There are two types of stigma: 1) public stigma - Public views and behaviours towards mental illness of them and 2) self stigma - Those with mental illness who internalise stigma. Discrimination, a decline in socioeconomic status, a decline in self-esteem, and an increase in symptoms are all effects of these both types of stigma.
There have been many strong objections to labelling theory claims that explicitly connect the genesis of mental illness to societal response (Gove, 1972).
 Beck (1988) argues that labelling theory has an inability to explain core deviance, its disregard for the labelling of social groups, and its failure to clarify the circumstances under which official labelling operates are two major flaws. Less emphasis has also been paid to how labelling theory differs in simple and complex cultures. A key example of this would be the rise of HIV/AIDS HIV/AIDS which was classified as a homosexual sickness, which further contributed to the public's perception that homosexuality was abnormal. Even today, there are others who think getting HIV/AIDS is a punishment for having immoral or inappropriate sexual behaviour. Furthermore, Weinstein (1983) also criticises the labelling theory approach as it views hospitalisation of serious mental illness cases in a negative manner. Hospitals according to other theories such as psychopathology are used to help keep those suffering from serious mental illness safe from the emotional problems faced out the outside world, with treatment a patient can return to normal fiction prior the onset of the mental illness. Labelling theory on the other hand views chronic mental illness as a social role and being hospitalised is viewed publicly as that person being “crazy” and are therefore placed in a deviant societal group that is damaging to aiding a person hospitalised through mental health illness it is then made difficult for a deviant to be able to return to normal functioning as the status of that person creates unfavourable assessments of oneself and others. 
Further explaining that "residual rule breakers" are publicly identified, Markowitz (2013) expresses that the deviant may adopt the preferred role of "crazy". There are a lot of variables in this statement, making it probably overstated. In former decades, involuntary patient hospitalisation for mental illness was more prevalent and relatively simple (Mechanic, 2008). The likelihood of being hospitalised for mental illness has significantly decreased, and the requirements for being placed involuntarily in a hospital—which mostly involves being a danger to oneself or others—has tightened. As a result, many people who are experiencing psychiatric crises and acting out in a frightening way could not get the proper care until after breaking a law (Torrey, 1997). Some people are lucky if their loved ones can persuade them to go to the hospital on their own. Some people might be sent to the hospital by the police, while others might wind up in jail, where they might not receive any treatment, depending on the behaviour involved, the availability of treatment choices, and the police's judgement. Whatever the case, individuals in crisis situations frequently are unaware of the diagnostic labels used by healthcare experts, labels that can be promptly applied, followed by the delivery of medication, in the context of relatively brief hospital stays (luhrmann, 2000). They are routinely released without receiving the proper monitoring and follow-up care.

Besemer et al (2017) suggests that Criminal justice reforms may intensify criminal conduct, according to the labelling theory and find that children of convicted parents are likely to offend themselves due to labels attached. These labels are prescribed by the very authorities such as CPS and police that are trying to decrease offending when the actions of labeling are responsible for the increasing level of offending. Labeling could be a crucial event in the transfer of criminal conduct across generations. It is preferable to strive to avoid the development of this conduct rather than advancing this cycle of intergenerational crime by incarcerating these kids disproportionately frequently. Instead, effective first steps would be programme’s aimed at children of guilty parents. The mechanisms by which people are labelled as gang members and the repercussions of such labelling need to be critically examined in light of the potentially damaging effects of labelling (McAra and McVie, 2012)
The London riots exemplifies the misuse of labelling and the harm it causes where gangs were considered to be the main contributors to the violence carried out during the riots which saw 28% of those arrested labelled “gang members” which later dropped to 13% (Fraser et   al, 2014). 
Being classified as a gang member or associate made someone more susceptible to police scrutiny and surveillance. Armed police raids on family homes to look for weapons were regular, and the families affected experienced stigma, worry, and feelings of violation. Police inspections on young individuals living in these neighbourhoods who were classified as "gang associates" were common, and they were frequently barred from participating in community events like carnivals and family fun days. (Ralphs et al. 2009)
The concept of "cumulative disadvantage" was brought forward by Sampson and Laub (1993). According to the authors, official labeling’s detrimental social-structural effects on future conventional prospects are what most clearly cause cumulative disadvantage. So, a formal deviant classification may be a "turning point" in people's lives and be indirectly linked to later engagement in delinquent and criminal conduct through its negative impact on life opportunities, particularly those shaped by schooling and employment. In this way, Sampson and Laub (1993) recast one of the labeling's original claims that is, that official responses to primary deviance, such as early formal police intervention, may affect social adjustment, such as employment stability, and foster a criminal career through secondary deviance into a structural and age-graded framework (Becker, 1963)
Due to the limitations on future chances brought on by a criminal record, deficiencies and disadvantages accumulate and have detrimental effects on later development. These compounding effects come about as a result of the breaking of social ties, such as attachment to prosocial activities (including education and the workforce) and censorship from conventional people, as well as changes in self-concept.
Bernburg et al (2006) points out that according to labelling theory, an official criminal investigation should have an impact on the person's close social networks. The stigma associated with having a criminal record can frequently make joining abnormal social groupings more likely. Hence, the official classification can ultimately lead to increased participation in following deviance.
In addition to direct discrimination, the modified labelling theory of mental illness (Link, 1982) has emphasised that social withdrawal by the labelled individual due to his or her expectation of rejection may play a significant role in isolating labelled individuals from traditional ties and social settings.
