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Inside the Interrogation Room
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Half a century ago, the Court in Miranda v. Arizona

(1966) decried that it could not determine how police
questioned suspects: “Interrogation still takes place in privacy.
Privacy results in secrecy and this in turn results in a gap in our
knowledge as to what in fact goes on in the interrogation
rooms” (p. 448). Moreover, interrogation tactics had evolved
from physical coercion to psychological manipulations—
isolation, confrontation, and minimization—which further
impaired the Court’s ability to evaluate the voluntariness of a
confession.
Theoretically, we have an adversarial system of criminal
and juvenile justice. In reality, states administer a plea bargain
justice system in which 90–95% of defendants admit their guilt
for sentencing concessions (Leo, 2008). The decision to confess
determines subsequent stages of the process—whether a
defendant has any plea-bargaining leverage or goes to trial—and
converts the adversarial process into an inquisitorial one.
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President’s Message
While Charles learned a lesson that day, I too was
reminded about an important lesson. There are
times when you can sit idly by and hope for the
best (as I had done that day), and there are times
when you cannot sit idly by. Having watched all
of the effort that Jim Frank (Immediate Past
President, University of Cincinnati), Mary Stohr
(Executive Director, Washington State
University) and Cathy Barth (Association
Manager) put into ACJS activities this past year, I
fully understand that I will not be able to simply
“sit by” in the upcoming year.

Brian Payne, President, ACJS*

Because of the efforts of Jim, Mary, Cathy,
and others, the most recent ACJS meeting was a
huge success! Please join me in thanking Jim,
Christine N. Famega, (Program Co-chair,
California State University – San Bernardino)
and Nicky Piquero (Program Co-chair, University
of Texas at Dallas) for organizing an outstanding
conference. They deserve special recognition for
their commitment to excellence in advancing
criminal justice research. In addition, three board
members (Jill Gordon, Virginia Commonwealth
University; Alexis Miller, Northern Kentucky
University; and Brad Smith, Wayne State
University) completed their three-year stint on the
board. I can’t say enough about how much I
enjoyed working with Jill, Alexis, and Brad.

I had breakfast with Dave May

(Mississippi State University) the last
morning of the conference in Philadelphia.
After checking off the official business for
discussion, we started to talk about our
families. During the conversation, Dave
asked if I had given my son “the talk” that all
parents seem to dread giving. After I
confessed to Dave that Charles (age 11) had
not yet been the audience of “the talk,” Dave
said I better hurry and give him “the talk”
before he hears it from one of his friends.
(One of Charles’ friends that is, not one of
Dave’s friends).
As soon as I got home later that day, I
mentioned this conversation to my wife
Kathleen. A few minutes later my son
walked into the room and before I knew it,
my wife had given him “the talk.” I sat idly
by waiting for the “presentation” to be over.
When my wife was done, I asked Charles if
he had any questions. He responded, “No. It
sounds gross.”

Congratulations are also in order for Jim
Frank and his remarkable year as president.
During his tenure, the organization renewed a
concerted effort to reach out to practitioner
organizations including, but not limited to, the
American Probation and Parole Association, the
International Association of Chiefs of Police, and
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the American Jail Association. He also promoted
closer ties with international organizations. Most
recently, discussions with representatives from the
Canadian Criminal Justice Association and the
British Society of Criminology have created a
solid foundation that can be used to build future
partnerships with these, and other, organizations.
In a similar way, Jim renewed efforts to work
with the American Society of Criminology in
identifying ways to promote federal funding for
criminal justice research. ACJS was fortunate to
have Jim leading these efforts.

award will receive a plaque and $1,000 from the
ACJS Affirmative Action Fund. Details
surrounding the award will be available on the
awards page on our website.
Speaking of awards, please nominate
someone or yourself for one of the “Academy”
awards. The awards ceremony allows us to come
together to celebrate as a community the
accomplishments of our members and the
association itself. For myself, it is an honor to be
a part of a community of scholars that has
accomplished so much!

I also want to thank the numerous
committees and committee chairs who helped run
this organization over the past year. Through
committee-driven efforts, ACJS has made great
strides over the years. The accomplishments of
the association truly are our members’
accomplishments. I hope you will consider
continuing this legacy of service by offering to
serve on one of First Vice President Brandon
Applegate’s (University of South Carolina)
committees.

In the upcoming year, I hope to continue
the efforts of expanding our reach and our
relationships with other associations. The
criminal justice system does not operate in a
vacuum. In a similar way, we cannot study or
educate about criminal justice in a vacuum. It is
especially fascinating and rewarding to be a part
of the criminal justice field because of its dynamic
nature. The theme of the 2015 conference,
“Broadening the Horizons of the Criminal Justice
Sciences: Looking Outward Rather than Inward,”
is a call to action to embrace and expand the
connections that criminal justice has with other
disciplines, practitioners, and policy makers.

One notable decision made by the
executive board at the conference in Philadelphia
was the approval of a new award called the
Dorothy Bracey/Janice Joseph Minority and
Women New Scholar Award. The creation of
the award, and policy supporting the award, was
recommended by the association's Affirmative
Action Committee, which was led last year by
Tamara Madensen (Committee Chair, University
of Nevada, Las Vegas) and Leah Daigle
(Committee Deputy Chair, Georgia State
University). As noted in the policy statement
drafted by the committee, "the intent of the award
is to recognize outstanding academic
contributions by new minority and female
scholars in honor of the first female and racial
minority ACJS presidents." The recipient of the

For some, this call to action may be
viewed as unwarranted change. Change can be
intimidating, whether we are talking about
individual change or change at the disciplinary
level. I recall, with very little fondness, that I got
a perm in 1987. Imagine if you will Craig
Hemmens’ (Washington State University) lovely
hair on my head. I am hoping that none of my
IUP classmates have any photos of me from that
time. Craig’s hair looks good on him, but it
doesn’t have the same appeal on me! I have no
idea why I decided to pay someone to put curlers
in my hair for three hours, just as I have no idea
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why you voted for me to lead this fine
organization. While some things are not easily
understood, other things are. In particular, I
understand this very simple statement: we cannot
sit idly by and expect the field of criminal justice to reach
its full promise without actively charting our direction.
I look forward to working with everyone in
the upcoming year. Together, I am confident that
we will make 2014-2015 another successful and
memorable year for the Academy of Criminal
Justice Sciences.
*Brian K. Payne received his PhD in Criminology
from Indiana University of Pennsylvania in 1993. He
is currently the vice provost for graduate and
undergraduate academic programs at Old Dominion
University, where he is tenured in the Department of
Sociology and Criminal Justice. He is a former editor of
the American Journal of Criminal Justice and past
president of the Southern Criminal Justice Association.
Payne is the author or co-author of more than 160
journal articles and seven books including White-Collar
Crime: The Essentials (Sage), Family Violence and
Criminal Justice (Elsevier, with Randy Gainey), and
Crime and Elder Abuse: An Integrated Perspective
(Charles C Thomas). He is currently co-authoring (with
Will Oliver and Nancy Marion) Introduction to
Criminal Justice: A Balanced Approach (Sage).

Upcoming ACJS Meetings
March 3-7, 2015
March 29-April 2, 2016
March 21-15, 2017

Orlando, FL
Denver, CO
Kansas City, MO
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ACJS 2015 Annual Conference
“Broadening the Horizon of the Criminal Justice Sciences: Looking Outward Rather than
Inward”
March 3-7, 2015
Caribe Royale All-Suite Hotel and Convention Center
Orlando, Florida
Program Chair:
David May, Mississippi State University, dmay@socmsstate.edu
Host Hotel:
Caribe Royale All-Suite and Convention Center
8101 World Center Drive
Orlando, Florida 32821
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Continued from Page 1

clearly. J. D. B. v. North Carolina (2011)
concluded that a youth’s age could affect
feelings of liberty restraint within Miranda’s
custody framework. Most states use the same
legal standards for juveniles and adults,
although a few require a parent to assist
juveniles to invoke or waive Miranda (Feld,
2013a, 2014).

In the decades since Miranda, we still know
remarkably little about how police question
suspects. Post-Miranda research in the 1960s
examined whether police warned suspects (Leo,
2008; Feld, 2013a). In the mid-1990s, Richard
Leo (1996a, 1996b) conducted the only field
observation study of interrogation in the United
States. Criminologists have studied tapes and
transcripts of interrogations (Feld, 2013a, 2013b,
2014). In England, analyses of recorded
interrogations have generated a substantial body
of empirical research (Gudjonsson, 2003; Milne &
Bull, 1999). Psychologists have conducted
laboratory studies of interrogation for decades,
although that research lacks the external validity
of real interrogation (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004;
Kassin, 2005; Kassin et al., 2010). False
confessions provide another look at how police
question suspects and highlight the vulnerability
of youths (Drizin & Leo, 2004; Garrett, 2011).
This research provides the second-ever empirical
study of interrogation in the United States and the
first to examine older delinquents charged with
felonies (Feld, 2013a, 2013b, 2014).

Developmental psychologists
distinguish between youths’ cognitive ability
and maturity of judgment. By mid-adolescence,
most youths possess cognitive abilities
comparable with adults (Scott & Steinberg,
2008). Research conducted by the MacArthur
Foundation Network on Adolescent
Development and Juvenile Justice
distinguishes between cognitive ability and
mature judgment, impulse control, and ability
to resist external influences (Scott & Steinberg,
2008; Feld 2013a). Although most youths 16
years of age or older exhibit cognitive abilities
comparable with adults, they do not develop
adult-like self-control and mature judgment for
several more years. Neuroscientists attribute
these differences to brain maturation and the
increased ability of the prefrontal cortex to
perform executive functions and control
impulses.

Interrogating Juveniles
The Court recognized that youthfulness,
lengthy questioning, and absence of counsel or
parents could render juveniles’ statements
involuntary (Haley v. Ohio, 1948; Gallegos v.
Colorado, 1962). In re Gault (1967) granted
delinquents the privilege against self-incrimination
and reiterated concern about youths’ vulnerability
during questioning. Fare v. Michael C. (1979) used
the adult “totality of the circumstances” test to
evaluate juveniles’ Miranda waivers, denied that
developmental differences required additional
safeguards, and required children to assert rights

Despite significant developmental
differences between adults and juveniles, most
states use adult standards to gauge juveniles’
Miranda waivers. Some youths may not
understand the words of the Miranda warning.
Some concepts—the meaning of a right, the
term appointed to obtain counsel, and waive
rights—render Miranda incomprehensible to
many juveniles (Grisso, 1980, 1981; Grisso et
al., 2003). Although juveniles 16 years or older
may understand Miranda about as well as
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adults, they may not appreciate the function or
importance of rights as well. Miranda
characterized custodial interrogation as inherently
compelling because a police-dominated
environment created psychological pressures to
comply. Children questioned by authority figures
yield more easily to negative pressure, may be
more susceptible to power differentials, and are
more prone to relinquish rights than are adults.

state’s population and half the delinquency
petitions filed.
I adapted and expanded codebooks used in
prior interrogation research. I reviewed police
reports to learn about the crime, the context of the
interrogation, and evidence police possessed. I
coded the 307 files to analyze where, when, and
who was present at an interrogation; how police
administered Miranda; whether juveniles invoked
or waived; whether officers used Reid Method
maximization and minimization techniques; and
how juveniles responded. Notwithstanding some
sample selection bias, the 307 data files comprise
the largest aggregation of felony interrogations in
the United States. I conducted structured, openended saturation interviews with 39 police,
prosecutors, defense lawyers, and juvenile court
judges to elicit their views, learn from their
experience, and buttress my findings.

