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For the second time in the past six years, the U.S.
Supreme Court has altered the treatment of juvenile
offenders who are tried for serious offenses. First, in
Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. 551 (2005) the Court
determined that those who commit homicide under
the age of 18 cannot be subjected to the death
penalty. More recently, in Graham v. Florida No. 087412, 560 U.S. ___ (May 17, 2010), the Court held
that juveniles could not be sentenced to life without
parole for non-homicide offenses that they
committed under the age of 18. The Court created a
categorical exception to a term-of-years sentence for
an entire class of offenders, those under 18 at the
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President’s Message
three occasions and he was at the top of my list of
potential plenary speakers for the conference. He
is scheduled to speak late morning on
Wednesday, so you’ll want to get to the
conference early this year.
Local arrangements chair Karen Terry is
pulling out all the stops to arrange interesting
New York themed tours, and to compile
information that will make it simple for even
novice New York conference goers to experience
the wonders of this amazing city. Cathy Barth
and the staff at the ACJS national office are
working hard to attend with the utmost care to
the multitude of details that I have now learned
are involved in conference planning. In short, we
are on the path to what promises to be an
outstanding conference in New York City,
March 13-17, 2012, at the Marriott Marquis in
Times Square.
Make your reservations now.
You do not want to miss the opportunity to stay
at the Marriott Marquis in Times Square at the
conference rate. This is a great hotel, in a great
location and the guest rooms are wonderful -very roomy and definitely larger than the typical
NYC hotel room. I love a conference at which it
is possible to move quickly from the intellectual
stimulation of attending high quality panel and
roundtable sessions to the fun of exploring a new
city. Our conference hotel is right on Times
Square, in the midst of the Theater District and
Restaurant Row. I think that says it all.
In the past few months, I’ve had the
opportunity to represent ACJS at two
international conferences – the annual meetings
of the British Society of Criminology (BSC) and
the Australia and New Zealand Society of
Criminology (ANZSOC). Both were excellent
conferences and I truly appreciated the chance to
promote ACJS, to invite BSC and ANZSOC
members to attend our upcoming conference in
New York, and, more generally, to help

Greetings fellow ACJS members! The
abstract submission portal is closed and program
chair Heather Pfeifer and members of the 2012
program committee are busy putting your
submissions together to create a wide array of
interesting panels and roundtables, many of
which will explore our conference theme of
Sustainable Justice. At the same time, Heather
and I are working to develop several
outstanding plenary sessions made possible by
our good fortune to have New York City as our
conference location. We’re still waiting for
commitments from some of the notable
individuals we have invited to speak, but I am
extremely delighted to report that our first major
plenary of the conference will feature Ethan
Nadelmann, founder and director of the Drug
Policy Alliance. Given the enormous impact of
drug law and policy on the criminal justice
system, I can think of no topic more pertinent to
the theme of sustainable justice. And I can
think of no better person to speak to us about
drug policy and sustainable justice than Ethan
Nadelmann. I’ve heard Nadelmann speak on
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strengthen our ties with crime and justice
scholars beyond U.S. borders. ACJS was also
well represented at the Stockholm Criminology
Symposium in Sweden, the 16th World
Congress of the International Society for
Criminology in Japan, and the European
Society of Criminology conference in
Lithuania. I know that many of you regularly
attend crime and justice related conferences
around the world and can attest to the value of
strengthening our commitment to being a truly
international organization.
This year, I’ve been using the fact that I
get to write a President’s Message for ACJS
Today and ACJS Now to keep you informed
about the activities of the Criminology and
Criminal Justice Policy Coalition (CCJPC).
For those of you who may not have heard this
before, the CCJPC is a joint effort of ACJS and
the American Society of Criminology (ASC) to
educate policy makers in Washington D.C.
about the importance of evidence-based
practice in criminal justice, and to make them
aware of the resources our two organizations
can provide for making informed policy
decisions based on reliable social science
research. Most recently, the CCJPC held a
Congressional Briefing in September on Cutting
Corrections Costs: Opportunities with EvidenceBased Practices. Next month, in conjunction
with the ASC conference in D.C., the
Coalition is encouraging members of ASC and
ACJS who are attending the conference to visit
Capitol Hill and speak with representatives
from their respective states about the
importance of funding for crime and justice
research. Watch for an ACJS e-mail in the
near future with more information about this
initiative.
Many of you are already working on an
ACJS committee or are in some way directly
involved with the ongoing activities of the
organization. For those of you who are not

