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President‘s Message
think of no better person to speak to us about
drug policy and sustainable justice.
I am also extremely pleased that our
keynote speaker on Thursday at 11:00 will be
Laurie Robinson, Assistant Attorney General at
the Office of Justice Programs. Robinson was
sworn in as Assistant Attorney General on
November 9, 2009, an office she previously held
from 1993 to February, 2000. Since returning to
the Department of Justice, Robinson has
overseen the implementation of $2.7 billion in
OJP programs under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. She also launched a new
agency-wide Evidence Integration Initiative to
help ensure science-based approaches in OJPfunded programs, and has held a series of
"listening sessions" with state and local
constituents to learn what OJP can do to better
serve the field.
In addition to the two keynote addresses,
we have arranged several presidential plenary
sessions focusing on sustainable justice in
practice. The first of these, on Wednesday at
2:00 p.m., is a presentation by Lori Pompa,
founder and director of the Inside-Out Prison
Exchange Program. For the past fourteen years,
Inside-Out has created opportunities for social
change through dialogue between those inside
and those outside of our nation‘s correctional
facilities. As a 2003 Soros Justice Senior Fellow,
Pompa collaborated with others on both sides of
prison walls to develop Inside-Out into a national
model of transformative pedagogy. Today, the
Inside-Out Instructor Training Institute is
conducted several times each year, providing a
week-long, intensive training in this unique
approach to teaching and learning.
On Wednesday at 3:30, we will hear from
Brett Crawford and Ramiro Mejia, residents of
Delancey Street in San Francisco, the nation‘s
leading self-help residential education center for

Happy New Year! I hope your plans for
the new year include attending the 49th Annual
Meetings of the Academy of Criminal Justice
Sciences, to be held March 13-17, 2012 in New
York City, at the Marriott Marquis in Times
Square. This year‘s conference promises to be
one of the best ever. We have 454 sessions on a
wide array of topics in the preliminary program,
many of which explore dimensions of our
conference theme of Sustainable Justice.
I want to take this opportunity to make
you aware of the great keynote speakers and
presidential plenary sessions that we have
planned for the conference. I am delighted that
our keynote speaker on Wednesday at 11:00
a.m. will be Ethan Nadelmann, who is the
founder and director of the Drug Policy
Alliance, the nation‘s leading drug policy reform
organization. You may have heard Nadelmann
on one of the many radio and TV programs on
which he has appeared, including The Colbert
Report, The O'Reilly Factor, Al Jazeera News,
NBC Nightly News, Larry King Live, William
F. Buckley‘s Firing Line, and many others. I‘ve
heard him speak on three occasions and can
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former substance abusers and ex-convicts.
With approximately 1500 residents, located in
five facilities throughout the country, one of
the most unique features of Delancey Street is
that it has never accepted any government
funds and does not have any staff. The entire
organization is run by its residents in the
process of changing their lives. The Delancey
Street Foundation supports itself primarily
through a number of training schools which
provide vocational skills to all the residents,
and which also generate the Foundation‘s
income through pooling the monies earned.
Training schools include a Moving and
Trucking School, a Restaurant, a Café and
Bookstore, Catering Services, an Automotive
Service center, and many others.
Our third presidential plenary session
will feature John Laub, Director of the
National Institute of Justice. Laub is also a
Distinguished
University
Professor
of
Criminology and Criminal Justice on leave
from the University of Maryland, College
Park, and a 2011 recipient of the prestigious
Stockholm Prize in Criminology, for his
research with Robert Sampson showing why
and how criminals stop offending. Laub's
confirmation as director of the National
Institute of Justice is significant for the goal of
sustainable justice because it is the first time in
the history of NIJ that this position has been
held by someone with a Ph.D. in criminology
or criminal justice and with extensive research
experience. I expect he will have much to say
about the importance of strengthening science
to justice and public safety.
In our final presidential plenary session,
on Thursday at 3:30, we will hear from Eric
Cadora, director of the Justice Mapping Center
in New York. The Justice Mapping Center is a
leader in the use of Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) mapping to help legislators,
government agencies, research institutes,