Most police interrogators in the United
States are trained in the Reid Method (Leo, 2008).
It teaches isolation and psychological
manipulations—maximization and minimization
techniques—to elicit confessions (Inbau et al.,
2004). Police use negative incentives—
confrontational tactics to scare or intimidate a
suspect—and positive incentives—themes,
scenarios, or sympathetic alternatives—to make it
easier to confess (Kassin et al., 2010). Reid
training does not distinguish between youths and
adults and teaches police to interrogate both
similarly (Inbau et al., 2004).

Police Interrogation
I examined characteristics of youths who
waived or invoked Miranda, how police
questioned those who waived, and length and
outcomes of interrogations. Males comprised the
vast majority (89.3%) of youths whom police
questioned. Prosecutors charged about half with
property offenses—burglary, larceny, and auto
theft—one-third with crimes against person—
murder, robbery, assault, and rape—and the
remainder with other felonies. Juvenile court
judges transferred some of the most serious
offenders to criminal court. About one-third had
no prior arrests, more than one-third had been
arrested for status offenses or misdemeanors, and
more than one-quarter had one or more prior
felony arrests. About half the youths were white
and the others black, Hispanic, Native American,
or Asian.

Methodology and Data
The Minnesota Supreme Court in State v.
Scales (1994) required police to record custodial
interrogations of all criminal suspects, including
juveniles. Minnesota delinquency proceedings of
16- and 17-year-old youths charged with felony
offenses are public. County attorneys in
Minnesota’s four largest counties provided
unrestricted access to closed files of 16- and 17year-old youths charged with a felony and
allowed me to copy those in which police
interrogated or juveniles invoked Miranda. I
obtained 307 files that contained Scales tapes or
transcripts, police reports, court records, and
sentences. The four counties account for about
half the state’s population and half the
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Miranda requires officers to warn suspects
to dispel the inherent coercion of isolation and
questioning. Police had formally arrested the
vast majority of these juveniles prior to
questioning and made a Scales recording whether
they initially arrested or later released a youth.
Police detained nearly two-thirds of those whom
they questioned and released the others to
parents. About half of interrogations took place
at police stations, another quarter in juvenile
detention centers, and the rest in a police car, at
juveniles’ homes, or at schools.

may reflect lack of understanding, inability to
exercise rights effectively, or less prior justice
system involvement. In my study, the vast
majority of youths (92.8%) waived Miranda
(Feld, 2013a, 2013b, 2014). Interviews with
justice system personnel confirmed the
accuracy of these findings—almost all
delinquents waived Miranda.
Analysts report a relationship between
prior police experience and Miranda
invocations: Suspects with prior felony arrests
waived less often than did those with less
experience (Leo, 1996b; Kassin, 2005). More
than one-quarter (27.4%) of these youths had
one or more prior felony arrests, and those
juveniles waived at significantly lower rates
(86.9%) than did those with fewer or less
serious police contacts (94.9%). Youths who
waived previously may have learned that they
derived no benefit, may have spent more time
with lawyers, or learned to resist the pressures
of interrogation.

Police have no incentive to encourage
suspects to invoke their Miranda rights. Police
used several tactics to predispose suspects to
waive without alerting them to its significance—
admonishing them to tell the truth, minimizing
the warning, or advising that it is the only
opportunity to “tell their story.” Officers
characterized warnings as a bureaucratic
formality or preliminary “paperwork.” Officers
referred to youths’ familiarity with Miranda from
television and movies, and the warning may
simply be background noise.

Police trained in the Reid Method
typically use acccusatorial and confrontational
tactics to obtain incriminating admissions or
leads to other evidence, to strengthen
prosecutors’ cases, and to produce guilty pleas.
Minnesota police have conducted recorded
interviews for more than a decade, and their
training advises them to portray themselves as
neutral fact finders or report writers who want
to prepare a statement for prosecutors and
judges to evaluate.

Miranda reasoned that police must warn a
suspect to dispel the compulsive pressures of
custodial interrogation. A dissent in Miranda
asked why those same compulsive pressures do
not coerce a waiver as readily as an unwarned
statement. Criminologists concur that after
police isolate suspects in a police-dominated
environment, a warning cannot adequately
empower them to invoke their rights. PostMiranda studies consistently report about 80% or
more of adults waive Miranda (Leo, 2008; Kassin
et al., 2007). Juveniles waive Miranda rights at
somewhat higher rates than do adults—typically
90% or more (Grisso, 1980; Goldstein &
Goldstein, 2010). Juveniles’ higher waiver rates

Police reported that they used
maximization techniques regularly. They
began many interviews with an invitation to a
youth to tell his story, but warned that it was a
time-limited opportunity. They cautioned that
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if youth did not take advantage of the chance
to explain their involvement, then they might
regret it later, for example if co-offenders tried
to shift responsibility or make a deal at their
expense. They initially encouraged juveniles
to commit to a story—true or false—and then
used more confrontational tactics to challenge
their version thereafter. Police confronted
juveniles with evidence, accused them of
lying, exhorted them to tell the truth ,
challenged inconsistencies, emphasized the
seriousness of the offense, and accused them
of other crimes. In about one-third of cases,
police did not use any maximization
techniques, and in another quarter, they used
only one, which suggests that most juveniles
did not require a lot of prompting or
intimidation to cooperate.

Juveniles’ Responses
I coded the outcome of interrogations into
three categories: confess, admit, or deny. A
majority of juveniles confessed within a few
minutes of waiving Miranda and did not require
prompting by police. An additional one-third of
juveniles provided statements of some
evidentiary value, for example, admitting that
they served as a look-out during a robbery or
participated in a burglary even if they did not
personally steal property. Justice personnel
agreed that most juveniles made some
incriminating admissions. Research in the U.S.
and UK on adults corroborates similarly high
rates of admissions and confessions (Leo, 2008;
Kassin et al., 2007; Bull & Milne, 2004). About
one-tenth of juveniles made no incriminating
admissions by refusing to answer, denying
knowledge, lying, or blaming others. When
police encountered resistant youths, they used
more maximization techniques than they did
with cooperative youths but did not question
them for longer periods.

Minimization tactics offer face-saving
excuses or moral justifications to neutralize
feelings of guilt by reducing a crime’s
seriousness, providing a less odious
motivation, or shifting blame to others
(Kassin et al., 2010). Police sometimes
suggested that getting mad, losing control, or
excitement accounted for youths’ criminal
misconduct. Intoxication provides an
explanation for bad behavior, and juveniles
readily invoked drinking alcohol or using
drugs to excuse criminal conduct. Police
diffused juveniles’ responsibility by suggesting
that they succumbed to negative peer
influences. Police regularly encouraged
juveniles to attribute their delinquency to a
mistake. Police used minimization tactics far
less often than they used maximization
tactics.

Police question suspects to elicit
incriminating admissions and to obtain leads to
other evidence. Only about one-fifth of
interviews yielded information—leads to
physical evidence, a crime scene diagram,
identity of a co-offender or an unknown
witness—that police did not already have.
Gathering collateral evidence appears to be a
secondary goal of questioning.
Length of Interrogation
One of the most surprising findings of this
research involved the length of interrogations.
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Police completed three-quarters of interviews in
less than 15 minutes, concluded 9 out of 10 in
less than 30 minutes, and none exceeded two
hours. Although the short interviews initially
seemed surprising, other research confirms that
interrogations of even two or three hours are
exceptional (Drizin & Leo, 2004; Kassin et al.,
2007; Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004). Justice
professionals confirmed that routine felony
interrogations are very short. They attributed
brevity to several factors, especially workload
pressures. Police conducted a form of triage,
questioned suspects longer in more serious
cases, but did not regard most juvenile felonies
as serious crimes.

warnings failed to achieve those goals. In the
decades since Miranda, the Court has limited its
scope and adverse consequences when police
fail to comply. Although Miranda assumed that
a warning would empower suspects to resist the
compulsive pressures of interrogation, postMiranda research reports that 80% of adults and
90% of juveniles waive their rights, and only
some sophisticated suspects invoke them.
Perversely, Miranda allows judges to focus on
ritualistic compliance with a procedural
formality rather than to assess the voluntariness
or reliability of a statement.

A statistically significant relationship
appeared between the length of interrogations
and guns. Although police questioned only onetenth of delinquents for longer than 30 minutes,
they interrogated twice as many juveniles for
longer than 30 minutes when guns were
involved. I compared the lengths of
interrogation in all cases that involved guns—
armed robbery, assault, firearms possession, or
burglary in which youths stole guns—with cases
in which juveniles used other weapons or did
not use a weapon. Guns provide an indicator of
crime seriousness, and police questioned these
juveniles longer and more aggressively. Police
wanted to recover guns and used more
maximization and minimization tactics to
retrieve them. Only two interrogations raised
constitutional issues, and in both cases officers
made explicit quid-pro-quo promises of
leniency to recover guns.

Miranda is especially problematic for
younger juveniles who may not understand its
words or concepts. The Court has recognized
youths’ vulnerability and distinguished between
younger and older youths. Developmental
psychologists document their differing abilities.
This study corroborates that 16- and 17-year-old
juveniles appear to understand and exercise
Miranda similarly to adults. This consistency
inferentially bolsters research that younger
juveniles may not understand Miranda or
possess competence to make legal decisions.
Research on false confessions underscores the
unique vulnerability of younger juveniles, who
are at greater risk to confess falsely than are
older adolescents or adults (Drizin & Leo,
2004).

Young Offenders in the Interrogation Room

The Court’s juvenile interrogation
decisions excluded statements taken from
youths 15 years of age or younger and admitted
those obtained from 16- and 17-year-olds. The
Court’s de facto line closely tracks what
psychologists have found about youths’ ability
to understand the warning and concepts. State

Policy Implications
Although Miranda purported to bolster the
adversarial system and protect citizens,
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courts and legislatures should formally adopt
the functional line that the Court recognized
and that psychologists discern between older
and younger youths and provide those 15 and
younger with a non-waivable right to counsel
at interrogation. If youths 15 years of age or
younger consult with counsel prior to waiver,
this may limit somewhat the police’s ability to
secure confessions. However, if younger
juveniles cannot understand or exercise rights
without legal assistance, then to treat them as
if they do denies fundamental fairness and
enables the state to exploit their vulnerability.

to give police enough time to obtain true
confessions from guilty suspects willing to talk
without increasing the risk of eliciting false
confessions from innocent people.
On the Record
Within the past decade, legal scholars,
psychologists, and justice system personnel have
reached consensus that recording interrogations
reduces coercion, diminishes the danger of false
confessions, and increases reliability. However,
only a dozen states require police to record
interrogations and some only under limited
circumstances—homicide or very young
suspects (Garrett, 2011; Feld, 2013a).

Limiting the Length of Interrogations
Police elicit most false confessions only
after lengthy interrogations and youthfulness
exacerbates those dangers (Drizin & Leo,
2004; Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004). The Court
recognizes that lengthy interrogations can
produce involuntary confessions and found
that questioning juveniles for five or six hours
could produce involuntary statements. Policy
makers should create a sliding-scale
presumption of involuntariness based on
length of interrogation and examine a
confession’s reliability more closely as length
of questioning increases.

