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PRESENTACIO
D’ANTHONY BOTTOMS
PER
JOSEP CID MOLINE



Rector Magnific de la Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona,
Degana de la Facultat de Dret,

President del Consell Social,

Autoritats académiques,

Senyores 1 senyors,

I met Professor Bottoms in 1999 when Professor Larrauri and I in-
vited him to celebrate the 10" Anniversary of the Master’s degree in
Criminology and Sentencing Enforcement [Master en Criminologia i
Execucio Penal]. But at that time the Spanish community of scholars
interested in Penology were already very familiar with the work of
Anthony Bottoms. We had read his papers on the fine'!, the suspend-
ed sentence?, on the English experience of limiting prison use®, and
the non-treatment paradigm for probation practice*. These papers had
been written in the nineteen seventies and eighties, which represented
a period of change in Spain.

1 Bottoms, Anthony (1973): “The Efficacy of the Fine: The Case for Agnosticism”, The Criminal
Law Review, September, 543-549.

2 Bottoms, Anthony (1981): “The suspended sentence in England, 1967-1978”, British Journal of
Criminology, 21(1), pp. 1-26.

3 Bottoms, Anthony (1987): “Limiting Prison use: Experience in England and Wales”, The Howard
Journal of Criminal Justice, 26(3), pp177-202.

4  Bottoms, Anthony & McWilliams, Williams (1979): “A Non-Treatment Paradigm for Probation
Practice”, The British Journal of Social Work, 9(2), pp. 159-202.



Article 25.2 of the Spanish Constitution was committed to the princi-
ple of rehabilitation (“Prison sentences must be aimed at re-education
and social re-integration”), but we didn’t know how to put this prin-
ciple in practice. And at that time Professor Bottoms was a source of
inspiration for Spanish scholars. On the one hand, he advocated for
the idea that alternatives to prison should not only be justified as being
more capable of achieving rehabilitation but also for the humanitar-
ian ideal of reducing the use of imprisonment. On the other hand, he
proposed a new way of working with offenders in the community.
Rehabilitation work should not be narrowly conceived as a way of
‘treating’ offenders as passive objects, but alternatively should be seen
as a way of cooperating between the offender and the probation officer
to solve social problems related to their offending.

Sir Anthony Bottoms is now Emeritus Professor of the Institute of
Criminology in the University of Cambridge. He read law at the Uni-
versity of Oxford and went on to Cambridge to take a postgraduate di-
ploma in Criminology. After two years of work as a probation officer,
he returned to Cambridge for a research position. In 1969 he became
the first lecturer in Criminology at the University of Sheffield where
he was later promoted to Professor of Criminology. Finally, in 1984 he
succeeded Nigel Walker in the Wolfson Chair in Criminology of the
University of Cambridge and as Director of the Institute of Criminol-
ogy until 1998. Although, formally, Professor Bottoms retired in 2006
he has been fully active since then, leading new research and making
more important contributions.

I don’t think I am exaggerating if I say that for many years Anthony
Bottoms has been and continues to be at the heart of that important ins-
titute. Allow me to mention three important dimensions of Professor
Bottoms work there: directorship, theory and research, and hospitality.

As a director in 1995 he started the new “Cambridge Police Execu-
tive Program”, to bring senior police officers the best criminological



research on the practice of policing®. This is an example of Professor
Bottoms’ interest in the idea that criminology is an applied science
which aims to improve justice and wellbeing in society. As Professor
Bottoms says, “I have never much seen the point of criminology un-
less it connects with real world”.¢

In the Institute of Criminology, Anthony Bottoms has led or taken part in
different research projects that have changed the way that criminology
approaches some topics. One of these issues is the importance of the
legitimacy we attribute to authorities to understand obedience to the law.

In cooperation with Richard Sparks and Will Hay, Professor Bottoms car-
ried out a study of the disturbances in some maximum-security prisons
in England in the nineteen eighties’. In their theoretical approach to the
field work they were interested in how some prisons can achieve order
and also in whether some of the ways of achieving that order were more
desirable than others®. The results of this research led Professor Bottoms
to underline the importance of the concept of legitimacy for analysing
penological institutions and this conception has had an enormous impor-
tance in penology. The ideas and mentoring of Professor Bottoms have
been very influential and probably one of the best examples is Alison
Liebling’s survey Measuring the Quality of Prison Life, which has been
very important around the world as a way to analyse the quality of prison
life —a survey that has also been also conducted by Spanish scholars’.

5 See: Neyroud, Peter (2022). “Learning to experiment: The Police, Science, and Evidence-Based
Practice”, in A. Liebling, J. Shapland, R. Sparks & J. Tankebe (eds.), Crime, Justice and Social
Order, Oxford, Oxford University Press, p. 82.