actively involved, I encourage you to check out
the various standing committees listed on our
website and make plans now to sign up when
the next Call for Volunteers comes out and
second vice president Jim Frank begins forming
the committees for the year of his presidency.
In the meantime, one of the best ways to be
involved in the ACJS is by taking part in the
annual meetings, so I’ll close by saying that I
look forward to seeing all of you at the
conference in New York City.
Melissa Hickman Barlow
ACJS President
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Evolving Standards, Continued from Page 1
time of the offenses, through this case. Juveniles,
as a category, were specifically identified as a
group against whom life without parole
sentences may not be levied when the crime
does not involve a homicide. The Court held
that sentencing a juvenile to life without parole
violated the Eighth Amendment’s cruel and
unusual punishment provision. Graham v.
Florida, No. 08-7412, 560 U.S. ___ (May 17,
2010). Taken together, these two cases indicate
that we are approaching a consensus that
juvenile offenders are different from adult
offenders, regardless of the type of offense
committed.
Not all issues are resolved, however, as
evidenced within both the concurring and
dissenting justices’ arguments. They argue that if
juveniles themselves are different, the holding
should not be limited to non-homicide offenses,
but should be extended to any offense
committed by a juvenile. While that argument is
worth consideration, this case marks a step
forward in bridging the gap between criminal
and civil treatment of youths, and moves us
closer to the original intentions of the child
savers who argued that juveniles were a class of
citizens who could still be saved. That very
argument was used by the majority to determine
that a categorical exception was necessary. They
determined that we cannot leave each individual
court to determine which juveniles can be
redeemed and which cannot, but must protect
all as a category of offenders. Graham, No. 087412 at 26. Accordingly, Graham v. Florida
marks a significant turning point in both the
treatment and the definition of juvenile
offenders.

months, Terrence Jamar Graham, along with
three other juveniles attempted to rob a barbeque
restaurant in Jacksonville, Florida. Graham, No.
08-7412 at 1. Graham was arrested, and pursuant
to the prosecutorial discretion provision of
Florida law, was charged as an adult. The
charges included armed burglary with assault or
battery, and attempted armed robbery. Armed
burglary with assault was a first degree felony
which carried a maximum sentence of life
without parole, and attempted armed robbery
was a second degree felony which carried a
maximum sentence of l5 years in prison. Graham,
No. 08-7412 at 2. On December 18, 2003,
Graham accepted a plea agreement and pleaded
guilty to both charges.
Under the plea agreement, the court
agreed to withhold adjudication of guilt on both
charges and sentenced Graham to a 3 year term
of probation on both charges to run concurrently.
Graham was required to spend the first 12
months of his probation in the county jail, but
received credit for the time he served awaiting
trial, and was released on June 25, 2004. Graham
No. 08-7412 at 2. Just under six months later,
Graham was arrested again for burglary and
attempted robbery.
After his arrest, Graham’s probation
officer filed a petition for probation revocation.
As a result, Graham was found guilty on the
earlier charges of armed burglary and attempted
armed robbery. A sentencing hearing followed.
Under Florida law, Graham could receive a
minimum of 5 years imprisonment and a
maximum of life for the offenses. Graham No. 087412 at 4. The defense requested the minimum of
5 years. The Florida Department of Correction’s
pre-sentence report recommended at most 4 years
in prison. The State asked for 30 years on the
armed burglary charge and 15 years on the
attempted robbery charge. The court, however,

FACTS
In July 2003, at the age of 16 years and 6
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sentenced Graham to life imprisonment for the
armed burglary and 15 years for the attempted
armed robbery, the maximum allowed by the
state on both charges. Graham No. 08-7412 at
4. Because Florida eliminated its parole
system, Graham had no possibility of parole,
except executive clemency. Graham was
nineteen years old at the time of the sentence.
Graham 1DO6-3190 at 3 (Fla. 1st DCA 2008).
Following the sentence, Graham filed a
motion with the trial court to challenge his
sentence under the Eighth Amendment. When
Florida appellate courts refused to hear the
case, Graham filed for a writ with the U.S.
Supreme Court and was granted certiorari in
2009. The question presented before the Court
was whether the Eighth Amendment’s ban on
cruel and unusual punishment prohibited the
sentencing of a juvenile to life in prison
without the possibility of parole for a nonhomicide crime.
In a 6 – 3 decision, the Court
determined that the Eighth Amendment’s
protection from cruel and unusual punishment
was violated by imposing a life without parole
sentence on a juvenile offender. The Court
stated that “a State need not guarantee the
offender eventual release, but if it imposes a
sentence of life, it must provide him or her with
some realistic opportunity to obtain release
before the end of that term.” Graham No. 087412 at 32. Justice Kennedy delivered the
opinion of the court with Chief Justice Roberts
and Justices Stevens, Ginsburg, Breyer, and
Sotomayor concurring in the holding. Justice
Stevens filed a separate concurring opinion in
which Justices Ginsburg and Sotomayor
joined. Justice Thomas filed a dissenting
opinion in which Justice Scalia joined. Justice
Alito joined in part and dissented in part.
Graham No. 08-7412 at 4.