Recording creates an objective record
and an independent basis to resolve disputes
about Miranda warnings, waivers, or statements.
It protects police from false claims of abuse. It
enables police to focus on suspects’ responses, to
review details of an interview not captured in
written notes, and to test them against
subsequently discovered facts. Recording
prevents distortions that occur when
interviewers rely on memory or notes to
summarize a statement. A recorded confession
enables prosecutors to avoid suppression
hearings, negotiate better pleas, and obtain
convictions. Defense lawyers can review
recordings rather than rely on clients’ imperfect
recollection of a stressful event. Scales recordings
generate substantial savings because police,
prosecutors, defense counsel, and judges do not
have to conduct suppression hearings. Scales
enables professionals to administer an
inquisitorial model of justice “on the record,”
expedites pleas in routine cases, and reserves
court resources for complex cases.

The vast majority of interrogations were
very brief. Police concluded 90% of these
felony interrogations in less than 30 minutes.
Every study reports that police complete nearly
all interrogations in less than an hour, and few
take as long as two hours. By contrast,
interrogations that elicit false confessions are
usually long inquiries that wear down an
innocent person’s resistance—85% took at
least six hours (Drizin & Leo, 2004). We need
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Recording is an effective safeguard
only if police record all conversations—
preliminary interviews and interrogations—
rather than just a final statement—a “postadmission narrative.” Only a complete record
of every interaction can protect against a final
statement that ratifies an earlier coerced one
or against a false confession contaminated by
non-public facts that police supplied a suspect.

Drizin, S. A., & Leo, R. A. (2004). The problem
of false confessions in the post-DNA world.
North Carolina Law Review, 82, 891–1008.
Retrieved from http://nclawreview.net/
Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707 (1979).
Feld, B. C. (2013a). Kids, cops, and confessions:
Inside the interrogation room. New York: NYU
Press.

Conclusion

Feld, B. C. (2013b). Real interrogation: What
happens when cops question kids. Law &
Society Review, 47, 1–35.

This study is only the second empirical
study of police interrogation since Miranda
and the first involving juveniles. We need
more research on interrogation practices in
general, in different settings, and with different
types of suspects. As more jurisdictions adopt
recording requirements, psychologists,
criminologists, lawyers, police, and others will
have opportunities to study systematically
what actually occurs in the interrogation
room. This will increase our fund of
knowledge, enable us to develop more
effective techniques to elicit true confessions
from guilty defendants, reduce the likelihood
of extracting false confessions from innocent
suspects, and provide a stronger basis for
systemic policy prescriptions.
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Hate Thy Neighbor
the Campbells were not alone in experiencing
this sort of violence. These are the oftenuntold stories of housing integration.
Scholars have coined the term move-in
violence to describe incidents like the arson
targeting the Campbells. After reading about
hundreds of incidents of cross burnings, arson,
assaults, vandalism, and threats directed at
integrating minorities, I learned that in some
cases, incidents aimed at getting them to leave
may occur after a family has lived in the
particular area for some time. For this and
other reasons, I coined the term antiintegrationist violence to describe race-based
harassment directed at minorities who have
moved to predominantly white
neighborhoods. Though African Americans
tend to be the racial and ethnic group most
frequently targeted for the neighborhoodbased hate crimes that comprise antiintegrationist violence, I also describe many
incidents in which Asian Americans and
Latinos are targeted. The most frequent
perpetrators of anti-integrationist violence are
white males.

Dr. Jeannine Bell*

I’ve been asked by ACJS Today

editor Robert Worley to write about my
recent book, Hate Thy Neighbor: Move-In
Violence and the Persistence of Racial
Segregation in American Housing (2013). I am
delighted to do so.
Jamaican immigrant Clifton
Campbell, his wife, and three children
moved to the Chicago suburbs in March of
1992. At that time, the suburb they moved
to, Berwyn, was 98% white. They quickly
learned that neighbors were not going to
roll out the welcome wagon. On the
family’s first full day in their new house,
someone threw a brick through a window.
The next day, someone set fire to the
family’s front porch. The Campbells got the
message and put their house up for sale.

As distinguished from racial violence
in an earlier era, neighborhood-based hate
crimes are rarely perpetrated by members of
extremist groups. Though they do not have
the complex ideological commitment to
racism that one might see in Ku Klux Klan
members, perpetrators’ reasons for burning
crosses or defacing the newcomers’ property is
clear. In court cases and other spaces, they are
unambiguous about the fact they are unhappy
that someone non-white has moved in and

At first glance, the Campbells’
experience seems like an anachronism—
something that could have occurred in the
Deep South, perhaps 50 years ago. Sadly,
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and they want them to leave. “Nigger go
home” is a commonly used phrase in this sort
of violence.

region with the highest number of
contemporary incidents was the South,
followed closely by the Midwest. Such violence
was especially surprising in the Midwest. I
hypothesized that incidents of anti-integrationist
violence may be so common in the Midwest
because of significant segregation in rust belt
cities.

Often, this is because the perpetrator
believes that having African Americans living
in the neighborhood will make their own
property less valuable. Though the perpetrator
was not caught in Campbell’s case, one
neighbor who sympathized told a reporter, “I
feel bad their house got burned… but real
estate people should’ve told them that this is
an all-white neighborhood, and they should’ve
expected it. I wanted them to leave. I don’t
want my property value to go down” (Bell,
2013, p. 65).

The violence I described is not restricted
to white, working-class, ethnic neighborhoods.
Such violence occurred in white neighborhoods
in inner cities and also in suburbs. Incidents of
anti-integrationist violence frequently occur in
places where one might expect it: cohesive,
working-class, ethnic white neighborhoods with
reputations for attacks on people of color—
Bensonhurst in Brooklyn and Grays Ferry in
Philadelphia, to name two such places.
Incidents also occurred in middle-class and even
upscale neighborhoods.

The anti-integrationist violence that I
discuss in Hate Thy Neighbor is often
overlooked because it is nearly invisible to law
enforcement, the news media, and scholars.
These incidents are hate crimes. Hate crimes
are frequently what the police call “low-level”
crime. Most Americans think of the dragging
death of James Byrd as the typical hate crime.
By contrast, most hate crimes fall into the
category of vandalism, harassment, and lowlevel assault causing little physical or property
damage.

One upscale neighborhood was the site
of the largest residential arson in Maryland
history, which was committed to keep black
families out of the neighborhood. In 2004, an
arsonist set fire to homes in the Hunters Brooke
development in Greenbelt, Maryland, causing
$10 million in damage. The perpetrator set fire
to several homes under construction in the
development because he was concerned about
the number of blacks buying homes there.

There are three main points I want to
emphasize about anti-integrationist violence.
First, it’s here—everywhere there are white
neighborhoods. Second, it’s happening now.
Third, surprisingly little is being done about it.

It’s Happening Now
Violence directed at minorities who
move to white neighborhoods is still happening;
it is not, as many assume, a relic of the past. For
Hate Thy Neighbor, I collected more than 400
new accounts describing crimes directed at
minorities who moved to white neighborhoods
between 1990 and 2010.

It’s Here—Everywhere
The violence directed at minorities
who are integrating is not limited to one
particular areaof the U.S. I uncovered
incidents of anti-integrationist violence in
every geographic area of the country. The
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The contemporary manifestation of antiintegrationist violence can be distinguished
from the manner in which such violence
occurred in the past. Until the late 1960s, many
incidents of anti-integrationist violence were
committed by organized mobs of neighbors
who gathered to encourage the new resident of
color to leave. Since the passage of the Fair
Housing Act, incidents have largely involved
lone perpetrators or small groups who burn
crosses, vandalize property, or commit arson,
anonymously, under cover of night.

a violation of the criminal law or hate crime
law or using civil rights law, including the
Fair Housing Act. Part of the difficulty in
addressing acts of anti-integrationist violence
lies in the precise nature of the incidents.
The hundreds of acts of antiintegrationist violence on which I focus are
predominantly low-level crimes—low-level
assault, vandalism, arson, and harassment.
This is the type of crime that is often not
even investigated by the police. Police
frequently do not consider following up on
acts of vandalism as police work, so they
don’t even investigate these incidents (Bell,
2002). Without investigation, perpetrators
will not be caught, and neither the criminal
law nor hate crime law can be used as
remedies.

Incidents of hate crime directed at
neighbors have continued, albeit with fewer
perpetrators. Two fairly recent examples of hate
crimes that fit the profile of anti-integrationist
violence are the cross burning directed at a
black family in 2006 in Michigan and the
harassment of a black couple as they were
moving into their apartment in Mokena, Illinois
in 2013. In the Michigan case, several white
men burned a five-foot cross in front of a black
family’s home. To ensure that the family would
awaken and see the flaming cross, the
perpetrator detonated an explosive. The case in
Illinois involved a black man and woman
moving into an apartment who were accosted
by one of their white neighbors, who said,
“What are you [racial epithets] looking at?” The
man then spit in the face of one of the targets
and pulled out a knife. After his girlfriend took
the knife way, the assailant picked up a rock
and threw it through the target’s patio door
(Stanley, 2013).

Incidents like those directed at the
Campbells could be prosecuted as a violation
of either federal or state law. Because the
states prosecute the bulk of crimes generally,
and because of federal deference to state
prosecution, most hate crimes are dealt with
at the state, rather than federal, level. Many
jurisdictions have hate crime statutes, which
theoretically could be used to punish
perpetrators of anti-integrationist violence.
However, hate crime statutes have limited
reach in the absence of specialized police
units charged with focusing on this sort of
violence. Such units are rare. If the
jurisdiction does have a hate crime law and
no specialized hate crime unit, then
responsibility for investigating such crimes
falls to detectives, who may have other sorts
of crimes to investigate as well, and
consequently they prioritize on the basis of
offense level.

Inadequate Attention to Damaging Crime
Very little is being done to address these
particular crimes. It is not for lack of remedies.
On the books there are several potential
remedies, including prosecuting the crime as
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Many acts of anti-integrationist
violence in the past 20 years have been
prosecuted under section 3631 of the Fair
Housing Act. There are other federal
remedies, such as the Matthew Shepard and
James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crimes Prevention Act,
but to date, only one conviction has been
secured under that Act.

vulnerable. Because the attackers often
strike at the target’s home, in the middle of
the night, targets often do not know when
violence might strike again. Because it
happens due to their race, targets can do
nothing to prevent the recurrence of such
violence. Understandably, targets of antiintegrationist violence worry about being
able to protect their children. Mattie
Harrell, who was the first African American
to move to her neighborhood in Vineland,
New Jersey, had four rounds from a .22
caliber rifle fired at her house. The first
bullet came through the wall adjacent to her
8-year-old son’s bed. Though the Harrells
ended up staying, facing threats like these, it
is common for targets of anti-integrationist
violence to move away.

The federal government will only
rarely take cases of anti-integrationist
violence. One example of the type of case
that does get selected is the Justice
Department’s prosecution and ultimately the
conviction of Dennis Pospisil, Barney
Pospisil, and Ted Fenton for a cross burning
in 1997 in Rushville, Missouri. The cross
was burned on the lawn of a woman from
the Cape Verde Islands who lived at the
house with her three children. The target of
the violence told the court that after the cross
burning she feared for her and her children’s
safety.