The labelling theory makes the case that marginalised groups are more likely to be labelled than other groups. Lower-class individuals and members of minority groups are more likely to experience police intervention when lower-class neighborhood’s  are aggressively policed (Smith et al, 1984). In addition, stereotypes of minorities and disadvantaged groups frequently include depictions of criminality and risk (Quillian & Pager, 2001), thus members of these groups may be more easily policed, sanctioned, and stigmatised, even in the absence of actual criminal offences (Warren et al,, 2006). Labeling theorists have underlined that formal labelling, in particular labelling by the police and the criminal justice system, is a significant source of labelling in this regard. In the modern world, the state has a formal monopoly on punishing criminals (Garfinkel, 1956). As a result, going through the formal criminal or delinquent processing attests to and draws attention to the person's immorality and inability to adhere to crucial societal norms. The criminal trial, with its elaborate formality and exaggerated ritual, is one example of a formal reaction, according to Erikson (1966), which asserts that formal reactions involve rituals that signify a change into a deviant status). Furthermore, a significant portion of the research that refuted the labelling hypothesis had methodological issues, making it impossible to evaluate the idea in a reliable way. 
For many years, the foundation of the justification for youth distraction has been labelling theory. Youth diversion decreases the harmful effects of labelling by lowering the amount of time that kids spend in the official criminal justice system. Even police stops and arrests have repercussions for labelling, albeit labelling rises with the intensity of criminal justice engagement. Since diversion typically follows an arrest and is mostly provided by Juvenile Offending Teams, it therefore involves some degree of labelling (YOTs). Diversion programmes are increasingly being moved from YOTs into family services in recognition of this. Furthermore, some regions are taking children who have committed low-level offences to a safe location to talk about the next steps rather than arresting them. Contemporary study emphasises the more palpable structural aspects of social exclusion, whereas earlier literature tended to focus on labelling as initiating a deviant self-concept. The criminal justice system's labelling of individuals leads to exclusionary practises that deny children access to opportunities that are legitimate, such as those in education and work, increasing the likelihood that they will engage in illegal activity and commit crimes again.  In order to lower this risk, youth diversion programming and exit methods should be created to make it easier to reach genuine possibilities.
It has been demonstrated that criminal justice system labelling has a favourable impact on involvement in deviant groups and subsequent crime.  Radial metre These organisations can offer defence against unfavourable social reactions, a sense of belonging when ties to traditional others are diminished, and encouragement of abnormal behaviour. Formal processing, which brings kids into closer contact with individuals more ingrained in the system, makes this problem worse. This is another justification for youth divertism and is known as the "contagion effect". These interactions could instill new, unfavourable attitudes and behaviours in young kids and make it easier for them to join outlawed groups, raising the likelihood that they will commit crimes again. When it is practicable, our effective practise principles encourage adolescent diversion programmes to keep a physical distance between themselves and statutory operations (having sessions elsewhere and avoiding mixing diverted kids with kids under statutory supervision). 
Evidently, labeling from the criminal justice system, police stops and arrests are attaching labels to individuals, who are then placed amongst deviant social group, this creates implications for individuals to acquire housing or employment. Individuals wrongfully arrested as gang members during the London riots. Children of convicted parents becoming labelled from criminal justice authorities are instrumental in increasing the level of offending, highlighting the reverse effect of official labeling by authorities that are failing to reduce offending and ultimately the reason for why offending is occurring. Scheffs (1966) theory of labeling theory although has enough evidence of real-life situations where labeling of individuals in a criminal setting and the lack of understanding for suffers of mental illnesses who are attached with labels by policing actions, there is an inability to explain core deviance, neglect of people-labeling categories, and omission of the conditions under which official labelling operates. Yet, labelling theory has a lot of intrinsic problems. First of all, according to Wellford (1975), no action is fundamentally illegal; rather, an action becomes criminal when society views it as such. Murder and arson are two instances of behaviours that are undoubtedly bad in practically all civilizations and countries around the world). The process of self-labelling comes in second. Hagen (1973) introduces the idea of self-labelling, using the example of a murderer who had no reason to be suspected (the act is not criminal if no one is around to witness it or label him). He continues by stating that the murderer might have a conscience and hence identify as a murderer. The labelling hypothesis contends that labelling must originate from a third party, hence this is in opposition to it. Lastly, the labelling theory contends that all criminal action affects people of all races, social classes, sexes, and ages (Becker, 1963). Some criminologists disagree with this aspect of the theory and maintain that a person's race, socioeconomic status, and other characteristics do have an impact. According to them, the aforementioned elements can either strengthen or weaken the effects of labelling theory. On the consequences of the aforementioned components, however, there is no scientific research. According to Marshall and Purdy (1972), the experiments carried out represented actual behavioural variances that were responded to differently by various individuals. Fourthly, it matters who is in the audience because how the audience responds to the act affects how much condemnation an individual feels. According to the labelling hypothesis, the first is not the act itself but rather the audience knowing about the act that is considered unlawful. As was previously stated, if the audience is unaware of it, it is not a crime. Even while the same crime is being committed, various audiences may react to it differently, leading to varying punishments and labels. The labelling theory's final flaw is that it disregards an individual's personality. This might be problematic. Depending on how much a person cares about his label, he may or may not experience stigmatisation to varying degrees. Certain people have personality qualities that make them resistant to the labels that society assigns to them, according to studies. The fact that labelling theory has not yet been "empirically validated" is perhaps the largest disadvantage. Depending on the study, being formally classified as a criminal (such as being arrested or convicted) either increased or decreased later crime.  Being officially classified as a criminal (by being arrested or convicted, for example) has been linked to an increase in crime in certain studies, but not in others. There are numerous studies that support it, but none that can provide substantial evidence to back it up. Labeling also incorporates a bad or "deviant" deed as well as a "deviant" individual.
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