6  Sparks, Richard & Lanskey, Caroline (2022): “Reflections on the Life of a British Criminologist.
Tony Bottoms in Conversation”, in A. Liebling, J. Shapland, R. Sparks & J. Tankebe (eds.), Crime,
Justice and Social Order, Oxford, Oxford University Press, p. 22.

7  Sparks, Richard; Bottoms, Anthony & Hay, Will (1996): Prisons and the Problem of Order, Ox-
ford, Clarendon Press.

8  Liebling, Alison (2022): “Penal legitimacy, well-being, and Trust”, in A. Liebling, J. Shapland, R. Spar-
ks & J. Tankebe (eds.), Crime, Justice and Social Order, Oxford, Oxford University Press, p. 278.

9 Liebling, Alison (2004): Prisons and their moral performance. A study of values, quality and
prison life, Oxford, Clarendon Press.



The concept of legitimacy is important for understanding obedience to
the law and the wellbeing of citizens throughout the criminal justice
system. Together with his former student, Justice Tankebe, Profes-
sor Bottoms has been involved in a philosophical elaboration of the
concept of legitimacy. He discusses the idea that legitimacy depends
mainly on how people are treated by authorities'®, and proposes other
elements such as the respect of distributive justice. Taking their exam-
ple, the Black Lives Matter movement, when Afro-American citizens
complain about the use of arrest by police, this is not only the result
of'a lack of respect for the correct procedures, but also because police
are more focused on black people than on other citizens.

Moving to another dimension of his life in the Institute of Criminolo-
gy of Cambridge, Professor Bottoms is also an example of the open-
ness of the Institute to Spanish scholars. Probably the first Spanish
Scholar to visit was Dr. Manuel Lopez Rey, a criminal law professor
who went into exile after the Spanish civil war. In the last 25 years
many scholars from our university, from other Catalan universities
and from universities in other parts of Spain, have had the privilege of
undertaking research visits to the Institute, being in contact with the
excellent scholars there and benefiting from the library, the seminars,
the colleges, and the city. Professor Bottoms has always been help-
ful in welcoming these both young and senior scholars to the Insti-
tute, contributing to the development of their research and to Spanish
Criminology.

Coming back to the relation of Professor Bottoms with our univer-
sity, in 2011 he returned to Barcelona to teach both on our degree in
Criminology and on the Inter-university Master’s degree in Crimi-
nology and Sentencing Enforcement. 1 remember our undergraduate
students clapping when he reached the classroom. I was happy and
also surprised because the two papers that these undergraduate young

10 Tyler, Tom (1990): Why people obey the law, New Haven and London, Yale University Press.



students had read by Professor Bottoms in their first and second year
were not easy''. In his lecture, Professor Bottoms presented theory
and research on social ecology, another relevant topic in his career.
From the Chicago School, we know that some areas of cities suffer
more criminality and that this is related to their level of social disor-
ganization. Professor Bottoms contributed to the renaissance of the
tradition of the Chicago School in Europe and in his research showed
the importance of government housing policies to the distribution of
crime across the city'?. In recent papers, Professor Bottoms has looked
in more detail at the disorganization thesis, showing the impact of
disorder or incivility on the wellbeing of communities and arguing in
favour of challenging incivility not only as a police matter, but also
and mainly as community and institutional duty'’.

In 2016 the Spanish Society of Criminology invited Professor Bot-
toms to give the inaugural lecture of the XI Conference of the Spanish
Society of Criminology'*, organized by our university in cooperation
with the Catalan Ministry of Justice and the Spanish Society of Crimi-
nological Research. Professor Bottoms devoted this lecture to explain-
ing criminological knowledge on desistance from crime. Desistance
has probably been one of Professor Bottoms’ favourite topics over the
last 20 years. Together with Professor Shapland, Professor Bottoms

11 The two papers were: Bottoms, Anthony (2000): “The Relationship Between Theory and Research
in Criminology, en R. King & E. Wincup (eds.), Doing Research on Crime and Justice, Oxford,
Oxford University Press, pp. 15-60 (in the course of Introduction to Criminology) and: Bottoms.
Anthony & Von Hirsch, Andrew (2010): “The Crime Preventive Impact of Penal Sanctions”, In
P. Cane, & H. Kritzer (eds.), Oxford Handbook of Empirical-Legal Research, Oxford, Oxford
University Press, pp. 97-124.

12 Bottoms, Anthony (1994): “Environmental Criminology”, in M. Maguire; R. Morgan; R. Reiner
(eds.): The Oxford Handbook of Criminology, Oxford, Oxford University Press, pp. 585-656.