The pain of anti-integrationist
violence is heightened by the fact that such
violence is at odds with the American
dream and dashes the target’s plans of being
able to buy a better house and move up in
society. One Asian American victim, Sang
Huynh, of Happy Valley, Oregon, had his
family’s home defaced with racial slurs. The
perpetrators left a bottle of liquid, assumed
to be gasoline, along with a note that read,
“Last warning. We will burn your house
down if we have to.” Phong Tran, Huynh’s
wife, described the impact of the crime,
saying, “It’s just terrible because we just
moved here, and it’s my dream area” (Bell,
2013, p. 71).

Though weaknesses in police
investigation and prosecutorial unwillingness
are important reasons for the small number
of cases of anti-integrationist violence
prosecuted, perhaps the most important
factor is the victim. Although move-in
violence may have a low offense level in the
criminal justice system, it is nevertheless
terrifying to the individuals who are targeted
by this violence.
Targets of anti-integrationist violence
describe significant fear, even after
perpetrators are caught. By definition, this is
violence that strikes individuals at home, in a
space that most individuals consider their
sanctuary. Thus, many of the targets of this
violence are hit where they are most

Conclusion
Though acts of anti-integrationist
violence are only a tiny proportion of the
crimes committed in any given year, they
have a big impact on the individuals
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targeted. The ripple effect of such incidents may
ultimately affect this country’s prospects for
housing integration. For these reasons, it is
important that we redouble our efforts, both
legally and socially, to address these violent
acts. If jurisdictions continue to fail to
adequately address acts of anti-integrationist
violence, then for too many persons of color the
right to live in the neighborhood of one’s choice
will ultimately mean very little.

*Jeannine Bell is a Professor of Law and Louis F.
Niezer Faculty Fellow in the Maurer School of Law at
Indiana University – Bloomington. Professor Bell is a
nationally-recognized scholar in the area of policing and
hate crime who has written extensively on hate crime and
criminal justice issues. Her first book, Policing Hatred:
Law Enforcement, Civil Rights, and Hate Crime (New
York University Press 2002) is an ethnography of a
police hate crime unit. Her book titled Police and
Policing Law (Ashgate 2006) is an edited collection that
explores law and society scholarship on the police. Her
latests book is Hate Thy Neighbor: Move-in Violence
and the Persistence of Racial Segregation in American
Housing (NYU Press, 2013). In addition to her books,
Bell's scholarship has appeared in the Harvard Civil
Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Rutgers Race & the
Law Review, Punishment and Society, and the
Michigan Journal of Race and Law, among other
venues. An associate editor of the Law and Society
Review, Bell has served a trustee of the Law and Society
Association and as a member of the American Political
Association's Presidential Taskforce on Political Violence
and Terrorism.
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Demographics of ACJS Members, 2012-2013
Elizabeth Schoeneck*, Christopher Campbell**, and Mary K. Stohr***

professorship, and earned a mean salary of around
$70,000 per year. Slightly more members were
affiliated with the Southern region over other
regions and more than half (55.5% in 2012, and
51.7% in 2013) were also members of the
American Society of Criminology.

In 2012 and 2013 members of the

Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences
(ACJS) were surveyed about their
demographics in a questionnaire
administered by ACJS. As a means of
better serving the membership, the
Executive Board approved the development
and administration of this questionnaire at
the Midyear 2012 Meeting, as part of the
membership application. The data
compiled for this report was gathered from
the applicants for ACJS membership in
October 2012 to January 2013 (first
collection of data) and in Fall 2013 (second
collection of data). The questionnaire was
collected in two waves and could be
completed in either a hard copy or online
format. A total of 889 respondents filled
out the questionnaire in the first wave (of
about 1700 members at that time of year),
and in the second wave of the survey, a
total of 1,376 members responded (of about
2,600 total members). Therefore, we
estimate that about 52% of eligible
respondents completed some part of the
membership questionnaire for each wave.
This report presents the demographic data
of ACJS membership gathered in both
waves (see tables below).

Table 2 specifies the average yearly salary
of ACJS members by their position of occupation
and education level. Emeritus professors, though
few in number, had the highest salaries of all
positions, followed by professors. Members with a
Ph.D. reported yearly earnings that averaged
between approximately $75,300 and $79,200.
Individuals who identified as students working on
their undergraduate/graduate degrees or only had
a bachelor’s degree had the lowest salaries.
Also shown in Table 2 is the breakdown of
salary across race and gender. As indicated by the
data presented in this table white respondants
earned the highest alaries ($76,536 in 2012, and
$68,438 in 2013). Similarly, male members
accounted for almost double that of females in
survey responses on salary, and reported earnings
that were at or over $15,000 more than female
respondents between the two survey waves. It
should be noted though, that a greater proportion
of the higher paying positions (full professors and
administrators) were occupied by white, male
members (see Tables 5, 6, and 7). Though some
decreases in salaries are observed from the first
wave to the second, it is likely attributable to the
increase in respondents impacting the overall
average, rather than an actual change in salary
across the span of a year.

As indicated in Table 1, the majority
of ACJS members who responded in both
waves were white, middle-aged men. The
respondents on the whole typically had a
Ph.D., were employed at some level of
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Tables 3 through 7 display the
demographics for ACJS members by their
position. As indicated in Tables 3 and 4,
assistant professors between the ages of 3039 were the largest group across both waves
making up approximately 12 percent of agerespondants in both 2012 and 2013. The
second largest group was full professors of
60-69 years of age (11% in 2012, and 9% in
2013). Most members who completed the
questionnaire of any race/ethnicity were
academics and identified as white (see Table
5 and 6). One particularly notable change
from Wave 1 to Wave 2 was the doubling of
African American responses, most of which
were people in academic positions. Table 7
shows that while most member respondents
were male, the majority of members that
were assistant professors were females for
both years.

Ph.D. and J.D., were usually employed as a
professor. Members that had a Master’s degree
more typically identified as instructors, though a
number were also associate and full professors.
More than half of practitioners in management,
who responded, reported having a degree higher
than a bachelors.

Table 8 demonstrates that a simple
majority of ACJS members have a dual
membership with the American Society of
Criminology (ASC), though a large number
did not (302 out of 714 in 2012, and 478 of
1,056 in 2013). Of the respondents with ASC
membership, more self- identified as
academics, including graduate students, than
any practitioner positions. Within academic
responses, 40 percent of those in a tenure
track position do not have a dual
membership with ASC.

*Elizabeth Shoeneck served as the Executive Assistant
to the ACJS Executive Director, 2012-2013).

Lastly, Tables 11 and 12 display the
characteristics of regional members of ACJS.
More respondents were also members from the
Southern region (59 in 2012, and 96 in 2013),
followed by the Midwestern and Northeastern
regions, and then the Southwestern and Western
regions respectively. Of those who were members
of multiple regions, most appeared to be in tenure
track positions, and most of these people were
either full or associate professors.

**Christopher Campbell presently serves as the
Executive Assistant to the ACJS Executive Director,
2013-2014).
***Mary K. Stohr, Ph.D., is Executive Director of
ACJS and a Professor of Criminology and Criminal
Justice at Washington State University, as well as Past
President and Regional Trustee of the Western
Association of Criminal Justice and a past two term
Treasurer of ACJS. She is a Co-Founder of the
Corrections Section of ACJS. Professor Stohr holds a
doctorate in Political Science from Washington State
University and has published six books and over 80
other publications in journals, practitioner magazines
and other media. Back in the day, she worked as a
correctional officer and a counselor in an adult male
prison for almost three years.

Tables 9 and 10 suggest that a wide
majority of ACJS respondents had a Ph.D.,
followed by a Master’s and then a J.D.
degree. The position of assistant professor
had the most members with a Ph.D. degree,
followed by full professors for each wave.
Respondents who possessed a J.D., or both a
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Table 1 Membership Demographics
Year
Age
Range
Mean
Standard Deviation
Gender
Male
Female
Missing
Race/Ethnicity
White
African-American
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
Asian
Pacific Islander
American Indian
Multiracial
Other
Missing
Position
Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Practitioner – Line
Practitioner – Management
Researcher
Other
Missing

March 2014

2012 (N = 889)
20-83

2013 (N = 1,376)
20-83

48.03
13.24
60.7%
37.2
2.0
79.1%

46.76
13.29
59.2%
39.8
1.1
76.2%

7.1
3.5
2.2
0.2
0.8
1.0
0.3
5.7
0.2%
1.1
7.3
1.2
21.6
16.1
19.3
2.5
5.6
0.4
2.4
1.1
1.3
19.7

8.9
3.4
2.3
0.1
0.7
0.9
0.4
7.0
0.6%
1.6
7.3
1.3
20.6
16.1
16.4
1.7
5.8
0.4
2.3
1.2
1.5
23.3
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Table 1 (Continued) Membership Demographics
Year
2012 (N = 889)
Education
< Associates
0.2%
Associates
0.3
B.A./B.S.
4.8
Masters
23.6
J.D. or L.L.M.
4.6
Ed.D.
1.9
Ph.D.
59.5
J.D., Ph.D.
1.2
Other
0.6
Missing
3.1
$2,000 – $175,000
Salary
Range*
Mean
70,687
Standard deviation
31,644
Regions
Southern
7.2%
Midwest
5.7
Northeast
5.4
Southwest
3.7
West
3.4
Multiple
1.6
Missing
73.0
ASC Member
Yes
55.5%
No
44.5
*Excludes upward outlier of $260,000.
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2013 (N = 1,376)
0.4%
0.8
5.4
26.2
5.1
1.8
55.1
0.9
0.5
3.9
$2,000 – $170,000
67,520
30,838
7.7%
5.1
4.2
3.8
3.1
1.2
74.9
51.7%
48.3
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Table 2 Average Yearly Salary by Position, Education, Race, and Gender*
2012 Average
N
Yearly Salary
436 (N)
Position
Undergraduate Student
1
$4,000
Graduate Student
2
27,500
Instructor
38
58,421
Adjunct Professor
2
46,000
Assistant Professor
105
60,885
Associate Professor
75
72,906
Professor
87
97,011
Emeritus
7
106,857
Administration
22
91,818
Practitioner – Line
2
37,500
Practitioner – Management
10
86,000
Researcher
5
63,200
Other
5
94,000
Education
Less than an Associate’s Degree
Associate’s Degree
2
$47,000
B.A./B.S.
15
32,266
Masters
105
57,061
J.D. or L.L.M.
18
69,833
Ed.D.
10
69,200
Ph.D.
259
79,185
J.D., Ph.D.
9
75,333
Other
4
97,500
Race/Ethnicity
White
369
$76,536
African-American
29
63,086
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
16
58,875
Asian
6
87,500
American Indian
2
62,500
Multiracial
6
48,166
Other
2
61,500
Gender
Male
276
$77,398
Female
154
58,882
*Excludes some outliers.
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N
528 (N)

2013 Average
Yearly Salary

3
6
57
4
147
112
115
10
40
3
12
6
7

$11,333
45,000
58,807
30,500
61,374
73,982
93,495
104,300
89,387
51,667
78,333
59,333
79,714

2
4
32
176
27
12
375
9
6

$50,000
60,375
37,656
51,701
73,925
69,750
77,593
75,333
82,500

559
53
26
10
4
6
3

$68,438
59,971
60,692
67,800
93,750
62,333
55,000

413
245

$73,199
58,257
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Table 3 Position and Age, 2012 (N = 585)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70+