technical assistance providers, and the media
better understand and communicate criminal
justice and other social policy information.
Cadora‘s work, with his colleague Charles
Swartz and other partners, has been
instrumental in emerging initiatives for justice
reinvestment and for reducing crime by
building safe, sustainable communities.
In addition to excellent keynote speakers
and plenary sessions, we‘ll have many
stimulating panels, workshops and roundtables.
You can get a head-start on planning your
schedule by browsing the preliminary program
on the ACJS website. Also on the website, you
will find local arrangements information helpful
for planning your extra-curricular activities.
Many thanks to Cathy Barth, Heather Pfeifer
and members of the 2012 Program Committee
for putting it all together! As usual, the
conference registration desk will be open on
Tuesday, March 13th from 1:00 to 8:00 p.m.
The sessions begin at 8:00 a.m. on Wednesday,
March 14th and conclude on Saturday, March
17th, at 12:15 p.m. I hope that many of you will
be with us from beginning to end, not only to
enjoy all that our program has to offer, but also
to make the most of this rare opportunity to be
in New York City for the ACJS Annual
Meetings.
Melissa Hickman Barlow
ACJS President
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Institutionally Isolated Youth and Crime Rates: Preliminary Evidence of a
Floater Effect
Shaun A. Thomas, The University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Edward S. Shihadeh, Louisiana State University
Because youth are disproportionately
involved in crime (Federal Bureau of Investigation,
2010), age has long been a heavyweight predictor of
individual criminality. Indeed, age is so deeply
inscribed a predictor that its ability to explain crime
is a benchmark by which to assess the validity of
criminological theories. At the macro-social level,
this link suggests that the relative size of the youth
populations should be positively associated with
overall crime rates. But despite the disproportionate
criminal involvement among youth, empirical
support for the age-crime link at the macro level is, at
best, tenuous.
This link is typically explained in terms of
either Control or Strain perspectives. From a Control
perspective, youth vulnerability to crime is a
consequence of their being socially isolated from
mainstream social control mechanisms. That is,
much youth delinquency is the result of weak social
bonds and ineffective informal social control
mechanisms that fail to promote conformity
(Hirschi, 1969). These bonds are particularly
important during the difficult and increasingly
protracted transition from dependent adolescence to
independent adulthood (Setterson & Ray, 2010). But
when that transition is accompanied by weak social
bonds, the result is youth who violate norms at a
disproportionately high rate, especially when
intermixed with the adolescent pressures to assert
independence and rebel against authority (Liska &
Reed, 1985; O‘Brien, 1989; O‘Brien & Stockard,
2002).
Likewise, the Strain perspective blames
youth crime on the reduced access to conventional
means by which to attain status, respect, and wealth
(Merton, 1938). Youth are in a tenuous position, for
while they feel pressure to earn and succeed, they
lack the means to achieve that goal. This disjuncture
between goals and conventional means, coupled
with the difficult transition to adulthood and an