13 Bottoms, Anthony (2006): “Incivilities, offence and social order in residential communities”, in A.
P. Simester & A. von Hirsch (eds.), Incivilities: regulating offensive behavior, London, Blooms-
bury, pp. 239-280.

14 The XI conference of the Spanish Society of Criminology had rehabitation as one of the main
topics. The title of the conference was “Opening paths to reinsertion” [“Abriendo vias a la rein-
sercion]. Cid, José, Ibafiez, Aina, & De la Encarnacion, Esther (2016): “Libro de abstracts del XI
Congreso Espafiol de Criminologia, Barcelona 2016, Revista Espariola de Investigacion Crimi-

nologica, 14, 1-206. https://reic.criminologia.net/index.php/journal/article/view/10



developed innovative research on desistance in early adulthood. One
of the findings of their research is that although some young people
may be involved in a criminal lifestyle, they wish to become normal
citizens. This research brings to criminology a lot of hope for the idea
that offenders change and delegates to society—to families, to com-
munities, to professionals—the role of favouring the moral process of
learning to desist".

I wish to end this speech by giving my heartfelt thanks to Profes-
sor Bottoms for having produced new criminological theory always
sensitive to social justice, and for having honoured our university by
agreeing to become a new member as honorary doctor.

Es per tot aixo que tinc el plaer, I’honor i el privilegi de demanar al
Rector Magnific de la Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona que s’ator-
gui el grau de doctor honoris causa al professor Anthony Bottoms.

15 See Bottoms Anthony & Shapland, Joanna (2016): “Learning to desist in early adulthood. The
Sheffield Desistance Study”, en J. Shapland; S. Farrall & A. Bottoms (eds,), Global Perspectives
on Desistance. Reviewing what Know and Looking to the Future, London, Routledge, pp.99-125.
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DISCURS D’INVESTIDURA
D’ANTHONY BOTTOMS



It is a very great honour to be awarded an Honorary Doctorate by the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona, so the first thing that I want to do
is to say a very warm ‘thank you’ to the Faculty of Law for proposing
me for this honour, and to the Governing Council of the University for
deciding to confer it upon me. I am both surprised and very grateful to
be the recipient of such an honour, especially as I am, unfortunately,
not able to make this address either in Catalan or in Spanish. I feel
particularly honoured because I have seen from the website of the
university that you award only a very small number of honorary doc-
torates each year.

But as well as being a great honour, it is also a real pleasure for me to be
here, among colleagues and friends. As Professor Josep Cid Moliné has
reminded me, it was in 1999 that I first came to Barcelona, when I was
one of several speakers at a conference to celebrate the tenth anniver-
sary of the foundation of the Master’s degree in Criminology, which at
that time was jointly run by this university and the Catalan Ministry of
Justice. I am pleased to learn that the Master’s course is still flourishing,
and that it is now an inter-university collaboration involving four uni-
versities, including the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.

Some years later, in 2011, I came back to Barcelona to give several
seminars to the Master’s course, as well as a lecture to undergraduates
here at the Universitat Autonoma. On that same visit I also made pre-
sentations at the Universitat de Barcelona and the Universitat Pompeu
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Fabra. Then in 2016 I was honoured to be asked to give the opening
plenary lecture at the conference of the Spanish Society of Crimi-
nology, which was held that year in Barcelona, and organised by the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona in co-operation with the Catalan
Ministry of Justice and the Spanish Society of Criminology. The title
of my address on that occasion was ‘Desistance research and its rel-
evance for criminology and criminal policy’. As I shall explain more
fully later, desistance from crime has been one of the main topics in
my recent research, and it is a topic to which both Professor Cid and I
have contributed in our respective countries.

Of course, when making these various visits to Barcelona I have also

enjoyed the many things that your unique city has to offer. Like thou-
sands of other visitors, I have come to love this extraordinary place,
and in particular its architecture, its museums and its special atmo-
sphere.

I have been asked to say something about my research work. In recent
years, this has focused particularly on desistance from crime and on
the legitimacy of criminal justice systems. So I will try to explain how
I came to focus on these two topics. There have been three stages to
this journey. First came some studies of social order in prisons; these
led, secondly, to a theoretical focus on the topic of compliance with
laws and regulations; and that interest in compliance then led, thirdly,
to my studies of desistance and legitimacy.

I’ll begin, then, with the prison studies. In the mid-1980s, the British
government published a report following a series of disturbances in
high-security prisons for long-term male prisoners." That report led
indirectly to the commissioning of several research projects, and [ was
invited to lead a team whose task was: ‘To describe accurately and to

1 Home Office (1984) Managing the Long-Term Prison System: Report of the Control Review Com-
mittee (London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office).
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explain the nature of control problems [in long-term prisons] and the
conditions leading to their emergence’.