1
4
3
0
11
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
20

0
2
10
1
73
18
5
0
2
3
3
2
0
119

1
2
13
0
39
42
27
0
14
0
4
4
3
149

0
0
13
3
22
27
34
1
12
0
7
2
3
124

0
0
18
2
7
32
65
9
8
1
4
0
1
147

0
0
1
1
1
4
6
10
1
0
0
0
2
26

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70+

3
6
5
1
16
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
32

1
6
17
3
105
34
8
0
6
3
5
6
1
195

3
6
19
0
58
65
38
0
16
2
7
4
5
223

1
1
23
4
38
39
55
1
21
0
11
2
3
199

0
0
22
2
14
43
74
10
13
1
4
1
2
186

0
0
1
1
1
5
9
10
1
0
0
0
3
31

Table 4 Position and Age, 2013 (N = 866)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL
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Table 5 Position and Race/Ethnicity, 2012 (N = 674)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

White

African
American

Hispanic

Asian

American
Indian

Multiracial

Other

1
7
50
8
159
109
148
20
42
2
18
7
11
582

0
2
6
0
7
16
6
0
3
1
1
0
0
42

0
0
4
1
7
3
4
0
1
1
1
0
0
22

0
0
0
1
7
2
3
0
0
0
1
0
0
14

0
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
5

1
0
0
0
2
1
2
0
0
0
0
1
0
7

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
2

Table 6 Position and Race/Ethnicity , 2013 (N = 986)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

White

African
American

Hispanic

Asian

American
Indian

Multiracial

Other

4
15
80
14

2
4
10
0

1
1
4
1

0
1
0
1

0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0

0
0
2
0

221
167
183
22
66
2
26
11
16
827

20
24
15
0
5
1
4
1
0
86

10
4
7
0
1
1
1
0
0
31

11
3
4
0
0
1
1
0
0
22

1
3
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
7

3
1
3
0
0
0
0
1
0
9

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
4
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Table 7 Position and Gender
2012 (N = 702)

Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher

2013 (N = 1,050)

Male

Female

Male

Female

0
4
44
10
89
87
129
18
36
3
17
3

2
5
21
1
98
55
40
4
14
1
4
5

4
13
67
15
139
126
166
19
55
4
27
7

4
9
33
3
143
95
58
5
25
2
5
8

Table 8 Position and ASC Membership
2012 (N = 714)

2013 (N = 1,056)

Position

Yes

No

Yes

No

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management

1
7
28
7
122
84
107
10
29
0
5
6
6
412

1
3
37
4
70
59
65
12
21
4
16
4
6
302

6
12
35
9

2
10
65
9

176
129
137
10
36
0
9
9
10
578

107
93
88
14
44
6
23
7
10
478

Researcher
Other
TOTAL
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Table 9 Position and Level of Education, 2012 (N = 689)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

AA

BA/BS

MA/MS

JD, LLM

PhD

JD, PhD

Other

1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2

1
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
2
0
5
13

0
5
34
6
19
13
10
1
9
3
11
3
1
115

0
0
3
1
8
6
6
0
7
0
1
1
1
34

0
1
21
3
157
117
140
20
28
0
6
6
5
504

0
0
0
0
1
3
5
0
2
0
0
0
0
11

0
0
2
0
4
2
7
1
2
0
1
0
0
19

Table 10 Position and Level of Education, 2013 (N = 1,030)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

AA

BA/BS

MA/MS

JD, LLM

PhD

JD, PhD

Other

1
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
3

1
6
3
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
5
0
6
23

6
13
59
8
29
14
14
1
16
4
15
7
3
189

0
0
5
4
14
11
10
0
9
0
1
1
2
57

0
1
27
4
229
184
181
22
44
1
9
8
7
717

0
0
0
0
1
4
5
0
2
0
0
0
0
12

0
0
2
0

27

5
7
7
1
6
0
1
0
0
29

Volume XXXVIIII, Issue 2

March 2014

Table 11 Position and Region, 2012 (N = 214)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

Northeast

Southern

0
0
3
0
14
9
14
1
3
0
0
0
0
44

0
0
2
0
14
11
21
3
4
0
1
1
2
59

Midwest Southwest

Western

Multiple

0
0
2
0
8
8
7
0
2
1
0
0
1
29

0
0
1
0
8
8
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
26

0
0
1
0
1
4
5
0
1
0
0
0
0
12

Midwest Southwest

Western

Multiple

0
1
1
0
12
8
11
0
3
0
2
0
0
38

0
0
1
0
1
3
6
0
1
0
1
0
0
13

0
2
2
0
15
12
10
1
2
0
0
0
0
44

Table 12 Position and Region, 2013 (N = 305)
Position

Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student
Instructor
Adjunct Professor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Emeritus
Administration
Line Practitioner
Management
Researcher
Other
TOTAL

Northeast

Southern

0
1
3
0
17
11
14
1
5
0
1
0
0
53

1
1
2
0
27
25
26
4
6
0
3
0
1
96

0
2
2
0
16
20
15
0
2
0
1
0
0
58

28

1
0
2
0
15
12
10
1
3
0
2
0
1
47
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Deconstructing the Politics of Three-Strikes
Sentencing Reforms in California
that subject violators to prison terms.
Expanded use of life sentences has been a
particularly striking contribution to the
explosion of the inmate population, and in
2009, one out of eleven people in prison
nationwide were serving life sentences
(Nellis & King, 2009).
Despite the pernicious effects of
mass incarceration, efforts to produce
large-scale decarceration have been
stymied by a range of factors. The public,
for years, has been quite punitive toward
criminals; elected officials have been
afraid to appear “soft on crime”;
correction unions have resisted policy
changes that might threaten jobs;
communities whose economic livelihood
depends on prisons in their midst have
pressured public officials to keep them
running at full force; and the private
prison industry has lobbied to maintain
high levels of incarceration. Those who
have been urging use of shorter sentences
and alternatives to incarceration have
faced a steep uphill battle.

James P. Levine*

The United States imprisons more

people than any country in the world, a
phenomenon that has rightly been called “mass
incarceration” (Jacobson, 2005; Gottschalk,
2006). Although a number of states have
witnessed a decline in the prison population in
the last few years (Greene & Mauer, 2010), there
are still more than two million people who are
incarcerated—roughly six times the number
behind bars in 1975. The net result has been
extraordinary expenditure of public funds,
horrendous prison overcrowding in many places,
a striking racial inequality in the population that
is imprisoned—dubbed by some as “the new Jim
Crow” (Alexander, 2012)—destabilization of
many neighborhoods where large numbers of
residents routinely go in and out of prison
(Clear, 2007), and relegating hundreds of
thousands of the children of inmates to fatherless
or motherless homes. One of the most critical
elements contributing to the explosion of the
prison population has been the lengthening of
prison sentences and the widening of offenses

Three Strikes in California: 1994
Versus 2012
In 1994, 72% of California’s
electorate voted for Proposition 184,
enacting what turned out to be the
toughest “Three Strikes and You’re Out”
law in the nation. The harsh law was
precipitated in part by a ghastly crime,
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the kidnapping and subsequent murder of 12-yearold Polly Klaas, who was abducted from her
bedroom by a paroled serial criminal while she
and her two friends were having a slumber party.
The tough measure mandated a life sentence for
anyone convicted of a third crime that was a
felony, no matter how seemingly trivial the
offense, taking no account of the time gap between
second and third convictions. In addition, the
sentences of those committing second offenses
(“two-strikers”) were doubled. This law was
approved by a majority of voters in 57 of the
state’s 58 counties.

qualify for it under the revision. The reform won in
all 58 counties in the state, including the 29
counties that supported Mitt Romney for
president. Post-election surveys revealed that it was
supported by a wide range of voters: Democrats
and Republicans; blacks, whites, and Latinos;
women and men. The resounding victory of
Proposition 36 forestalled any legislative attempts
in 2013 to reinstate the original version of Three
Strikes or to water down the revision, and
implementation of the popular mandate has
proceeded on course, despite some variations
among counties.

In the ensuing years, the Three Strikes law
resulted in the imprisonment for life of thousands
of individuals, some for minor third offenses such
as possession of a small amount of drugs,
shoplifting a two-dollar pair of socks, breaking into
a soup kitchen for food, writing a bad check for
$146, and stealing a slice of pepperoni pizza.
Indeed, 56% of third-strikers subjected to life
imprisonment received their sentences for
nonserious offenses (Legislative Analyst’s Office,
2005). Moreover, a sophisticated statistical
analysis of sentencing in California from 1990 to
2004 demonstrates that Three Strikes made the
system more punitive by increasing the probability
of imprisonment and the length of sentences
(Sutton, 2013).

As recently as 2011, three highly respected
criminologists investigating the potential for penal
reform reached the following pessimistic
conclusion: “In California politics in 2010, then,
little room exists to question imprisonment as an
inevitable and appropriate response to crime or to
herald its curtailment” (Gartner, Doob, & Zimring,
2011, p. 319). In light of this somber prediction,
what accounts for the stunning reversal of voter
sentiment regarding Three Strikes in the span of
less than 20 years? To answer this question, voting
data were scrutinized and the course of the
campaign was studied. In addition, five people
extremely involved in the quest for reform were
interviewed.
Making Change Happen

Two decades later the tide turned. Whereas
the original 1994 Three Strikes law was approved
by 72% of voters, a nearly identical percentage of
voters (69%) in 2012 supported Proposition 36,
which dramatically reformed the law. Not only
does the modification by and large limit automatic
life sentences to those whose third conviction was
for a violent crime or a serious nonviolent felony,
but it permits reduction of previously imposed life
imprisonment for those who would no longer

Adoption of significant initiatives in
criminal justice normally requires staunch
leadership. The quest to temper California’s Three
Strikes law carried the day largely because of the
dedicated leadership of Stanford University
Professor David Mills, initiator of Proposition 36,
who devoted an enormous amount of his time, his
energy, his expertise, and his personal funds to the
cause of sentencing reform. Mills engineered and
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financed the massive effort to get the necessary
504,760 signatures needed to put the proposition
on the ballot. He then relentlessly saw to it that
the campaign to win approval retained
momentum, despite the attention being paid to
10 other propositions also on the ballot.

Smith’s firm generated a very appealing
campaign message: The state needed to be
“smart on crime,” not just “tough on crime.”
Promoters of the reform fervently embraced
public safety as a very legitimate public concern
and billed the reform as a sensible law
enforcement strategy to use prisons more
effectively by freeing up space in them for those
who are truly menaces to society. Safeguarding
taxpayer dollars in a state facing fiscal peril was
another piece of campaign rhetoric, and much
attention was paid during the campaign to the
half-billion dollars spent annually in California
to implement the Three Strikes law. Somewhat
surprisingly, pre-election polls showed another
issue resonated quite well with potential voters:
avoidance of stark injustices caused by an overly
stringent law that left no room for sentencing
discretion. This finding prompted the campaign
for reform to publicize and dramatize the
egregious injustice of so many life sentences
resulting from the Three Strikes law.