RATIONALE AND ANALYSIS
Following the death penalty, life
without parole is the second most severe form
of punishment permissible in the United
States. When an offender is sentenced to life in
prison without the possibility of parole, the
offender is subjected to many similarities of the
death penalty. Though the State does not
execute the offender, the offender is deprived
of the basic liberties in life and is denied any
hope of gaining them back. Graham No. 087412 at 19. The harshness of the punishment is
magnified when imposed on juveniles because
they will serve more years and greater
percentages of their lives in prison than will
adult offenders. Graham No. 08-7412 at 20.
Determinations of Eighth Amendment
violations hinge on whether a punishment is
cruel and unusual. To make
that
determination, courts must look to the
evolving standards of decency that mark the
progress of a maturing society. Trop v. Dulles,
356 U.S. 86 at 101 (1958); Estelle v. Gamble,
429 U.S. 97 at 102 (1976).
Further, the Amendment proscribes
more than physically barbarous punishments.
have
been
tied
to
the
Challenges
proportionality, particularly length of term of
years, and whether or not the punishment was
disproportionate to the crime. Solem v. Helm,
463 U.S. 277 (1982); Harmelin v. Michigan, 501
U.S. 957 (1991). A sentence must also serve a
legitimate penological goal and reflect the
standards of decency in a society. Graham No.
08-7412 at 20. Following the line of analysis
that emerged from death penalty cases, the
Court examined the same issues in life without
parole cases. First, looking at the evolving
standards of decency from a maturing society,
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the Court looked to the analysis in Roper
(2005) and applied the same discussion to
Graham.
The Court, in Roper, determined that a
national consensus had developed against the
practice of imposing the death penalty on
juvenile offenders. In a similar analysis,
Justice Kennedy posed that a national
consensus existed against the imposition of
life without parole for juveniles. Specifically,
“six jurisdictions” did “not allow life without
parole sentences for a juvenile offender” and
seven jurisdictions only permitted it for those
juveniles who committed homicide. Graham,
No. 08-7412 at 11. The remaining thirty-seven
states plus the District of Columbia and the
United States federal government “permit
sentences of life without parole for a juvenile
offender
in
some
non-homicide
circumstances.” Graham, No. 08-7412 at 11.
Although there were more states permitting
life sentences for juveniles, the actual
sentencing practices in those states were
infrequent. A tally of the total number of
offenders serving this type of sentence
revealed there were only 123 in the United
States, 77 of those in Florida, the state in
question. The remaining 46 offenders were in
only 10 other states: California, Delaware,
Iowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska,
Nevada, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and
Virginia. The Court reasoned that only 11
states actually imposed the sentences and very
seldom did so. Additionally, 26 states, the
District of Columbia, and the federal
government, despite having the legislative
authority, do not impose life without parole
sentences for juveniles. Justice Kennedy
concluded that due to the exceeding rarity of
life without parole sentences for juvenile nonhomicide offenders, a national consensus

could be inferred against the practice. Graham,
No. 08-7412 at 16.
Again looking to analysis from the
previous decision in Roper, the Court
examined international law to determine the
“evolving standards of decency for a maturing
society.” Estelle, 429 U.S. at 102. In Roper, the
Court was persuaded by evidence that the
United States was the only country actually
practicing the death penalty for crimes
committed by juveniles. In similar analysis,
the Court examined the practices of other
countries relative to life without parole for
juveniles. They noted that only 11 countries
“authorize life without parole for juvenile
offenders under any circumstances” Graham
No. 08-7412 at 30. Yet only the United States
and Israel actually impose the sentence.
Furthermore, Israel does not impose the
sentence for non-homicide crimes and allows
some form of a parole review. With this
knowledge, the Court concluded that the
United States was the only country actually
practicing the sentence of life without parole
for juvenile offenders in non-homicide cases.
Graham, No. 08-7412 at 31. Drawing on the
analysis from Roper, the Court in Graham
concluded that “the overwhelming weight of
international opinion against life without
parole for non-homicide offenses committed
by juveniles provide[s] respected and
significant confirmation” that life without
parole for juvenile offenders violates the
Eighth Amendment’s cruel and unusual
punishment provision. Graham, No. 08-7412
at 31.
An additional standard by which cruel
and unusual punishment is measured is
whether the punishment meets any identified
penological goal. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 20.
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“A sentence lacking any legitimate penological
justification is by its nature disproportionate to
the offense.” Graham, No. 08-7412 at 20. Roper
recognized the lessened culpability, lack of
maturity, vulnerability, and susceptibility of
juvenile offenders, 543 U.S. at 569-570. The
Court reiterated that juveniles are considered to
be less “morally reprehensible” than adults
because of their reduced culpability. Thompson v.
Oklahoma, 487 U.S. 815 at 435 (1988).
Following the same line of thought, Justice
Kennedy stated that when comparing a juvenile
offender to an adult murderer, the juvenile
actually has a “twice diminished culpability”
due to age and nature of the offense. Graham,
No. 08-7412 at 18. Thus, examining each of the
goals for punishment individually, the Court
was mindful of the reduced culpability inherent
in juvenile offenders.
The four penalogical goals are
retribution, deterrence, incapacitation, and
rehabilitation. The Court examined each goal to
determine whether life without parole for
juveniles legitimately met any of them. First, the
Court stated that retribution is not as powerful
against juvenile offenders. Graham, No. 08-7412
at 21. For society to levy a sense of moral
outrage and condemnation that holds the
offender accountable for the act, the offender
must be fully aware of the act and the
repercussions of the act. Since a juvenile is
inherently less culpable, the goal of retribution is
not fully met and imposing the second most
severe penalty on a juvenile offender cannot be
justified. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 21.
The Court also determined that
deterrence was not a justifiable goal for
imposing a life sentence against a juvenile.
Relying on language from Roper, the Court
determined that the same mental abilities that
make juveniles less culpable also make them less
able to be deterred. The rarity of the imposition