Our research focused on two contrasting long-term prisons, which I’11
call ‘Prison A’ and ‘Prison B’.

Prison A had a troubled recent history, having experienced a full-scale
riot in 1983 and a smaller but very frightening incident in 1985, when
some staff were trapped by prisoners. As a result, the Governor of the
prison imposed what was described as a ‘restricted regime’, which
made several changes intended to reduce opportunities for disorder.
The most prominent of these changes was that each evening only
two-thirds of prisoners were allowed out for the leisure period; the
remainder had to stay in their cells. As you can imagine, this was not
a popular policy among prisoners; but it greatly increased self-confi-
dence among staff, who had been badly shaken by the recent major
incidents.

Prison B was very different. It was one of only two high-security pris-
ons that had experienced no serious loss of control. Many of its staff
described it as offering ‘a liberal regime within a secure perimeter’,
and a former Deputy Governor of the prison had said that this regime
was intended to ‘help men return to a free society by reproducing the
challenges of a free society so far as this is possible’. Within the En-
glish prison system, Prison B was widely regarded as the most liberal
high-security prison, while Prison A was regarded as the most restric-
tive.

In the book resulting from our research,” we described the regime of
Prison A as focusing particularly on ‘Situational Control’ — that is, on
preserving order by restricting opportunities for disorder. Prison B,
however, placed more emphasis on ‘Social Control’: that is, by offer-

2 R.Sparks, A.E. Bottoms and W. Hay (1996) Prisons and the Problem of Order (Oxford: Clarendon
Press).
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ing prisoners more freedom, and building strong staff-prisoner rela-
tionships, it was trusting prisoners to respond positively to the liberal
regime that they were offered.

For the first time in the mainstream prisons literature, in our book we
introduced the concept of legitimacy into our analysis. We found that
most prisoners in Prison B regarded their prison experience as more
legitimate than did those in Prison A. But there were some interesting
complications.

The Governor of Prison A, when he introduced the restricted regime,
emphasised to staff the importance of what he called good ‘service de-
livery’ relating to things like meals, visits and pre-release courses. The
staff responded well to this, and so most prisoners drew a distinction
between what they saw as the fairness of the staff and the unfairness
(or lack of legitimacy) of the regime, for which they blamed the Gov-
ernor.

In Prison B, on the other hand, most prisoners greatly valued the more
liberal regime and the way that the staff treated them. But the rela-
tively light situational controls that were in place gave prisoners more
opportunities to create trouble if they wished to. This created some
non-trivial difficulties, the most important of which was that a minori-
ty of weaker prisoners felt unsafe and unprotected by the regime — for
them, it was definitely not legitimate.

So what this research revealed was that there can be very contrasting
ways of running a prison. But each of these prisons had its plus points
and its minus points — neither was clearly ‘better’ than the other. Re-
flecting on this, we suggested changing the language through which
these matters were usually discussed. Instead of talking about ‘control
problems’, we suggested, it would be better to talk about ‘the problem
of order’ in prisons. Because the fact is that every social community,
including prisons, has a problem of order; and when we talk about
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the problem of order, we are talking ultimately about the best way to
order that community so that the people in it feel that their interests
and their future are being properly attended to. What mix of social and
situational factors might achieve the best social order in prisons?

Now fast forward nearly a decade, and I’m involved in another prisons
research project, this time supporting my Cambridge colleague Alison
Liebling, who led the research. This too was a government-funded
study, commissioned to evaluate a new prisons-based policy called
the ‘Incentives and Earned Privileges’ (or IEP) initiative.

This policy was introduced by the government with the aim of pro-
moting social order by improving the behaviour of prisoners. The cen-
tral maxim of this policy was that ‘prison privileges must be earned
by good behaviour’. It was decided that every prisoner would be
placed in one of three new privilege categories (‘basic’, ‘standard’
and ‘enhanced’), with each of these categories linked to a set of spe-
cific privileges. The privileges on offer in the higher categories were
genuine — prisoners really did value them. The theoretical framework
underpinning the policy was that of Rational Choice Theory. The ex-
pectation was that prisoners would act rationally and in their own best
interests, which meant that they would improve their behaviour in or-
der to secure these valued privileges.