The starting point of the effort to change
Three Strikes was careful drafting of the
language of the reform to assuage possible
concerns of those who continue to be worried
about the problem of crime. Life imprisonment
was retained for those whose third convictions
were for grave offenses. The 2012 change also
kept in place life sentences for individuals, no
matter how minor their third transgressions, if
their earlier offenses had been for terrible crimes
such as murder, rape, or child molestation. And
it left intact the doubling of the length of
sentences for those convicted of a second crime.
Proposition 36 was thus a compromise between
ruthlessly vindictive justice and soft-heartedness,
a tempering of Three Strikes rather than a repeal
or a wholesale gutting of the law.

One issue that was studiously avoided
was race. Although 70% of those given life
sentences under the 1994 Three Strikes law
were African American or Hispanic, it was
decided that pushing the issue of racial injustice
ran the risk of alienating voters who originally
supported Three Strikes out of a belief in
legitimate retribution and a desire for safer
communities, rather than a means of oppressing
people of color. Because Proposition 36 stood to
garner the support of racial minorities and
liberal white voters without focusing on the
matter of racial inequality, it was thought that
the better course of action was to portray
sentencing reform as a sensible way of
improving criminal justice policy that
transcended matters of race.

Creating a Winning Strategy
Another reason for the proposition’s
success was the political shrewdness of the team
that guided the attempt to reform Three Strikes.
They hired Averill (“Ace”) Smith, one of the
state’s most prominent political operatives who,
in 2005, successfully directed the underdog
campaign of Antonio Villaraigosa to become
mayor of Los Angeles and who, in 2008, ran
Hilary Clinton’s victorious quest to win the
California primary in the race for the Democratic
Party nomination for president.
Recognizing that symbolism can be
instrumental in winning popular support,
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The nature of the message was
important, but so, too, was assembling an array
of credible messengers. A broad and quite
diverse bipartisan coalition was put together in
support of the reform—from the NAACP Legal
Defense Fund; to George Schulz, President
Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of State; to Grover
Norquist, a staunch anti-tax advocate and a
favorite of the Tea Party movement. Garnering
the outspoken support of conservatives was a
way of wooing the sizable part of the electorate
that remains passionately committed to punitive
crime policies. Probably the most influential in
the pro-reform coalition were the number of
highly respected law enforcement officials—the
district attorneys of Los Angeles, San Francisco,
and Santa Clara County as well as the current
and former chiefs of police of Los Angeles. All
of these individuals have reputations as “nononsense” protectors of the public deeply
committed to law and order. When they spoke
out, people listened.

these resources, the media was brought on board
through a carefully arranged courting process. The
print press in the state, with very few exceptions,
endorsed reform of Three Strikes, including three
influential newspapers with large readership—the Los
Angeles Times, the San Francisco Chronicle, and the San
Diego Union-Tribune.
A Receptive Electorate
Although mounting a sophisticated, wellfinanced political campaign was essential, the
ultimate reason that Proposition 36 passed may well
have been the common sense of the public. Many
voters were reacting to the painful impact the long
recession beginning in 2008 had on the adequate
provision of public services. In particular, they were
terribly concerned about the toll on the state’s budget
exacted by huge expenditures on prisons at the
expense of sufficient funding for public education.
Many Californians apparently realized that
the original Three Strikes law passed in 1994 was a
mistaken overreaction to the horrors of crime. They
still believe in severe punishment when they consider
it appropriate, opting in November 2012 by a small
margin to retain capital punishment (Proposition 34)
and voting overwhelmingly for another measure on
the same ballot that significantly lengthens prison
terms for human traffickers (Proposition 35). But in
simultaneously deciding to relax the Three Strikes
sentencing provision, they embraced what is
generally thought to be a cardinal tenet of justice: Let
the punishment fit the crime.

Securing political support of high-profile
figures was important, but so, too, were quiet
efforts to avert potentially costly opposition.
California Governor Jerry Brown remained
neutral on Proposition 36, notwithstanding
having been against the earlier attempt to soften
the law in 2004 when he was mayor of
Oakland. The California Correctional Peace
Officers Association also agreed not to take a
stand. The opposition to Proposition 36 thus
lacked the backing of highly respected
politicians and strong interest groups.

Lessons from Proposition 36

Winning any political campaign requires
funds. Proponents of Proposition 36 raised
$2,700,000—20 times more money than the
opposition. In addition to the extensive proreform advertising campaign paid for with

There are myriad lessons to be learned from
the enormous success of Proposition 36. First, the
pursuit of sentencing reforms in furtherance of
decarceration must be incremental: Initiatives must

32

Volume XXXVIIII, Issue 2

March 2014

be devised in a way that acknowledges the
legitimate use of imprisonment as a part of a
crime control agenda while eliminating or
shortening undeserved and counterproductive
prison sentences. Second, effecting change
requires dedicated and sophisticated leadership
that involves energizing collaborators, attention to
detail, persuasive articulation of the merits of the
measures being pursued, and tenacity. Third,
reformers should unapologetically ply the art and
science of politics to pursue the end of achieving
penal reform. Finally, concerted efforts must be
made to formulate policy revisions that produce a
wide spectrum of support, a goal that is advanced
by getting the backing of law enforcement
authorities.

Gottschalk, M. (2006). The prison and the gallows:
The politics of mass decarceration. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Greene, J., & Mauer, M. (2010). Downscaling
prisons: Lessons from four states. Washington,
DC: The Sentencing Project.
Jacobson, M. (2005). Downsizing prisons: How to
reduce crime and end mass incarceration. New
York: New York University Press.
Legislative Analyst’s Office. (2005). A primer:
“Three strikes”—The impact after a decade.
Retrieved from
http://lao.ca.gov/2005/3_strikes/3_strikes_1
02005.htm.

We desperately need to take sensible steps
to effect sentencing reforms that downsize
prisons, and the California experience shows that
this goal is feasible. Bold leadership and astute
politics can produce welcome changes in criminal
justice policy.

Nellis, A., & King, R. (2009). No exit: The
expanding use of life sentences in America.
Washington, DC: The Sentencing Project.
Sutton, J. (2013). Symbol and substance: Effects
of California’s three strikes law on felony
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Stakeholder Briefing: President’s Federal Budget for
Fiscal Year 2015
President Obama's proposed budget for the

coming year was presented to an invited audience of
stakeholders in Washington, D.C. on March 10.
The stakeholders consisted of about 150
representatives from non-governmental and
professional organizations whose mission involves
criminal justice concerns. Jay Albanese represented
ACJS at this meeting. (Charles Wellford represented
the American Society of Criminology.) Some of the
organizations represented at this meeting included
the National Center for Missing and Exploited
Children, National Criminal Justice Association,
National Center for State Courts, National Juvenile
Justice Network, Criminal Justice Journalists,
International Association of Forensic Nurses,
Innocence Project, among many others.
The presentation included an overview of the
proposed budgets for the Office of Justice Programs
(including the National Institute of Justice, Bureau
of Justice Assistance, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
Office for Victims of Crime, and Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention), as well as the
separate bureaus of Office of Violence Against
Women, and Office of Community Oriented
Policing Services. These are the grant-making
agencies of the U.S. Department of Justice. All of
these agencies engage in the operation of crime and
justice development programs, evaluations, training,
and research throughout the United States.
OJP would like to see more support for its
juvenile justice programs, some of which is reflected

35

in the FY2015 President's budget.
Administration priorities in crime and
justice include supporting state and local
partners in fighting violent crime, justice
reinvestment initiative, expanding reentry,
expanding victim services, and juvenile
justice.
Karol Mason, Assistant Attorney
General for the Office of Justice Programs
in the U.S. Department of Justice
presented the details of the President's FY
2015 budget for OJP, followed by the
deputy directors of OVW and COPs with
their budgets.
The President's budget has been
sent to Congress, which is expected to
make changes in the fund allocation
across the government. The briefing was
designed to inform, educate and gain the
support of non-governmental and
professional organizations whose mission
involves advocating for criminal justice
issues.
Editor’s Note: A special thanks goes out
to Professor Jay Albanese for representing
ACJS at this important meeting. Also, I’d
like to thank Professor Albanese for taking
the time to write this piece. We
appreciate all of your contributions to
ACJS.
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Reciprocal Benefits for ACJS and British Society of
Criminology Members
aspect of work or teaching, research or public
education about crime, criminal behaviour and the
criminal justice systems in the United Kingdom.
It has been in existence for 50 years and has a
wide-ranging membership.
This year I was at the conference
primarily to give a paper on collaborative teaching
between UK and US universities. As in previous
years, I found the scale and scope of the
programme impressive. The theme was
‘Perceptions of Crime and Justice’ and this was
reflected in many of the paper presentations and
roundtables. These included 45 policing panels
and roundtables, over 40 criminal justice
education sessions (particularly interesting to me),
over 35 prisons/probation sessions, and more than
20 courts, sentencing, juvenile justice, and
comparative/international criminal justice
sessions. There was something for everyone from
‘Cross-Cultural Comparisons on Capital
Punishment’ to ‘Using Technology to ‘Flip’ your
Hybrid Classroom’. There were also opportunities
to visit the historic Eastern State Penitentiary and
more modern-day opportunities for ‘ride alongs’
with the city police which provided an alternative
view of the city, far beyond the usual tourist
experience.

Dr. Helen Jones*

Philadelphia, the city of ‘brotherly love’

hosted the First Continental Congress in 1774
and, one year later, the Second Continental
Congress, which signed the United States
Declaration of Independence. Fast forward 240
years to the 2014 annual conference of the
Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences (ACJS)
which was held in a very snowy Philadelphia
and where we started a partnership between our
two professional associations which promises
interesting future benefits for all members.
I have been a member of the ACJS for a
number of years and have attended several
annual conferences. I’ve also been a member of
the British Society of Criminology (BSC) for a
good time and I currently chair their Learning
and Teaching Network. So I have a foot in each
camp. The BSC has a broad remit to further the
interests and knowledge of academic and
professional people who are engaged in any

Importantly though, I also met with
members of the executive of the ACJS, including
Mary K. Stohr (Executive Director), Brian Payne
(Vice-President Elect), Brandon Applegate (2nd
Vice-President) and Lorenzo Boyd (2nd Vice-
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President Elect). One of the outcomes of our
discussions included a draft reciprocal
agreement between our two organisations.

publish in each organization’s newsletter and the
potential to add an international dimension to
your research, scholarship and teaching activities.

What will this mean for you as an ACJS
member? Well, first and foremost it will mean
that you will receive member rates for all future
BSC annual conferences (and we hope to have
this in place shortly). This is an attractive feature
of reciprocity which will add value to your
membership. Other aspects will include
enhanced scope for networking, opportunities to

I hope that this encourages many more
BSC members to attend the next ACJS annual
conference in Orlando and that you are also
encouraged to visit Britain in 2015.
*Helen Jones is an Executive member of the British
Society of Criminology and chair of the Learning and
Teaching Network.

37

Volume XXXVIIII, Issue 2

March 2014

Reflecting Back on the 51st Annual ACJS Conference

Ed McGarrell received the O.W. Wilson Award from the
Police Section (he is flanked here by David Carter on the
left and Charles Johnson [Chair of the Police Section] on the
right).

Dr. Bob Bing opens and chairs
the Minorities and Women
Section Meeting.

Irving Kulik (far left), Executive Director of
the Canadian Criminal Justice Association and
Dr. Verona Singer, President of the Canadian
Criminal Justice Association (far right), meet
with President Jim Frank and Vice-President
Brian Payne at the annual meeting.