of the punishment and the small likelihood
that juveniles would consider punishment
before their actions made deterrence an invalid
justification for the sentence. Graham, No. 087412 at 21.
The Court also discussed the
penological goal of incapacitation. The Court
stated that justifying a life without parole
sentence with incapacitation would be making
an “assumption that the juvenile offender will
forever be a danger to society,” a judgment
inconsistent with the natural ability of juveniles
to mature and develop. Graham, No. 08-7412
at 22. Because juveniles will mature, and likely
change based on their development, the goal of
incapacitation was not sufficient to justify a life
without parole sentence against a juvenile
offender.
Finally, the Court examined the goal of
rehabilitation. Life without parole is a denial of
this goal altogether. Those sentenced to life
without parole are often not afforded the
educational, vocational, and therapeutic
activities given to others while in prison. As
the Court concluded, “the absence of
rehabilitative opportunities or treatment makes
the disproportionality of the sentence all the
more evident.” Graham, No. 08-7412 at 23. In
summation, the Court stated that with the lack
of any satisfied penological goals, the
combination of the narrow culpability of
juvenile offenders and the severity of the
sentence constituted cruel and unusual
punishment.
In addition to the cruel and unusual
punishment analysis, the Court considered
challenges to the categorical rule created in the
decision. Arguments were presented that a
categorical rule prohibiting the imposition of
life without parole against all juvenile
offenders was not necessary. The Court
rejected arguments that states already provide

8

Volume XXXVI, Issue 3

October 2011

for youth as a mitigating factor and that states
should be allowed to determine appropriate
sentences on a case by case basis depending
upon the actual age of the juvenile and the
nature of the offense. The Court determined
that considering age as a mitigating factor was
not sufficient enough to protect juveniles from
life without parole sentences. Additionally, the
Court was not convinced that a jury would be
able to sufficiently decide which juveniles were
capable of maturing and being rehabilitated and
which were not. To avoid the risk of a court or
jury erroneously concluding that a “particular
juvenile is sufficiently culpable to deserve life
without parole for a non-homicide” crime, the
Court determined that a categorical rule must
be implemented. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 28. A
categorical rule gives all juveniles the
opportunity to show maturity and the possibility
of reconciliation with society. Graham, No. 087412 at 28. “A categorical rule against life
without parole for juvenile non-homicide
offenders avoids the perverse consequence in
which the lack of maturity that led to an
offender’s crime is reinforced by the prison
term.” Graham, No. 08-7412 at 29.
Dissenting opinions raised issues that
remain unresolved and will likely be revisited in
future cases. For example, the dissent argued
that psychology and brain development
evidence should not be used to defeat
culpability in every case. Justice Thomas argued
that even if such evidence were relevant in this
case, such evidence was not relevant in every
case. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 23 (Thomas, J.
dissenting). Further, dissenters argued if the
Court truly believed that juveniles under the age
of 18 were inherently less culpable, the ruling
should have extended to all juveniles, no matter
the offense. Additionally, the dissent raised
concerns about the number of terms left
undefined by the opinion. The Court did not
define what it meant by providing a

“meaningful opportunity” to have sentences
reviewed, nor did it define when such review
should occur, or what criteria parole boards
should use to review such sentences. Graham,
No. 08-7412, at 28 (Thomas, J. dissenting).
CONCLUSION
The holding in Graham brings us one
step closer to a consensus both in the U.S. and
abroad that something about a juvenile is
different from an adult, and thus, juvenile
offenders should be treated differently in court.
The exact implications of the holding,
however, are unclear at this time. The Court
held that states are not required to guarantee
that a juvenile offender will eventually be
released, just that a juvenile be given some
meaningful opportunity to show that he or she
has matured and has been rehabilitated.
Basically, the Court held that the Eighth
Amendment does not preclude the potential for
a juvenile offender to remain incarcerated for
the duration of his or her life, but it does
preclude the state from making that
determination at the time the sentence is
imposed. Some process for re-evaluation or
assessment must be made after the juvenile has
had a chance to mature. Exactly what that
looks like, the Court left to individual states to
decide. Graham, No. 08-7412, at 24.
Several questions remain unanswered
by the Court’s holding. For example, whether
the decision should be applied retroactively is
still in question. In the case of Jason Means,
the state of Iowa declared Graham to be
retroactive and re-sentenced the defendant,
even though his crime involved second degree
murder, State of Iowa v. Jason Means,
FECR167295 (2010). The case of Jason Means
is just one case of a handful that has been
decided by the states since the Court’s ruling in
Graham. How others will interpret the holding
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remains to be determined.
Another concern raised by Justice Alito
in his dissent, is the uncertainty about how long
a juvenile can actually serve without the
sentence violating the cruel and unusual portion
of the Eighth Amendment. The defendant’s
counsel agreed that a sentence as long as 40
years without the possibility of parole would
most likely pass constitutional scrutiny even
though such a sentence could mean life for a
juvenile. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 1 (Alito, J.
dissenting).
Even though the practical
application of such a sentence could have the
same impact on a juvenile, because the words
“life without parole” were not used, the
sentence would likely pass constitutional
muster. Allowing such a sentence seems to
undermine the Court’s intended result.
Graham, similar to Roper, relied on the
fact that juveniles are different. The Court
consistently referred to the scientific findings
relating to the development of juvenile brains
that was used in the testimony during Roper.
Those facts led the Court to declare that
juvenile offenders are different than their
respective adult counterparts. In accepting this
belief, the Court seems to contradict themselves
in drawing the line at non-homicide offenses.
As Justice Thomas noted in his dissent, if the
Court truly believes that juveniles are in fact
different, they would not have drawn a line
according to the type of offense committed.
Yet another issue that is being raised,
and at the writing of this review was being
argued in Arkansas, is whether the decision was
intended to apply to juveniles who were
involved in homicide incidents, but who were
not the actual shooter. Attorney’s have lodged
arguments that Graham was intended to apply
to the specific involvement that a juvenile had
in a particular case rather than the actual charge
against the juvenile. Under that reasoning, a
juvenile who was a lookout, or who drove the