The research was conducted over a period of a year in five prisons of
varying type, including a women’s prison and a young offender institu-
tion. The evaluation, unfortunately, demonstrated that none of the five
prisons showed any behavioural improvements that could be attributed
to the IEP policy.’ Of course, the governmental sponsors of the research
were both surprised and disconcerted by these findings. Fortunately,

3 A.Liebling, G. Muir, G.Rose and A.E. Bottoms (1999) Incentives and Earned Privileges for Pris-
oners: An Evaluation, Home Office Research Findings No 87 (London: Home Office); A.E. Bot-
toms (2003) ‘Theoretical Reflections on the Evaluation of a Penal Policy Initiative’ in L. Zedner
and A. Ashworth (eds), The Criminological Foundations of Penal Policy (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press).
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however, the data collected by the research team were strong enough to
explain the result. Prisoners were generally supportive of the basic prin-
ciple that privileges should follow good behaviour, but they considered
that the way in which the IEP policy had been introduced had in practice
resulted in a significant degree of unfairness. In detail, the reasons for this
differed in different institutions, but one important general issue was that
the new policy significantly enhanced the discretionary decision-making
powers of prison officers, and prisoners considered that these powers
were often being used in arbitrary ways. As a consequence of this per-
ceived unfairness, many prisoners chose not to engage positively with
the new incentives system. Thus the expected ‘rational choice’ effects
were displaced by a widespread sense among prisoners that the policy, as
they actually experienced it, was unfair and lacked legitimacy.

So how did these two prison studies lead to my theoretical interest
in compliance? Well, participating in these two fascinating projects
had set me thinking about the variety of ways in which people can be
encouraged, or coerced, into complying with rules and regulations. In
the high-security prisons study, both situational factors and a degree
of normative consensus had generated compliance. In the IEP study,
normative unfairness had been crucial, but there was every indica-
tion that, without this unfairness, prisoners’ instrumental desire for
better privileges would have generated greater compliance. So here
were three main mechanisms of compliance — normative consensus;
situational compliance; and instrumentally rational incentives and
disincentives. Reflecting further, I realised that there is also a fourth
main mechanism, namely compliance based on habit or routine. So I
then published a paper outlining this fourfold classification of types
of compliance.* That paper also pointed out that, of course, in the real

4 A.E. Bottoms (2002) ‘Morality, Crime, Compliance and Public Policy’ in A.E. Bottoms and M.
Tonry (eds), Ideology, Crime and Criminal Justice: A Symposium in Honour of Sir Leon Radzino-
wicz (Cullompton, Devon: Willan Publishing). A revised version of the classification of the mech-
anisms of compliance was published later: A.E. Bottoms (2019) ‘Understanding Compliance with
Laws and Regulations: A Mechanism-Based Approach’ in M. Krambia-Kapardis (ed), Financial
Compliance: Issues, Concerns and Future Directions (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan).
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world more than one of these types of compliance can be in play in
the same situation.

My research activities have included some work on both instrumental
and situational compliance, but my main interest has always been in
normative compliance. This is probably, at least in part, a reflection
of my legal background, and of my acceptance of what I regard as
the profound observation of the Scottish jurist Neil MacCormick that
a modern legal system is a form of ‘institutional normative order’.’
In my 2002 compliance paper, I developed the concept of normative
compliance by identifying three sub-types of it, namely: Compliance
resulting from acceptance of a norm; Compliance resulting from nor-
mative attachment; and Compliance resulting from legitimacy.® Each
of these subtypes has featured in my later research work, which — as I
explained at the beginning - has focused mainly on the topics of desis-
tance from crime and legitimacy. So now it’s time to look at this final
stage of my research journey.

Criminology is a young science, and naturally enough many of its
early endeavours were focused particularly on why people commit
crimes. But, from about 2000 onwards, criminologists have increas-
ingly turned to the subject of why people who have been offending
stop doing so. This is a particularly interesting topic because, as a
recent review of the research evidence put it, stopping committing
crime is actually ‘the norm, even among those characterized as high-
rate, chronic offenders’.” With my growing interest in compliance, it
was natural that I should want to undertake a research study on how
this might happen.

5 N. MacCormick (2007) Institutions of Law (Oxford: Oxford University Press), p.11.

6 In my later 20019 paper (see note 4 above) I added a fourth sub-type, namely ‘Compliance resul-
ting from a response to normative cues’, but this sub-type is not relevant in the present context.

7 B.E. Bersani and E.E. Doherty (2018) ‘Desistance from Offending in the Twenty-First Century’,
Annual Review of Criminology 1: 311-334, at p.313.
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This resulted in a research project called the Sheffield Desistance
Study, which I conducted jointly with my Sheffield colleague Joan-
na Shapland.® The fieldwork for this research took place in the years
2003-2007, and the study focused on male young adults who were
persistent offenders.