overpowering American ethos of success by any
means, is likely to increase the motivation to commit
crime (Messner & Rosenfeld, 2007). While it is
readily apparent how such strain may motivate youth
to commit property or instrumental crimes, such
strain also generates violent crime when youth
perceive the goals as hopeless and the means
deficiency to be insurmountable and/or based on
irreversible and acquired characteristics such as age or
race (Blau & Blau, 1982).
Encouraged by the age-crime link at the
individual level, a number of researchers have
attempted to extend this to the macro level. The logic
of demographic accounting suggests that communities
with relatively more motivated offenders and
individuals leading victim prone lifestyles are likely to
experience exacerbated levels of crime (Cohen &
Felson, 1979). There is considerable evidence at the
national level that demographic trends in the age
structure of the population (e.g., between the ages of
15-24) are systematically associated to trends in crime
rates, both property and violent (Chilton & Spilberger,
1971; Cohen & Land, 1987; Steffensmeir & Harer,
1987, but see Levitt, 1999; Pampel & Gartner, 1990
for counter claims). Guided by this evidence, studies
at finer units (e.g. tract, city, county) often include the
proportion of youth in the total population as a
standard control measure.
Despite the sound rationale, it has become
increasingly apparent that the age-crime relation does
not flesh out in aggregate level models. Existing
literature is replete with insignificant or even negative
associations between youth populations and crime
rates in community level studies (Gartner, 1990;
Krivo & Peterson, 2000; Lee & Ousey, 2005; Lee,
2006; Neapolitan, 1998; Peterson & Krivo, 1993;
Steffensmeier & Harer, 1987). In reviewing 90 studies,
Marvell and Moody (1991) report that a meager 20%
found strong positive associations between age
structure and levels of crime. Rather than explicating
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such aberrant findings, the common practice in the
extant literature has been to continue to include
rudimentary measures of age structure as statistical
controls.
Anomalous results do not make us doubt
the age-crime link at the individual level but instead
raises several questions concerning why a simple
proportion fails to capture the association in
community level studies. First, the expectation of
an association between age structure and crime
rates is often grounded in individual-level
theoretical frameworks with few attempts to
develop a strong community-level theoretical
foundation outlining the likely impact of youth on
levels of crime. Second, attenuated variance in age
composition across geographic units weakens the
explanatory power of age structure. Additionally,
the relative size of other, less criminally inclined,
age cohorts may suppress the link between youth
and crime. Third, the most commonly used
measure in aggregate studies is the proportion aged
15-24, which is a crude, broad-stroke measure that
fails to consider the potential moderating effects of
social context (e.g., family structure and
socioeconomic resources) (Pampel & Gartner,
1995; Phillips, 2006). Finally, the association
between all youth and crime rates is potentially
over-determined. Simply put; while most serious
criminals are young people, most young people are
not serious criminals. Even within the crime-prone
youth population, the tendency for crime resides
among a few who, because of their social location,
are exceptionally vulnerable to crime. This critical
nuance of the age-crime link is not captured in the
current body of age-crime studies at the macro level
but is a central component to our analysis.
Rather than justify the inclusion of broadstroke age measures, perhaps another approach is
needed, one that combines the age-crime link with
a prominent macro-level school of thought. One
such perspective examines how communities
bolster normative structures and attenuate social
problems by connecting individuals to social
institutions. Within this heuristic framework,
Wilson introduced the notion of social isolation

which he described as ―the lack of contact or of
sustained interaction with individuals and
institutions that represent mainstream society‖
(Wilson, 1987, p. 60). He posited that isolation
from mainstream social institutions (e.g., family,
religion, education, and work) is a collective
problem, an especially toxic characteristic that
undermines socialization and diminishes the
community‘s social control capacity. As residents
become isolated or marginalized they fall outside
the community‘s umbrella of social control.
Additionally,
communities
with
limited
attachments to mainstream society and attenuated
network ties are ill-equipped for concerted action
and unable to defend community interests
(Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974). With its
organizational capacity to address and solve
common problems compromised, crime rates rise
(Sampson, 1987; Shihadeh & Steffensmeier, 1994).
While social isolation harms the well-being
of all community members, it might be especially
consequential to adolescents, those already
vulnerable to crime by virtue of their age. When
this age-dependant vulnerability to crime is crossfertilized with the concept of social isolation, it
invokes for us the notion of ―floaters‖, youth who
are disengaged or isolated from multiple
community institutions and hence mainstream
society. This approach teases out from the general
youth population that subset of youth who are
especially vulnerable to crime because they are
simultaneously isolated from multiple institutions
necessary for social integration and control. They
drift – or float – outside the range of formal
institutions and thus experience less pressure to
conform. Beyond contributing to the pool of
potential offenders and victims, the social isolation
of youth undermines the community‘s ability to
maintain effective social control mechanisms and
attenuates community network ties that promote
conventional norms and serve as critical
connections to mainstream institutions that
channel residents into conventional roles.
Steffensmeier
and
Streifel
(1991)
demonstrated the utility of institutional attachment
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as a framework for explaining long-term changes
in the age-crime relation. They report that youth
criminality drops off more sharply in
industrialized societies, where children are thrust
into autonomous adulthood when they reach
maturity. In this abrupt transition to adulthood,
they leave old, crime-reinforcing peer groups
behind and quickly forge mainstream institutional
ties by getting married, leaving for school, landing
a job, and having children. It is a do-or-die, timesensitive period of social cultivation, when
adolescents and young adults grow the roots of
independent mainstream adulthood. When these
roots are not cultivated, youth float beyond
community control. Should this disengagement
occur on a wide scale, alternative world-views
begin to intervene and congeal to reinforce
criminogenic behavior as a viable alternative.
In sum, we introduce an organizing
framework to help understand the, at times
puzzling, relationship between age structure and
crime. It is centered on the notion of institutional
isolation to describe a subset of youth that increase
the pool of potential offenders and victims and are
likely indicative of a social atmosphere
characterized
by
ineffective
socialization,
inadequate informal social control mechanisms,
and attenuated network ties. These are the
floaters, those youth who are disengaged from
multiple social institutions. We explore this idea
further in the section that follows with some basic
exploratory analysis using an easily obtainable
measure.