get-away car, but who had no intent to
commit a homicide, might escape life without
parole. For the second time in one year, that
issue is before the Arkansas Supreme Court.
Review of those decisions will be forthcoming,
as they are resolved.
Nonetheless, this case is an important
step toward reinforcing the original intent of
the child savers. Those responsible for forming
the juvenile court advocated that juveniles
were different from adults, that they were
largely the product of their environments, and
that they could still be saved (Krisburg, 2005).
In the evolution of the juvenile court, the focus
on due process moved the court closer to the
adult criminal court and placed the emphasis
more on the nature of the offense than the age
of the offender. The civil arm of the law,
however, did not follow suit. Juveniles
remained unable to enter into contracts, join
the military, vote, and drink alcohol (Moak &
Wallace, 2003). These civil liberties were
denied juveniles because society considered
them lacking in maturity to make good
decisions. Graham appears to reinforce that
societal belief. The Justices argued that no one
can make the determination of which juveniles
will mature and change at the time of the
sentence. Graham, No. 08-7412 at 17. Thus,
the belief seems to be that juveniles who
commit non-homicide offenses have not
reached full maturity and should not be held
accountable for the rest of their lives for
immature decisions. This ruling moves in the
direction of bridging the civil and criminal law
relative to acts of minors.
Some argue that the case did not go far
enough because it allows for the possibility of
life without parole in homicide cases. Only six
years ago, homicide cases could result in the
death penalty for juveniles. Perhaps the court
drew the line at non-homicide offenses
because the harm to society was not as great as
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homicide. Or, perhaps, this is as far as society
can stretch at this time. In 2005, when the Court
abolished the death penalty for juvenile
offenders, nay-sayers argued that the decision
would likely be overturned as the court became
more conservative. Now, six years later, the
Court has taken another step at defining the
differences of juvenile offenders from their adult
counterparts. Although that definition continues
to evolve, and is not fully defined even with this
case, the two cases taken together indicate a
growing consensus that juveniles deserve special
consideration when appearing in court, even for
the highest level offenses. The reasons the
juvenile court was formed in the beginning are
being revisited. Our understanding of
adolescence and juvenile culpability is evolving.
These decisions reflect the evolution of our
justice system to accommodate our changing
understanding of adolescence.

State of Iowa v. Jason Means, FECR167295
(Iowa Dist. Ct., Scott County, 2010).
Terrance Jamar Graham v. State of Florida, 1D063190 at 3 (Fla. 1st DCA 2008).
Thompson v. Oklahoma, 487 U.S. 815 (1988).
Trop v. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86, 101 (1958).
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APPLICANTS WANTED
Police Forum Editor Position
The Police Section of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences is seeking applications for the
position of Editor of the Police Forum. The Police Forum is the official newsletter of the Police Section
and is currently published four times per year. The Police Forum is an electronic newsletter that is the
Section’s main communication channel. The Editor is responsible for managing the newsletter for
the Section and in consultation with the Police Section Executive Board, set editorial policy. The
term of editor will be three years and can be extended for another term of three years upon mutual
agreement between the Executive Board and the Editor.
Current duties include:













Assemble and publish four editions of the Police Forum each year
Solicit and receive potential articles and other submissions for each edition
Review submissions and seek outside review if needed
Work with Executive Board to obtain meeting minutes, notes from officers, awards information, and
other Section news
Maintain correspondence with submitters and Executive Board members
Maintain email list of section members for distribution
Post Police Forum editions to Section website
Work with EBSCO to ensure editions are in their database
Work with Police Section’s Historian to maintain listing of archive holdings
Maintain contact with ACJS national office for issues relating to the Police Forum
Submit annual report to Executive Board
Currently the Police Forum website is maintained and supported at Sul Ross State University. The Section
is exploring developing its own website and determining the host location. In the mean time, the new
editor and host university will be needed to maintain and host the Police Forum website.