At the start of the research, the 113 men in the Sheffield study were,
on average, aged 20 years 9 months. However, on average each of
them had already, by that age, been convicted for a non-motoring of-
fence on no fewer than eight separate occasions; and 80% of them
were then reconvicted during the three years that we followed their
lives. We expected this high reconviction rate, because of the charac-
ter of the sample we had chosen to work with. But we also knew from
the general criminological literature that, for such samples, offending
peaks at around age 20-21, after which there is a gradual aggregate
reduction until, for most, offending stops in the late 20s or early 30s;’
and we wanted to study the beginnings of such processes.

Given this kind of criminal record, you will not be surprised to learn
that most of these men had come to regard property offending as an
obvious way to act when they were short of money. Moreover, when
we asked them to look at a list of things that might be, for them, an
obstacle to ‘going straight’, one of the items that scored near the top
of the list was that they found committing offences to be exciting.
Yet despite all this, the great majority of those in the study were not
committed to continuing in crime. For example, in their first inter-
view, more than half said they had ‘made a definite decision to try to
stop’ offending, and a further one-third said they ‘would like to stop,
but I’m not sure if I can’. Even more encouragingly, when they were

8 For an overview of the Sheffield study see A.E. Bottoms and J. Shapland (2016) ‘Learning to
Desist in Early Adulthood: The Sheffield Desistance Study’ in J. Shapland, S. Farrall and A.E.
Bottoms (eds), Global Perspectives on Desistance (London: Routledge).

9 E.E. Doherty and B.E. Bersani (2018) ‘Mapping the Age of Official Desistance for Adult Offen-
ders: Implications for Research and Policy’, Journal of Developmental and Life-Course Criminol-
ogy 4: 516-551.
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asked what sort of person they would like to be in a few years’ time,
the principal answers that they gave were ‘go straight’, ‘live a normal
life’, ‘be a good person’ and ‘be a family man’. So, at the outset of the
research, they had a complicated mixture of values - some conven-
tional, some less so. A key question for many of them during the three
years that we followed them up was, therefore, which values would
ultimately take priority?

A large proportion of the men made significant attempts to go straight,
but very few of them did so without committing further offences. In
other words — as other research has also shown — desistance is usually
a gradual, not a sudden process. A main reason for this is that all of us
find it difficult to change ways of behaving that have become habitual,
and our very recidivistic sample had become very used to offending.
Also, if they wanted to desist, there were many obstacles to overcome.
Most members of this sample had a history of social disadvantage -
for example, fractured family relationships, very poor school records
leading to no qualifications, and a poor work record in an economy
where unskilled work was less available than it used to be. So even the
men who really wanted to desist did not find it straightforward to do
so, because their criminal records and their various social disadvan-
tages meant that their attempts to desist faced many challenges.

One matter that became clear in the course of our research was that
for men of this age-group, with their kind of criminal and social back-
ground, there was very often a set of personal relationships that was of
special importance in shaping the men’s progress (or lack of it). These
key personal relationships were with girlfriends, with male friends
and with their families of origin, especially their mothers. The poten-
tially positive impact of girlfriends on male offenders in their twen-
ties is well known in the literature of criminology, but the other two
relationships have been little explored. Because most of the Sheffield
sample had no stable employment, they had no work colleagues as
friends, so their male friends were usually those they had known for
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some years and with whom they had committed offences. If they were
serious about desisting from crime, it was then very often necessary
to leave these friendships behind. As for families of origin, persistent
offending had in many cases led to splits with parents, but as efforts to
desist became apparent, better relationships with parents — especially
mothers - frequently developed. So the life stories of the men who
were trying to desist were, during the three or so years that we fol-
lowed them, very often dominated by complex interactions between
the would-be desister and his relationships with a girlfriend, with his
mother and with his male ‘mates’.

The need that was felt by many members of our sample to distance
themselves from male co-offending friends often led to a tactic that
the Sheffield Study has uniquely explored, and which we called ‘dia-
chronic self-control’. Diachronic self-control is self-control that is
exercised in advance of an expected event (i.e., it is not synchronic).
One important way of exercising it is to plan one’s future circum-
stances in such a way as to ‘increase the likelihood that [an unwanted
inclination] will not be” acted upon.'® ‘Unwanted inclinations’ can of
course be of various kinds, and a standard example in the literature is
of someone trying to lose weight who has unwanted inclinations for
fatty foods. In the context of desistance, the unwanted inclination is,
of course, the inclination to commit an offence. Ways of exercising
diachronic self-control so as not to be tempted to commit offences
included, in the Sheffield Study, staying at home instead of going out;
deliberately avoiding places where violence might happen; and delib-
erately not meeting particular friends who might suggest committing
an offence. Our data showed that three-quarters of the Sheffield men
had used such a tactic at some time during the research period."