measure floaters as the proportion of all youth 16
to 19 who are simultaneously not enrolled in
school, not participating in the labor market and
not in the armed services. We construct three
indicators of the prevalence of such youth at the
county level: the total number, the percentage of
all residents who are disengaged youth, and the
percentage of all youth between the ages of 16-19
that are institutionally disengaged.
We construct offense rates per 100,000
residents for murder, robbery, aggravated assault,
burglary, and auto theft from the 2000 – 2002
Uniform Crime Reports. Our sample however is
limited to 2,473 counties that have an average
UCR coverage of at least 80%1. In addition to
investigating the impact of floaters on crime we
assess their association to a number of socialecological characteristics of counties. We include
measures of structural resource deprivation such
as the percentage of residents who are: African
American, in poverty, unemployed, and have not
completed high school. Additionally, we examine
the percentage of households headed by a single
female with children (female headed households).
To tap levels of interracial inequality we include
measures of the ratio of White to Black
socioeconomic disadvantage with higher values
indicating greater disadvantage among Blacks.
Levels of civic engagement are measured with
indicators of the percentage of eligible residents
who voted in the 2000 presidential election and
the number of civic associations and adherents to
civically engaged religious denominations per
1000 residents (Tolbert, Lyson, & Irwin, 1998).
We also included indicators of a county‘s
metropolitan status, the relative presence of youth
ages 15-24, the percentage of residents that
changed counties between 95-00 (population
turnover), and a P* indicator of the residential
isolation (segregation) of Blacks (Massey &
Denton, 1988).
Univariate statistics are provided in Table
1. Levels of crime vary considerably across
counties, which is expected in a sample of
metropolitan (38%) and non-metropolitan
counties. For violent crimes, the average rates of

ANALYSIS
The analytic strategy in this preliminary
analysis is limited to univariate and bivariate
methods. Our analysis centers around the year
2000 and U.S. counties serve as the units of
analysis. Our goal is to examine a ―floater effect‖
on crime using an easily available measure from
the 2000 Census, one that dovetails with our
heuristic framework linking institutionally
disengaged youth to crime. Specifically, we
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murder, robbery, and assault are 3.8, 44.54, and
218.02 respectively. However, the exceedingly high
standard deviations indicate substantial betweencounty variation. For property crimes, the average
burglary and auto theft rates are 587.33 and 181.02,
however there is, once again, considerable betweencounty variation. To add perspective to these
county-level results, the national homicide rate in
2000 was 5.5, the robbery rate was 145, the assault
rate was 324, the burglary rate was 728.8, and the
auto theft rate was 412.2.