ACJS conference attendees learn about the history,
conditions, and preservation efforts of Eastern State
Penitentiary
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Former Governor Rendell and Past ACJS
President Jim Frank.

The board meeting of the Women and Criminal
Justice Journal with Taylor and Francis
representatives. The meeting was led by editor
Fran Bernat.

Dr. Helen Jones, Board member of the British
Society of Criminology, met with VicePresident Brian Payne (second from right), 2ndVice-President Brandon Applegate (far right),
2nd Vice-President Elect Lorenzo Boyd (second
from left) and Executive Director Mary Stohr
(far left) to discuss how we might forge a closer
relationship between the two organizations.

Todd Clear received an award from Jeffrey
Bouffard at the Corrections Section.
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Raleigh Blasdell and Kathryn L. Tucker examined
elected police chiefs in their poster presentation.

Mandi Linz examined legislative reforms protecting
children from abuse for her poster presentation.

Ben Stickle examined coercion by law
enforcement law enforcement officers in his
poster presentation.

Jade Thiessen examined women’s pathways to
recovery for her poster presentation.
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Examining Bullying Prevention: Addressing the
Culture of Silence
Anthony Petrosino*, Sarah Guckenburg**

In 2009, in Florida, a 13-year-old middle

all students committing or attempting school
shootings (Vossekull et al., 2002).
Cyberbullying can also have devastating
effects on youth. Recent research has also
shown that students involved in cyberbullying,
as either a victim or perpetrator, exhibit signs
of suicide ideation and depression (Bonanno &
Hymel, 2013).

school student was sexually assaulted by four
teenage boys in the locker room. According to
prosecutors, who have charged the four boys with
rape, the victim suffered a two month “reign of
terror” as he was repeatedly bullied before the
sexual attack. School officials stated that neither
the victim nor the witnesses to this repeated
bullying told anyone at the school about it
(Graham & Jenkins, 2009).

One key question in evidence-based
policy focuses on identifying and defining the
scope of a problem, what public health
researchers would call “epidemiology.”
Epidemiological research is about identifying
problems and their trends. Underreporting of
bullying incidents hampers epidemiological
research on bullying.

Olweus (1993) stated that a student is
bullied when “he or she is exposed, repeatedly
and over time, to negative actions on the part of
one or more other students.” Explicit in this
definition is the intentional hurtful acts of bullies
and the repetitive nature of the harmful acts.
Implicit, perhaps, is the notion of a power
imbalance (i.e., simple teasing between two youth
of the same size and status is not bullying).
Clearly, the Florida case met all of these criteria:
A single youth (13 years of age) was repeatedly
the bullying target of a group of older and stronger
students.

Although such horrendous cases of
bullying are thankfully rare, the non-reporting
of bullying is not. In a 2010 report of a
national survey of students in 6th to 12th
grades, we confirmed that a large percentage
of bullying goes unreported: Approximately
64% of all students who were victimized by
bullying consistently responded on the survey
that the incidents they experienced were never
reported to a teacher or other adult at the
school (Petrosino, Guckenburg, DeVoe, &
Hanson, 2010).

In this case, the bullying culminated in a
criminal and sexually violent act. But bullying,
even when it is not technically a crime, still should
be of concern to criminologists and justice policy
makers. Substantial research has now linked
bullying with subsequent delinquent and criminal
behavior. Research by the U.S. Secret Service
found bullying in the backgrounds of two-thirds of

We then examined some of the factors
that might be associated with increased
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reporting. Although we did find that reporting
increased when a physical injury occurred, it was
surprising to find that 40% of the injured bullying
victims still said no report was made. Injuries
included those requiring hospitalization, bruises,
chipped teeth, and so on.

critically, it also means that some students,
such as the middle school student in Florida,
will continue to “suffer in silence” without
any possibility of a caring adult at the school
intervening to stop it.

Another factor that was associated with an
increase in reporting of bullying was the frequency
of the incidents. But, as with injury, we were
surprised to see how much bullying went
unreported (51.5%) even when it happened every
day or nearly so. Students bullied less frequently
also indicated high percentages of underreporting.
For example, 60.3% of students who were bullied
once or twice a month indicated their bullying went
unreported to the school authorities.
Teachers and other school staff need to be
trained to spot bullying and intervene to stop it. But
the truth is that many of these incidents happen
outside the sight and sound of caring adults. Some
research indicates that only 4% of bullying is
witnessed by an adult (Kazdin & Rotella, 2009).
Even with good supervision, bullying will happen
in places where adults are not going to witness it,
such as the bathroom, the locker room, during
transition periods between classes, in the
lunchroom, during recess, on the way home, and
now, even more pervasively, on social media such
as Facebook or via texting or e-mail. Many bullying
incidents are witnessed by other youths.
Unfortunately, both victims and bystanders are
often reluctant to report bullying.
This underreporting is important in a
number of ways. For one, it affects the educational
community’s awareness of the full extent of the
bullying problem in the school. It may send a signal
to other students that bullying is tolerated because
there is little chance of adult intervention. Most
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Nearly every state has passed antibullying legislation since 2000, and most of
these have mandated that teachers report
bullying incidents to their district office, and
the central office at schools and districts
must report these incidents to the state
department of education. But the critical link
in the reporting chain is the student. Victims
are witnesses to all incidents, and bystanders
to many of them, but, as mentioned earlier,
the bullying that happens to about two-thirds
of targets is not reported to anyone at the
school.
Why Don’t Students Report?
Why are students reluctant to report
bullying? Empirical data to answer this
question has been pretty elusive, but survey
data in 2010–2011 from the Rhode Island
Department of Education’s SurveyWorks—
an impressive suite of information on
students, staff and administrators, and
parents—provides an early answer (RIDE,
2013). The data show that 40.4% of middle
school and 30.8% of high school youth do
not report because they are afraid that the
other students will call them a “snitch” (the
questions about reporting were not asked at
the elementary level). Students also
indicated that they did not report because
they thought the bullying would get worse
(35.9% middle school and 25.6% high
school). Even greater percentages of student
bullying victims responded that they did not
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report their bullying because they believed it would
not help their situation (46.1% middle and 46.2%
of high school students) or they did not believe that
it would be taken seriously (44.0% of middle and
52.8% of high school students). And
approximately one-third of secondary students
indicated that they did not even know to whom
they should make a report.

There are other things that schools
and districts are implementing to address
underreporting. First, relying on official
data and reports that get to the central
office is likely, based on data presented
here, to provide a gross underestimate of
the bullying going on in the school
building, on the bus, on the grounds, and
through electronic means. Some educators
are moving to periodic self-reports by
students to get a better handle on the
bullying that is occurring and what the
flash points and hotspots are.

As Linney (2011) indicates, the reasons
bystanders do not come forward are similar to the
reasons of victims, but there are also a few unique
ones, such as the fear of losing their own status,
not knowing what to do or say, and their concern
that they will only make things worse.

Second, many of the anti-bullying
programs that are being implemented in
the schools attempt to address the culture
of silence by changing the mentality of
bystanders and others who know about the
bullying. One strategy used do this is to
persuade students that reporting is to “tell
someone in order to keep someone safe”
rather than “snitching to get someone in
trouble.”

As seen in the SurveyWorks data from
Rhode Island, many students at the middle and
high school level did not report because they did
not believe it would do any good. We wonder
whether their perceptions are based on
misinformation. According to the same survey,
more than half of all bullying ended, according to
the victim, after a report to the school official was
made.

Finally, another strategy being used
is the anonymous reporting mechanism,
such as the hotline or “bully box.” In these
cases, students and parents can report
suspected bullying. Daniels and his
colleagues (2007) reported, in their seminal
study of thwarted conspiracies and plots by
students to commit mass attacks on their
schools that the most common manner by
which these planned shootings and
bombings were foiled was by another
student telling a parent or educator. After
the attack at Columbine in 1999 that left 15
dead (including the two high school
gunmen), educators were able to change

What Can Schools Do?
Can schools make a difference in reporting?
Overcoming this culture of silence is no easy task.
In a 2004 study of middle schools in Roanoke,
however, University of Virginia researchers John
Unnever and Dewey Cornell found that student
victims were more likely to report bullying if they
perceived that their schools were intolerant of
bullying. Several anti-bullying programs are
focused on creating a climate that not only signals
intolerance of bullying but also empowers both
victims and bystanders to report bullying incidents
to school staff.
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the mindset of students to come forward with
information about planned attacks. Whether
mechanisms that make it easier for students to
report will have the same effect on bullying is an
empirical question, but early evidence indicates
that mechanisms like hotlines and bullying boxes
can lead to a large number of reports.

Students may also need guidance on
what constitutes bullying, but even with the
best of anti-bullying programs that train
students to be more aware of bullying
around them, murky situations exist. Even
adults struggle with this. As one principal
lamented, “A student complained that other
girls at the lunch table rolled their eyes every
time she talked. Is that bullying? Do I report
it?”

One example of the bullying hotline is
managed by the Boston Public Schools. Their
hotline policy permits anyone to report
anonymously, and although no disciplinary
action is ever taken on the basis of a hotline
report alone, every report is investigated. If the
investigation, which generally lasts one week,
confirms bullying, a range of responses are
considered for the targets and the bullies.

Although the earlier data indicated
that reporting did lead to a cessation of
bullying for more than half of middle and
high school students in Rhode Island
(during 2010–2011), it is also true that cases
of educator malfeasance and lack of
response do occur. The wonderful
documentary Bully highlights the case of
Alex, a boy who was brutalized by bullies,
especially on the school bus. The parents,
horrified to learn of their son’s victimization
(in which he was being choked and
punched, among other things), met with the
school principal. She proceeded to tell the
parents that she had ridden on that school
bus and that the “children were angels.”
Contradicting herself moments later, she
said, “We can change Alex’s bus, but there’s
no guarantee the bullying will stop.” Such
responses do nothing to encourage students
or parents to come forward, especially given
the perceived risk that the student victim
will be further ostracized and perhaps even
retaliated against.

Discussion
We do not wish to make the claim that
increasing the reporting of bullying will be easy
and that it will not present any problems of its
own. Like most interventions, anything that
schools and districts do to facilitate reporting will
have other consequences, and these also need to
be taken into account. For example, hotlines and
bully boxes, or even effective anti-bullying
programs, could lead to large increases in the
reporting of bullying. This could give the
perception that the school or district is unsafe due
to these spikes upward. Perhaps schools and
districts will need to understand that creating a
climate that is intolerant of bullying may, at least
initially, lead to a large increase in reports of
bullying that heretofore went unreported.
However, schools that do create such a climate
might also see other positive measures of school
climate and safety increase, such as students
feeling safer at school or reporting that they have
a caring adult or peers at school.

Research studies on bullying need to
further unpack the barriers to reporting and,
thereby, help spawn new programs,
practices, and policies that could be tested in
schools. If effective, such strategies could
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help counter the culture of school peers that
rewards the silence of victims who have been
harmed and bystanders who have witnessed it.

Petrosino, A., Guckenburg, S., DeVoe, J., &
Hanson, T. (2010). What characteristics of
bullying, bullying victims, and schools are
associated with increased reporting of bullying
to school officials? (Issues & Answers
Report, REL 2010–No. 092). Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Education,
Institute of Education Sciences, National
Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance, Regional
Educational Laboratory Northeast and
Islands. Retrieved from
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.
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More Conference Highlights from the 51st Annual
Meeting in Philadelphia

James Frank delivers a powerful and insightful
Presidential Address to the membership.