Applicants must be current members of both ACJS and the Police Section. Applications for coeditors will be considered.
Applications should include:

 Statement of applicant’s qualifications, including vita
 Statement of editorial philosophy for the Police Forum
 Statement of institutional support

Submit applications to:
Janice Ahmad
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Houston – Downtown
One Main Street; Commerce St. Bldg. Room C340
Houston, TX 77002
Or electronically to ahmadj@uhd.edu
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ACJS EDITOR POSITION
ACJS Today
The Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences is seeking applications for the position of Editor of ACJS Today, the official online newsletter
of ACJS.
The Editor of ACJS Today will be responsible for producing a high quality professional online newsletter for the membership of the
Academy. The Editor will set editorial policy, solicit materials, consider unsolicited submissions for publication, develop features of
interest to the membership, and manage the newsletter.
The Executive Board of the Academy will appoint the Editor for a three-year term. Beginning in 2012, ACJS Today will be published five
times a year, with issues in January, March, May, September, and November. The Editor’s first issue will be in 2012 and will be
determined by the date of appointment and in consultation with the current editor. There is a $1,500 summer stipend for the
Editor. Proposals for co-editorship will not be considered.
Applicants must meet the following criteria:

Table 1. Recently Released Offenders’ Perceptions of Boundary
Violations in the Texas Prison System

Demonstrated record of scholarly activity as measured by such indicators as publications in refereed
journals, book publication, and research.
Prior editorial experience as measured by such indicators as editorial responsibilities for other scholarly
publications and past experience as a referee or associate/deputy editor of an academic journal, or other
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boundary violations
of a personal nature

What impact does this behavior have?
- What percent of staff members have personal
and close friendships with inmates?
-What percent of staff members flirt with
inmates?
- What percentage of staff have passed or
received notes/romantic letters from inmates?
- How do they pass these notes/letters?
- What percent of inmates do you think have
received money or contraband from a staff
member?
- What percent of inmates have received money
or contraband from an offender?
- How do they receive this money or contraband?
- What percent of staff have touched an inmate
in his/her private area?
- What percent of inmates have had any type of
sexual contact with a staff member?
- What has happened in these situations?
- How is having a personal relationship of any
kind viewed by inmates?
- Does having a personal relationship with a staff
member affect the morale of prisoners?
-Does having a personal relationship with a staff
member help or hurt you in prison?
- Would you encourage a new inmate to try and
establish a relationship with a staff member?
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Questions examining
boundary violations
of an economic nature

Questions examining
boundary violations
of a sexual nature

General perceptions of
boundary violations
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While Vice is intended to be a history of a
special and courageous group of warriors
persevering and prevailing against all odds, it is
ultimately the story of corrupt, brutal, racist, and
sexist cops. Similar to books such as True Blue
and What Cops Know, Vice consists of a series of
“war stories.” In Chapter 3, Baker introduces
one of many examples of the corrupt culture of
the CPD. A senior officer warns him against
informing on other cops and introduces him to
certain “perks” to the job that are technically
illegal. Baker details the passing of three “tests”
that transform him from raw rookie to fullfledged cop. While he demonstrates bravery in
the face of danger in passing these tests, he also
steals, carries illegal weapons, violates due
process, and intimidates citizens.
Vice is rife with incidents of police
brutality. Baker lionizes what he refers to as the
“elite” of the CPD, a group known primarily as
the Dirty Dozen, but also as the Cowboys and
Rough Riders. These names suggest that the
police see Compton as a lawless, Wild West
town and themselves as brave, gun-slinging
marshals, dispensing rough justice to the outlaws
as they see fit. Baker tells tales of cops who are
presented as larger-than-life heroes who win
every fight. Baker himself never loses a fight,
whether he is beating up bullies in high school or
slapping around gang members at the county
jail. Baker’s hero, Dominic Rutigliano, beats
and humiliates a Black militant in order to
establish police dominance. Another officer, a
devotee of savate, seldom needs more than a
minute to knock the bad guys unconscious.
This approach to “justice,” according to
Baker, is known as the “Compton style,” which
means “no lawyers, no bail, no plea bargains”(p.
49). For Baker, there is no criminal justice
“system.” The cops play the role of judge, jury,
and, if necessary, executioner. The Compton
style consists of brutality, arbitrary punishments,
and blatantly ignoring Supreme Court decisions
and the constitutional rights of suspects.
Throughout the book, Baker emphasizes