10 J. Kennett (2001) Agency and Responsibility: A Common-Sense Moral Psychology (Oxford: Cla-
rendon Press), p.134.

11 A.E. Bottoms (2013) ‘Learning from Odysseus: Self-Applied Situational Crime Prevention as an
Aid to Compliance’ in P. Ugwudike and P. Raynor (eds), What Works in Offender Compliance?:
International Perspectives and Evidence-Based Practice (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan).
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If we now turn back to the various types of compliance that I previ-
ously outlined, we can see that the exercise of diachronic self-control
uses a mixture of rational choice and situational control to achieve
greater compliance. The would-be desister realises that, in certain cir-
cumstances, he might ‘do something stupid’, as some of our Sheffield
respondents said to us. In more formal language, he thinks that if he
goes to a particular place, or meets some particular people, he might
be tempted back into committing an offence. So he makes a resolution
— arational choice — to avoid this by staying away from those circum-
stances. If he sticks to this resolution, he has reduced his opportunities
to offend by staying away from particular situations.

But you’ll remember that I also spoke earlier about some sub-types
of normative compliance. Two of these were ‘acceptance of a norm’
and ‘compliance through a normative attachment’. Some of the results
that I’ve just described very much exemplify these. At the start of the
research, the men had a mixed set of values; but by making a specific
attempt to desist, they were accepting desistance as a normative prior-
ity. Meanwhile, their attachments both to their girlfriends and to their
mothers were pulling them, normatively, away from crime.

I did however mention one further sub-type of normative compliance,

namely ‘compliance based on legitimacy’. This was not something
that was of explanatory importance in the Sheffield desistance study,
but you will recall that it was a topic that my colleagues and I had fo-
cused on in the study of the social order of prisons. In recent years, it
is a topic that I have explored much more fully.

This further strand of work has all been conducted jointly with my
Cambridge colleague Justice Tankebe. Justice is a Ghanaian, who is
especially interested in police studies, and we first began working to-
gether when I supervised his Ph.D. on police legitimacy. He finished
his Ph.D. fifteen years ago, and he is now the Deputy Director of the
University of Cambridge Institute of Criminology, but we have con-
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tinued sometimes to work and think together about legitimacy, and we
have now written several joint papers on this topic.'

Legitimacy has been well defined by a political scientist as ‘Power
that is acknowledged as rightful by relevant agents’; and those agents
include, of course, ‘those subject to the power’.!* There is, not surpris-
ingly, good evidence that people are more likely to comply with laws
when they acknowledge that powerholders are exercising their power
legitimately.

I want to focus on just two of the matters that Justice Tankebe and I
have particularly emphasised in our theoretical work on legitimacy
in relation to criminal justice. The first of these is that legitimacy is
always a dialogue. Every time that a police officer or a prison officer
puts on a uniform and goes on duty, he or she is claiming to have
some special authority that other citizens do not have. But, it has been
wisely said, ‘The exercise of power is not a one-way transaction’;'
accordingly, those holding power must expect a variety of responses
to their claimed authority. Such responses are sometimes especially
influenced by the way that the powerholder is handling a particular
incident, but on other occasions a response can be the result of more
general perceptions of, say, the work of the police in that locality, or
indeed of the exercise of political power in that state or province.

In thinking about such responses, Justice Tankebe and I have found it
useful to draw on an essay on legitimacy by the philosopher Bernard

12 See especially A.E. Bottoms and J. Tankebe (2012) ‘Beyond Procedural Justice: A Dialogic Ap-
proach to Legitimacy in Criminal Justice’, Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 102: 119—
170; and A.E. Bottoms and J. Tankebe (2021) ‘Procedural Justice, Legitimacy and Social Con-
texts’ in D. Meyerson, C. Mackenzie and T. MacDermott (eds), Procedural Justice and Relational
Theory (London: Routledge).

13 D. Beetham (2013) ‘Revisiting Legitimacy, Twenty Years On’ in J. Tankebe and A. Liebling
(eds), Legitimacy and Criminal Justice: An International Exploration (Oxford: Oxford University
Press), at p.19 (emphasis in original).