The 2013-2014 ACJS Executive Board looks
forward to serving you. The Board is already
diligently making preparations for next year’s
annual conference in Orlando.

Past President, Janice Joseph takes a photo with
Freda Alder. Professor Adler won an
Outstanding Mentor Award at the Conference.

James Frank and Brian Payne sharing a
moment together at the 51st Annual
Conference.
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Executive Director, Mary Stohr and Professor Patti
Salinas take a photo with a few of their favorite
students.

Professors Alex and Nichole Piquero chatting
with fellow ACJS Members.

Kevin A. Wright proudly accepts an award from
James Frank.

The ACJS Budget, Finance, and Audit Meeting
proved to be quite productive.
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From the Editor’s Desk
Today will have more relevance and can still
be easily accessed long after they have been
published! Also, newsletter items will be
indexed on these search engines as well. The
above measure is sure to increase the
visibility of our fine organization.
Since I have been Editor of ACJS
Today, I have had two very simple goals: 1.)
Keep the ACJS Members informed, as well
as entertained; and 2.) Have fun doing this.
So far, I have thoroughly enjoyed serving as
Editor; and hopefully, I am meeting the first
goal as well.

Robert M. Worley,
Editor of ACJS Today

Greetings ACJS members! I hope

I’d very much like to thank all of the
authors who have contributed to ACJS
Today, since I have been Editor over the last
two years. And, I’m very grateful to those
on the Executive Board who have supported
me in all of my endeavors. But most of all,
I’d like to thank you, the readers. As of
today, there are more than 2,800 ACJS
Members who regularly receive ACJS Today.
Thank you so very much for taking the time
out of your schedule to read and enjoy ACJS
Today.

everyone is enjoying all that the Spring has to
offer, such as, barbeques, basketball, and most
of all, sunshine!
I have some very exciting news to report
regarding ACJS Today. Every issue since 2012
is now referenced in the EBSCO database:
Criminal Justice Abstracts with Full Text. And, in
addition to this, all of these issues are also
indexed via (EDS) EBSCO Discovery Service
which provides outstanding visibility and
exposure. In case you are not familiar with
Discovery, EDS is like a robust library catalog
which allows users to find not only the books
and periodicals in the library, but also all of the
contents of the databases to which the library
has access – all at the article level.

There is still quite a bit to accomplish,
and I look forward to meeting these
challenges. As many of you may know,
ACJS Today has been in existence for over 35
years. I’m grateful for the opportunity to
serve the Academy of Criminal Justice
Sciences as the Editor of ACJS Today. I truly
enjoy the creative and communicative outlet.
I also welcome any suggestions you might
have. Your feedback is important and
always appreciated.

Since ACJS Today is now being indexed
in the above search engines, this means more
exposure for you, should you decide to publish
your scholarly work in ACJS Today. It also
means that articles which appear in ACJS
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and his friendship with August Vollmer were
invaluable.

GREETINGS!
On October 20, 2013, the
Criminal Justice
Academy lost one of the
earliest pioneers of police
education, Professor
Samuel G. Chapman.
Sam was a Berkeley
Willard M. Oliver*
Police Officer, a friend
and mentee of Police Chief August Vollmer, an
Assistant Director of the President’s Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, and a police professor at both Michigan
State University and the University of Oklahoma.

Sam was born Samuel G. Chapman on
September 29, 1929, the feast day of St. Michael,
the patron saint of police officers. His parents
were Calvin C. Chapman and Halletta Jane
Chapman. Although born in Atlanta, Georgia,
the family soon moved to Berkeley, California.
The Chapmans lived just down the street from
923 Euclid Avenue, the home of former Police
Chief August Vollmer, and then professor of
criminology (police science) at the University of
California. Like all of the other kids in the
neighborhood, Sam would visit the home of
“Uncle Gus” and Mrs. Pat Vollmer to hear stories
from his policing days and to share in a treat from
the everlasting candy bowl.

I had the good fortune of meeting Sam
three years ago when my colleague and friend
Ken Peak overheard my conversation with Jeanne
Stinchcomb about my August Vollmer project.
Ken inquired about my project and asked if I
knew Sam Chapman. I had known of him
because he had donated his papers to the Bancroft
Library on the campus of the University of
Berkeley, but I did not know if he was even still
alive. Ken affirmed that he was alive, well, and a
next door neighbor. Knowing that Sam’s family
had been friends with August Vollmer, I asked
Ken if he would put be in contact with him. One
thing led to another and Ken graciously hosted
me in Reno, Nevada, so that I could interview
Sam over several days. Although in his 80s, Sam
was as sharp as could be and his recollections of
his early days on the Berkeley Police Department

Sam grew up in Berkeley, was active in
sports, and attended Berkeley High School. He
was elected the student body president in his
senior year and graduated in 1948. Sam was then
accepted into the University of California at
Davis, but after his freshmen year, he transferred
back home to the University of California at
Berkeley, enrolling in their criminology program.
In 1951, after talking it over with August Vollmer,
he joined the Berkeley Police Department, where
he worked the night shift and attended classes
during the day. Often, while working on a paper,
he would deliver them to Vollmer who would edit
them and make recommendations, and they
would talk about life on the police force.
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Oddly enough, on November 4, 2010,
I was interviewing Sam Chapman for the
first time, not realizing the implications. By
coincidence, I was interviewing him 55 years
after the day Police Chief August Vollmer
took his life. Sam had been a part of that
tragic event and he described the events that
had transpired that morning. On November
4, 1955, Sam was planning to go up to
campus that morning for he was working on
his Master’s degree in Criminology. Sam
recalled the events:

ambulance, and even once in the ambulance,
Vollmer continued his labored breathing. He
died on the way to the hospital. Vollmer had
taken his own life because he had been
suffering from numerous ailments, including a
recent operation for throat cancer and another
one for stomach cancer. However, to him, the
worst was his wrestling with Parkinson’s
disease, for he was beginning to lose his
eyesight and it made it difficult for him to
continue his work. Not wanting to be a burden
on anyone, he took his life with his service
revolver. Sam had been present at one of the
most tragic events in policing history – the
death of policing’s most historic figure.

In early November, the end of the
semester was coming up and I needed
to get done with my project, I needed
to turn in the paper. So, I told my
wife that on my way to campus I
would stop off at Chief Vollmer’s
house to pick up my paper. So, I
picked up the phone and dialed the
chief’s number. I heard “Hello!”
Mrs. Miller [the housekeeper]
answered the chief’s phone. She said,
“Hello!” obviously very excited. I
said, “Mrs. Miller, this is Sam
Chapman. Is the Chief there?” She
said, “He’s out in back and he’s going
to kill himself.” And it was about
then that the gun went off, although I
didn’t hear it knowingly. I told her,
“I’ll be right over” and I was over
there within five minutes.

Sam finished his master’s degree and in
1956, obtained a position as a police consultant
with the Public Administration Service (PAS)
in Chicago, Illinois. After three years with the
PAS, Sam accepted a position in the fall of
1959 to serve as an assistant professor in the
School of Police Administration at Michigan
State University. He served in that role until
1963, when an opportunity presented itself for
Sam to be named the County Police Chief of
the Multnomah County Sheriff’s Police
Department in Portland, Oregon. He served as
police chief until December of 1965, when Sam
found himself serving in another historic role in
Washington, D.C.
In 1965, President Johnson created the
President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice to review the
problem of crime and crime control in the
United States. Sam was brought to
Washington, D.C. to serve as the Assistant
Director over the area of Policing. As a
significant portion of the final report, The
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, was

When Sam arrived, he ran through the house
to the back door patio and around to the
concrete walkway on the side of the house.
There he saw August Vollmer lying in a pool
of blood, breathing heavily, with his service
pistol nearby on the ground. Sam held the
Chief in his arms while waiting for the
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dedicated to the police, Sam was integrally
involved in the evaluation of policing in the
United States and the portions of the report
detailing policing and police reform. In
1967, when the commission released its
report, his work was done. The exposure
on the Commission, however, assisted him
in obtaining another faculty position, this
time at the University of Oklahoma.

boxes. He donated his research collection to
the Nevada Historical Society for the benefit
of future researchers.
In 1978, Sam lost his first wife
Patricia. He remained at Oklahoma
University and became active in the local
politics of the city of Norman. Sam ran and
was elected to serve on the city council. He
continued to run for reelection and served for
a total of eleven years, the last six of which
were in the position of the city’s mayor protem.

Sam served as a Professor of
Political Science, teaching on the subject of
American policing, from 1967 until his
retirement in 1991. For his quarter-century
of serving as a professor he authored and
co-authored eight books, gave expert
testimony in over 100 federal and state
cases on civil rights litigation, and by the
1990s, was recognized as the leading
authority on police homicides and police
canine officers in the United States. These
latter two areas exemplified by his
publication of Murdered on Duty: The Killing
of Police Officers in America and Police Dogs in
North America, both with Charles C.
Thomas publishing. A short anecdote
about the latter publication highlights Sam’s
significance to the study of police dogs.

Upon his retirement in 1991, Sam
remarried and he and his wife Carolyn
moved to Reno, Nevada, where Sam
continued to serve as an Adjunct Professor of
Criminal Justice at the University of Nevada,
Reno. It was there that he met Ken Peak, the
two sharing an interest in police history and
the early story of Berkeley. It was also on the
campus of the University of Nevada that
Sam became involved with the Nevada
Historical Society, serving as a docent and
earning the Marjorie Fordham Award for
docent of the year in 2006. In his leisure time
he enjoyed playing bridge, fishing, hiking
and playing in the senior softball league.

Just prior to going on my interview
with Sam in Reno, Nevada, I had a
graduate student working on a paper about
police canine units. She came into my
office exasperated, complaining that there
would be nearly nothing written on police
canine units if it wasn’t for some guy
named, “Sam Chapman.” I told that to
Sam during my interview with him and he
got a chuckle out of that. For decades he
had collected information on police canine
units and had stored it in over a half-dozen

Over the last three years, he also spent
his time setting this writer straight on what
type of man August Vollmer truly was, his
impact on policing, and about all things
Berkeley. Sam did not talk much about his
failing health to when I interviewed him or
over the following years of e-mails and
phone conversations. I did not know that he
had been diagnosed with Parkinson’s disease
several years before I met him and that was
the reason for his decline in health. It is

51

Volume XXXVIIII, Issue 2

March 2014

interesting to note, however, that it was the
very same disease that August Vollmer faced
at the end of his life. Thus, Sam taught me
not only about Vollmer’s last days through his
contact with the legendary police chief, he
taught me about Vollmer’s difficulties
through his own eyes. For that I will forever
be grateful. He will be missed.

*Willard M. Oliver, Ph.D., is a Professor of
Criminal Justice at Sam Houston State
University, as well as Past President and
Regional Trustee of the Southwestern Association
of Criminal Justice. Professor Oliver holds a
doctorate in Political Science from West Virginia
University and has published in journals, such as,
Criminal Justice Review, Journal of Criminal
Justice Education, Police Quarterly, and the
American Journal of Criminal Justice, among
others. He presently serves as the ACJS
Historian.

Samuel G. Chapman, 1929-2013
Requiescat in Pace
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