Book Review
Baker, J.R., & Rivele, S.J. (2011). Vice: One cop’s
story of patrolling America’s most dangerous city.
New York: St. Martin’s Press.
ISBN: 978-0312596873, pp. 432, hbk
Vice: One cop’s story of patrolling America’s
most dangerous city follows the career of John R.
Baker as a member of the Compton, California,
Police Department (CPD). Baker’s career ran
from 1968-1986, a time of social upheaval and
political turmoil, when white residents were
fleeing cities, crime rates were soaring, and
many conservatives felt that Supreme Court
decisions like Mapp v. Ohio and Miranda v.
Arizona had “handcuffed” the police. Baker
suggests that, at least in Compton, the cops did
not let the law get in their way as they
administered justice in what Baker calls the
“Compton Style.” These are cops who provide
models of Crank’s (1998) themes of the police
subculture: the necessity and righteousness of
force, the use of “common sense” and bravery
in the face of danger, and the simplistic view of
the police as the “thin blue line” who serve to
protect “good” people from “bad” people. An
“us vs. them” attitude is prevalent throughout
the book.
Vice, based on tape recordings made by
John Baker that screenwriter Stephen Rivele
has put into print, moves in roughly
chronological order. The first three chapters,
covering the years 1951 to 1970, provide
Baker’s background, his personal rendering of
the history of Compton, and his journey from
idealistic college student to battle-hardened cop.
Chapters 4-14 examine the mid-1970s, chapters
15-19 explore up to 1980, and chapters 20-22
continue through 1986, when the CPD was
disbanded in favor of the Los Angeles Sherriff’s
Office.
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the “war on crime” metaphor, regularly
referring to himself and fellow cops as
“soldiers” involved in a “guerrilla war” against
the “enemy.” The soldiers tend to consist of
the white Compton natives who become police
officers and take up arms against an enemy that
is invading the city. The enemy consists
primarily of Blacks, especially gang members
and radicals, although Hispanic gang members
occasionally get their turn, as well. That this
war is based on race is evident.
The book offers a glimpse into the
formation of the CPD union and Baker’s role
in it. The unionization effort resulted from
tension between the police and the
predominately Black city administration.
When the mayor appoints a progressive Black
man as chief of police, the police strenuously
resist. The new chief tries to integrate the
department by pairing white and Black officers,
getting officers to reach out to criminals, and
trying to understand the causes of crime. To
Baker and company, these ideas are “complete
madness, a complete disregard for the daily
reality we faced” (p. 195).
The chief’s
approach violates the “common sense”
approach of the CPD, which is that force and
the threat of force are at the heart of successful
policing. Lost on Baker is that this approach is
likely a major reason that Compton is as
violent as it is.
Sexism runs rampant throughout Vice.
The CPD’s favorite watering hole is a strip
club, and Baker, despite having a 19-year old
wife and a toddler at home, spends his free time
there, availing himself of the attention of police
“groupies.” It eventually costs him his first
marriage. In Vice, women, with the exception
of police women, are either victims to be
protected or sex objects to be enjoyed. There is
the story of Susie, whose “translucent white
skin, delicate freckled features . . . coy
vulnerability”(p. 151) Baker finds “refreshing.”
He becomes sexually involved with her. When
she becomes overly dependent on him and

attempts suicide, Baker never sees her again,
although he claims that the experience made
him a better cop. The majority of women,
however, are objects that exist for Baker and his
buddies to enjoy. When he visits Miami in
1972 to address the International Conference of
Police Associations, he stays at the Playboy
Club where he is “surrounded not only by some
of the most famous and notorious cops in
America but by gorgeous, half-naked hostesses
as well” (p. 169). He also describes the highclass hookers that the cops have brought in as
entertainment. In the photographs that Baker
provides, there is a picture of a young woman
in a halter top, another of his ex-wives posing
seductively in hot pants, and pictures of halfnaked Penthouse and Playboy centerfolds to
whom he had been engaged.
Vice offers insight into policing as the
country was moving from the liberal 1960s and
early 1970s into the conservative 1980s. It
suggests that police, at least in Compton,
California, were not “handcuffed” in any way
by the rulings of the Warren Court, taking
instead a Dirty Harry-like approach to law
enforcement. Vice is an excellent text to
examine in upper division and graduate courses
on policing. One sees in Vice a model closely
matching Packer’s Crime Control Model while
completely dismissing his Due Process Model.
It also provides ample material for a discussion
of police ethics. The text might also be useful
in a course on Crime and the Media. Although
space limitations prohibited a discussion of this
aspect of the text, Vice can also be read as a
piece of infotainment. While the average
reader will believe that this book is an accurate
view of policing, it is obvious to anyone who
has studied policing that Baker has omitted
numerous historical events and facts. All in all,
Vice is a text that can be used as a good
example of what policing should not be.
James Geistman
Ohio Northern University
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sources, Thompson and Bynum provide some
limitations.
Chapters 4 through 8 examine the
various criminological theories attempts to
explain juvenile delinquency.
Chapter 4
examines the classical, biological, and
psychogenic theoretical approaches. In
chapter 5, strain and cultural transmission
theories are evaluated in their ability to
explain deviance. Chapter 6 explores how
social learning and social control take effect
deviance. In chapter 7 the theories of labeling
and radical/conflict theories are evaluated.
Chapter 8 concludes the discussion of various
criminological theoretical perspectives by
examining contemporary theories.
Chapter 9 provides information on
how informal groups influence crime.
Throughout history, the role of the family has
changed from large extended families to more
isolated, nuclear make-ups. For most
juveniles, the first social group they are a part
of is a family; it is the family that shapes how
the child will be exposed to other agents of
socialization. This chapter also examined
variations on the nuclear family and broken
homes with respect to social class, birth order,
family interaction, and parental discipline and
how these impact juvenile delinquency.
In chapter 10, schools are evaluated as
the next socialization organization for
cognitive skills and normative behavior.
Studies show that poor performance in school
and negative school experiences are
significantly related to delinquency; being
labeled good or bad also influences
delinquency. The school is also acts as a
screening device in for academic performance
and intellectual development.
Chapter 11 describes the aspects of the
youth subculture. A subculture in general
shares the values of the larger culture it comes
from; subcultures also have their own values,
traditions, terminology, and customs. A
youth subculture may alienate many teens