Unemployment
Inequality

2.34 (4.07)

FHH Inequality

2.35 (3.65)

Education Inequality

1.57 (1.16)

Metro

.38 (.49)

Civic Associations

1.32 (.60)

Civically Engaged
Denominations

174.96 (126.88)

Presidential Voting

39.56 (8.05)

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics for measures of
institutionally disengaged youth indicate that
floaters represent an exceedingly small percentage
of the population. On average, there are only 534
16-19 year olds in each county who are
simultaneously not participating in school, the
labor force, or the military. However, the relative
size of the standard deviation (1911.79) indicates
considerable variation in this sample. In fact,
counts in our sample range from a low of zero to a
high of 57,655 disengaged youth. Our population
standardized measures gauge the relative
prevalence of these youth as both a percentage of
the total population and the population of 16-19
year olds. Both measures exhibit relatively low
prevalence rates with considerable between county
variation. On average, floaters comprise 8.9% of
youth between the ages of 16-19 but only .524% of
the total population. For comparison, youth
between the ages of 15-24 comprise an average of
14.29% of the total population with relatively little
between county variation.
Our sample exhibits excessive and unequal
levels of structural resource deprivation. On
average, 13.61% of residents are in poverty, 8.88%
are African American, 3.41% of those over the age
of 15 are unemployed, 22.91% of those over the
age of 25 have not completed high school, 8.06% of
households are headed by single mothers, and
more than 20% of residents changed counties
between 95-00. Standard deviations for these
measures indicate considerable differences between

Mean (SD)
Murder Rate

3.80 (5.01)

Robbery Rate

44.54 (73.45)

Assault Rate

218.02 (194.14)

Burglary Rate

587.33 (358.10)

Auto Theft Rate

181.02 (182.75)

Disengaged Youth

534.35 (1911.79)

Disengaged Youth per
16-19 pop.

8.90 (4.56)

Disengaged Youth per
total pop.

.524 (.299)

% 15-24

14.29 (3.16)

Poverty

13.61 (5.96)

Unemployed

3.41 (1.39)

Female Headed
Households

8.06 (2.4)

Percent Black

8.88 (14.26)

Low Education

22.91 (8.52)

Population Turnover

20.50 (6.98)

Racial Isolation

.14 (.19)

Poverty Inequality

2.54 (1.78)
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Table 2: Correlations Between Disengaged Youth,
County Characteristics, and Crime.

county variation in levels of structural deprivation or
disorganization.
Moreover,
measures
of
socioeconomic inequality highlight substantial
variation in structural disadvantage across race
groups. For example, rates of poverty,
unemployment, and female headed household for
African Americans are on average double those for
Whites.
As for civic engagement, on average there
are 1.32 civic associations per 1,000 residents, 175 of
every 1,000 residents adhere to a civically engaged
religious denomination, and 39.56% of eligible
residents voted in the 2000 presidential election.
Levels of civic engagement also vary substantially.
Between zero and 919 of every 1,000 residents
adhere to civically engaged denominations while the
presence of civic associations ranges from .04 to
5.49 per 1,000 residents. Finally, civic participation
in the form of voting varies substantially with a low
of .6% to a high of more than 90% of eligible
residents casting a vote.
In Table 2, we turn our attention to bivariate
correlations between institutionally disengaged
youth, county characteristics and crime rates1.
Clearly, structurally disadvantaged communities
beget a relatively larger population of institutionally
disengaged youth. Floaters are relatively more
prevalent in communities characterized by
attenuated levels of educational attainment and
exacerbated levels of poverty, unemployment, single
parent
households,
and
residential
racial
segregation. Black population size is also positively
associated with institutional isolation among youth.
Such associations are not however a simple
byproduct of metropolitan status, residential
instability, or the size of the overall youth
population. Floaters are less prevalent in
residentially unstable and metropolitan counties.
More importantly, the impact of disengaged youth is
not a cohort effect as the overall youth population
has no or even a negative association with the
floater population. Additionally, as expected,
isolated youth are relatively less prevalent in
counties that offer more opportunities for religious
and secular civic engagement activities as well as
those in which a greater proportion of residents vote.

Disengaged
Youth

Disengaged
Youth per
16-19 pop.

Disengaged Youth
per total pop.

