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never “planned” on raping Darlene. 
Rather, he stated that it was more 
of an impulsive act—in the “spur of 
the moment.” He had no ill feelings 
toward Darlene; in fact, Ian stated 
that “he had no feelings toward her 
whatsoever.”

One theoretical perspective that 
could possibly be applied to this 
offense is Bowlby’s attachment 
theory. Due to Ian’s unstable 
childhood, he was unable to form 
healthy attachments, especially with 

his mother. Further, these attach-
ments lacked specificity given the 
various foster homes he was placed 
in throughout childhood. Related to 
this, the attachments lacked dura-
tion; they were short-lived and 
sporadic, at best. The problems 
associated with Ian establishing 
healthy attachments in childhood 
were reflected during his adult-
hood. He had difficulty develop-
ing strong relationships, especially 
with women. This may also have 

contributed to his ability to rape 
by perceiving the victim as having 
“little or no psychological meaning.”

THINK ABOUT IT:

1. Are there any other essential
features of Bowlby’s theory that
could apply to Ian’s behavior?

2. What approaches could be
implemented to enhance Ian’s
relationships, especially with
women?

(Continued)

of crime within the individual as well as to blame the behavior on the criminal’s lack of 
moral sense; liberals are more likely to consider the causes of crime in society, such as 
unequal distribution of wealth. Thus, “conservatives are much more likely to see crimi-
nals as different from normal citizens, while liberals are more likely to see them as people 
who have simply reacted differently to different situations they find themselves in.”82

Wilson (at the time, a Harvard University political scientist) and Herrnstein (a Harvard 
University psychologist) never explicitly “named” their theory,83 but Jack Gibbs has sug-
gested that they use the label operant-utilitarian theory of criminality, since they often 
use concepts associated with operant psychology.84 They maintained that there had been 
an overemphasis on sociological explanations for criminal behavior:

The existence of biological predispositions means that circumstances that acti-
vate criminal behavior in one person will not do so in another, that social forces 
cannot deter criminal behavior in 100 percent of a population, and that the 
distributions of crime within and across societies may, to some extent, reflect 
underlying distributions of constitutional factors. Perhaps the simplest thing to 
say at this point is that crime cannot be understood without taking into account 
individual predispositions and their biological roots [italics added].85

Wilson and Herrnstein attempted to explain street crime by demonstrating how human 
nature develops and evolves from the interaction of three factors:

1. Social environment. While broad societal values have often been neglected as
explanations, they maintained that the shift in American culture from valuing
restraint and discipline to the recent narcissistic “me-first” orientation has a
strong influence on the individual level and has contributed to the increasing
crime rate during the previous two decades.

2. Family relationships. Parents who are uncaring, inconsistent in the treatment of
their children, or unskilled in dispensing rewards and punishments contribute to
their children’s criminal behavior. Further, being from a broken home or a single-
parent household is not necessarily an influential factor; rather, it is the parent’s
failure to teach the child the consequences of his or her actions.

3. Biological makeup. Qualities considered influential include gender, low intelli-
gence, impulsiveness, and body type. These are at least partly hereditary.86