Book Review
Thompson, W.E., & Bynum, J.E. (2010).
Juvenile delinquency: A sociological approach (8th
ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
ISBN: 978-0205665716, pp. 528, pbk.
Thompson and Bynum argue that
“juvenile delinquency is one of the most
complex,
interesting,
and
challenging
phenomena in the United States,” so they
wanted to look at this aspect of delinquency
from a broad sociological standpoint,
importing a wide variety of causal theories. In
chapter 1, Thompson and Bynum begin their
examination by defining key aspects in juvenile
delinquency. They use the terms act, actor, and
audience when providing the three definitions
of juvenile delinquency then combining the
three into an integrated response: legal
definition (act), role definition (actor), and
societal response definition (audience). All the
bases should be covered in how the concept is
defined, and Thompson and Bynum do this
well.
Thompson and Bynum also clarify how
a sociological perspective is utilized in chapter
2. Most living things, including juveniles are
basically social creatures banding together in
groups for mutual aid and mating purposes.
Within the interactions norms originate from a
social consensus of those in the group creating
the aspect of conformity to societal aspects.
Those that do not conform are nonconformists
or take part in deviant behavior, which society
tries to tolerate.
Chapter 3 provides the measurements
and statistics to explore the sociological view.
Official sources of juvenile delinquency
information include the FBI Uniform Crime
Report (UCR) and Juvenile Court Statistics.
Despite these two being the key official
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from their parents.
Identifying with this
subculture also alleviates some of the juvenile
frustrations either from the family or school
system. Closely related to the concept of
subculture are youth gangs. Youth gangs are
the focus of chapter 12.
Chapters 13 through 15 center on
juvenile delinquency and the juvenile justice
system. In chapter 13, Thompson and Bynum
explain how juveniles come enter the criminal
justice system through a discussion of the
police. Chapter 14 pertains to the courts.
Juvenile courts are judicial tribunals that deal
in with the cases of juvenile delinquents. These
courts are different from adult courts by way of
separate hearings, informal procedures, regular
probation services, separate detention, special
court and probation records, and provision for
mental and physical examinations. The key
aspect in juvenile courts is that they keep due
process procedures informal based on In re
Gault.
Chapter
15
examines
juevnile
corrections and their impact on deterrence.
This is done through the social control aspects
of voluntary social control, informal social
control, and formal social controls to have
adolescents
internalize
societal
norms.
Thompson and Bynum explore the juvenile
justice system’s utilization of rehabilitation in
chapter 16.
Rehabilitation in this arena
includes using behavior modification, reality
therapy and choice theory, and counseling. The
justice system also attempts to prevent
delinquency by early identification and early
intervention of behavior. Rehabilitation in the
juvenile system uses individualistic methods.
Thompson and Bynum attempt to
rethink the delinquency problem in chapter 17.
Adolescence is a product of social nature, this
includes deviance; how society influences
children as they grow should be reevaluated.
Ways of doing this include eliminating the
marginal status of juveniles by establishing rites

of
passage
and
meaningful
social
participation, standardization or elimination
of juvenile codes, decriminalization of status
offenses, modification of juvenile courts,
strengthening the family, changing the
educational system, and redefining juvenile
delinquency.
This book provides a lot of good
information on how contemporary juvenile
delinquency has evolved through a social
view. Thompson and Bynum thoroughly
explain key concepts associated with juvenile
delinquency, theories of delinquency, and
provide an outline of the juvenile justice
system.
This helps college students to
comprehend and expand on their own views
of juvenile delinquency. This text would be
good for introduction to juvenile justice at the
undergraduate level. The reason for this is
because Thompson and Bynum help readers
understand juvenile delinquency by explaining
the basis of the juvenile delinquency,
evaluating the various criminological theories
in relation to juvenile delinquency, and
providing an overview of the juvenile justice
system. Thompson and Bynum extend the
traditional information found in juvenile
delinquency text books by applying a
sociological perspective and integrating the
material with discussions of the practical
ramifications of juvenile delinquency in
society.
Natasha Sheldon
University of Central Missouri
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