Percent 15-24

.004

-.134**

.077**

Poverty

.014

.516**

.567**

Unemployment

.102**

.274**

.327**

Female Headed
Households

.187**

.481**

.498**

Percent Black

.110**

.389**

.363**

Low Education

.011

.582**

.545**

Pop. Turnover

-.124**

-.145**

-.128**

Racial
Isolation

.252**

.354**

.316**

Poverty
Inequality

.017

-.027

-.028

Unemployment
Inequality

-.007

-.044*

-.025

FHH
Inequality

.035+

.103**

.104**

Education
Inequality

-.006

-.040+

-.049*

Metro

.258**

-.080**

-.099**

Civic
Associations

-.157**

-.243**

-.242**

Civically
Engaged
Denominations

-.096**

-.342**

-.270**

Voting

-.072**

-.447**

-.446**

Murder Rate

.188**

.239**

.206**

Robbery Rate

.491**

.182**

.148**

Assault Rate

.204**

.336**

.312**

Burglary Rate

.164**

.309**

.289**

Auto Theft
Rate

.464**

.171**

.135**

N=2473 Counties **p≤.01; *p≤.05; +p≤.10
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While measures of structural resource
disadvantage and civic engagement are significantly
associated with the relative prevalence of floaters,
levels of socioeconomic racial inequality fail to
exhibit a clear-cut association with such youth.
Counties with greater ratios of Black to White
poverty and unemployment are not associated with
floater populations. Further, the ratio of Black to
White high school dropouts is positively associated
with while the ratio of single parent households is
negatively associated with the floater population.
Demonstrating a systematic association
between floaters and exogenous measures of social
disorganization is integral but the more important
question is whether such youth impact levels of
crime. First, however, it is important to note that
the association between levels of crime and the total
youth population is inconsistent and, for murder,
runs opposite of expectations. The overall youth
population is not correlated with rates of assault,
burglary, or auto theft, has a marginal positive
correlation to robbery, and exhibits a confounding
negative association with murder. Conversely, the
pattern of correlations provides strong and robust
support for the predicted floater effect. The relative
prevalence of youth between the ages of 16-19 who
are disengaged from multiple social control
institutions is associated with exacerbated levels of
homicide, robbery, assault, burglary, and auto theft.
In fact, the size and strength of the floater effect is
greater than or on par with many well established
structural covariates of crime.
Table 3 (see page 13) rounds out our
analysis with a comparison of average crimes rates
in counties that fall above and below median levels
of the relative presence of disengaged youth. The
results highlight dramatic differences in violent and
property crimes rates that correspond to the relative
prevalence of floaters. Moreover, the potential
influence of this population is not dependent on the
denominator as the findings are remarkably similar
for both measures. The results indicate that levels of
crime are markedly higher in counties in which
institutionally isolated youth are more prevalent and
these differences are statistically significant in every
instance. Average violent crime rates (murder,
robbery, and assault) are more than 40% lower
while average property crime rates are more than
30% lower in counties that fall below median levels