14 W.R. Miller (1978) ‘Review of Police: Streetcorner Politicians’, Journal of American History 64:
1172.
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Williams.'s In this essay, Williams points out that every sizeable com-
munity needs someone to be given some power, because otherwise
there will be no effective social organisation, and people’s basic safety
could be at risk. So power-holders are necessary. However, citizens
have expectations about how these holders of power should behave,
and if they fail to meet those expectations then their legitimacy will
become eroded. To express this point, Williams developed the con-
cept of a ‘basic legitimation expectation’; and for him, the difference
between legitimate and illegitimate power lies in the ability of pow-
erholders to honour citizens’ basic legitimation expectations, to a rea-
sonable extent, in specific situations.'¢

If this analysis is right, it is obviously important for the powerholders
in any given community to understand what are the basic legitima-
tion expectations of those over whom they exercise power. Naturally,
these expectations are likely to vary in different communities, so this
is (at least in part) an empirical matter. But Justice Tankebe and I have
developed an argument — based on the available empirical evidence -
that there are four things that are likely to count as basic legitimation
expectations in most criminal justice contexts. These are:

First, effectiveness: that is, powerholders should fulfil well the
tasks for which they have been appointed, especially keeping
people safe;

Second, lawfulness: that is, powerholders should always work
within the law;

Third, distributive justice: that is, powerholders should exercise
their powers without discrimination on the basis of, for exam-
ple, ethnicity, gender or wealth;

15 B. Williams (2005) In the Beginning was the Deed (Princeton: Princeton University Press), ch.1.

16 Williams’ original concept was that of a ‘Basic Legitimation Demand’; Justice Tankebe and I have
amended this to what we regard as the more appropriate ‘Basic Legitimation Expectation’.
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Fourth, procedural justice: that is, when dealing with people and
when making decisions, powerholders should treat people with
respect. People should also be allowed to have their say, and
they should be listened to carefully and dispassionately.

There has been a certain amount of academic debate about this sug-
gested framework, but I am very pleased to say that it has recently
been endorsed by a prestigious report on police legitimacy, published
in the United States by the U.S. National Academies of Science, Engi-
neering and Medicine. This report identifies what it calls ‘four pillars
of legitimacy, based on four “basic legitimation expectations” as de-
veloped by Bottoms and Tankebe’."”

If we look back at the earlier prison studies in the light of this ‘four-pil-
lar’ theoretical framework, we can see that the weaker prisoners in
Prison B felt that the regime there was failing to protect them, so it
was not effective, and therefore not legitimate. Meanwhile, the pris-
oners in Prison A knew that no other English high-security prison had
imposed a ‘restricted regime’, so they thought that they were suffer-
ing a distributive injustice. Turning to the IEP study, here prisoners
considered that the IEP policy was in principle legitimate, but that the
way in which it was being implemented had led to many distributive
and procedural injustices.

This concludes my brief account of one scholar’s recent research. You
will have noticed, perhaps, that I have spoken both about empirical
research projects and about the development of theory. This reflects
my own strong belief that, in social science, good research and careful
theorisation always need to be closely related.

I hope that what I have said today will have convinced you that crim-
inology is a subject of great social importance. Therefore, in closing

17 National Academies of Science, Engineering and Medicine (2022) Developing Policing Practices
that Build Legitimacy (Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press), at p.19.
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this address, and in thanking you again for the award of this honor-
ary doctorate, I would like to express my hope and my confidence
that criminological research and teaching in the Faculty of Law at the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona will continue to develop and to
flourish for many years to come.
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Acord 37/2021, de 17 de marcg, del Consell de Govern

Vista la peticié formulada pel Deganat de la Facultat Dret, i ’acord de la Junta de
la Facultat de data 12 de febrer de 2020 pel qual se sol-licita al Consell de Govern
el nomenament del doctor Anthony Bottoms, com a doctor Ahonoris causa de la
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.

Ates que tant del curriculum del candidat com de la documentacio referent als seus
merits i de les circumstancies que concorren, queda acreditat que la seva activitat
en el camp de la docéncia i de la recerca el fan mereixedor d’obtenir la distincid
de doctor honoris causa de la Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.

Ates que la Normativa que regula el procediment per a 1’atorgament del titol de
doctor honoris causa aprovada pel Consell de Govern en data 26 de maig de 2004
en el seu article 5.2 estableix que el Consell de Govern podra atorgar un nome-
nament cada dos anys a la Facultat de Ciéncies, la Facultat de Filosofia i Lletres
i a la Facultat de Medicina, i un nomenament cada quatre anys a cadascun dels

centres restants.

Ates que la proposta de la Facultat de Dret compleix els requisits exigits a la nor-
mativa abans esmentada.

Vista la conformitat del Gabinet Juridic.

Per tot aixo, a la vista de les consideracions anteriors, a proposta de la Junta de la
Facultat de Dret, el Consell de Govern ha adoptat els segiients

ACORDS
PRIMER. Nomenar el doctor Anthony Bottoms, doctor honoris causa de la UAB.

SEGON. Encarregar a la secretaria general 1’execucio i el seguiment d’aquest
acord.

TERCER. Comunicar el present acord a la Facultat de Dret.
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