January 2012

on indicators of the relative prevalence of floaters. These
results suggest that, at the least, a measure of
institutionally isolated youth should be included as a
sensible control in macro level analyses.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
It is well documented that youth are
disproportionately involved in crime. As such, macro
analyses often include a global measure of population
age structure as a ―sensible‖ control. When results do
not conform to expectations, which occurs regularly,
analysts shrug it off as an unfortunate anomaly. The
objective of this brief analysis was to offer a theoretically
plausible alternative, one that indentifies a particular
subset of youth – floaters – that are likely to impact
crime rates. We develop a measure that combines age
with institutional isolation to create a single,
theoretically meaningful, metric. The measure is readily
obtainable from Census data and requires no complex
imputations or derivations. As this study shows, it yields
results that are both intuitive, robust, and of similar
strength as other well documented structural covariates
of crime. Specifically, we find a) a strong positive
correlation between institutionally isolated youth and
crime rates and, b) average crime rates in counties with
high proportions of such youth are substantially higher
than in counties with fewer floaters.
To steer clear of the ecological fallacy, the floater
effect does not necessarily mean that such youth are
offenders or victims. While they may in fact increase the
overall pool of potential offenders and victims and thus
levels of crime, we interpret institutionally isolated
youth as a potentially toxic characteristic of
communities, one that is indicative of social milieu
conducive to criminal activity in the population at large
(Wilson, 1987). A widespread failure to integrate youth
into mainstream social institutions effectively attenuates
levels of social capital and severs instrumental
connections to mainstream society and age specific
informal social control mechanisms. This failure to
promote the establishment of resource-rich network ties
and institutional attachments reduces access to social
and economic resources, undermines social integration
and informal social control mechanisms, and leaves
communities ill-equipped for concerted action and
unable to defend community interests (Kasarda &
Janowitz, 1974). From a cultural standpoint, strong and
stable institutional attachments and informal control
10
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mechanisms coupled with resource-rich social
networks are essential to mainstream cultural
learning and the internalization of mainstream
values and pro-social behavior. In the absence of
such critical mechanism the community‘s
organizational capacity and ability to address
common problems is compromised and crime rates
will rise (Sampson, 1987; Shihadeh & Steffensmeier,
1994).
Our goal was to begin an earnest discourse
regarding the impact of institutionally isolated youth
on levels of crime. As such, there any many
questions to be addressed in future research. It is
widely recognized that structural disadvantage
serves as an exogenous source of social
disorganization,
which
is
the
intervening
mechanism linking factors such as poverty and
unemployment to crime. A number of intervening
mechanisms have been identified in the extant
literature including: social cohesion, local network
ties, organizational participation, the ability to
supervise and control residents (particularly youth);
and family instability (Sampson, 1987; Sampson &
Groves, 1989; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls,
1997). While such mechanisms are critical to the
social disorganization perspective, most analyses
infer the effects of such intervening mechanisms
without actually measuring them. Based on the
pattern of correlations between structural
disadvantage, floaters, and crime rates identified in
this analysis, future studies should explore whether
the institutional isolation of youth is a mechanism
that mediates the impact of structural disadvantage
on crime rates. If the institutional isolation of youth
is substantiated as an intervening mechanism on par
with those identified above, such measures may
become critical control measures in future macro
level analyses of crime.
Future research must also move beyond
analyses of aggregate data. The association between
institutionally isolated youth and crime does not
require the inference that such youth are involved in
crime as either offenders or victims, however, the
fact remains that youth are involved in a
disproportionate amount of crime. Future individual
level analyses should explore whether such youth
are disproportionately involved in crime. Such
studies would also allow for the consideration of
attachments to additional social institutions,
particularly the family and religion and will be

integral to documenting how and why institutionally
marginalized youth impact levels of crime – is this
simply a case of demographic accounting or are
populations of such youth an intervening
mechanisms linking structural disadvantage to rates
of crime.
REFERENCES
Blau, J.R. & Blau, P.M. (1982). The cost of
inequality: Metropolitan structure and
violent crime. American Sociological Review,
47(1), 114-129.
Chilton, R. & Speilberger, A. (1971). Is delinquency
increasing? Age structure and the crime rate.
Social Forces, 49(3), 487-493.
Cohen, L.E. & Felson, M. (1979). Social change
and crime rate trends: A routine activities
approach. American Sociological Review, 44(4),
588-608.
Cohen, L.E. & Land, K.C. (1987). Age structure and
crime: Symmetry versus asymmetry and the
projection of crime rates through
the 1990‘s. American Sociological Review, 52(2),
170-183.
Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2010) Crime in the
United States: 2009. Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
Gartner, R. (1990). The victims of homicide: A
temporal and cross-national comparison.
American Sociological Review, 53(1), 92-106.
Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. Berkley:
University of California Press.
Kasarda, J.D. & Janowitz, M. (1974). Community
attachment in mass society. American
Sociological Review, 39(3), 328-339.
Krivo, L.J. & Peterson, R.D. (2000). The structural
context of homicide: Accounting for race
differences in process. American Sociological
Review, 39(4), 549-559.
11

Volume XXXVII, Issue 1

January 2012

Liska, A.E. & Reed, M.D. (1985). Ties to
conventional institutions and delinquency:
Estimating reciprocal effects. American
Sociological Review, 50(4), 547-560.

Phillips, J.A. (2006). The relationship between age
structure and homicide rates in the United
States, 1970 to 1999. Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency, 43(3), 230-260.

Lee, M.R. (2006). The religious institutional base
and violent crime in rural areas. Journal for
the Scientific Study of Religion, 45(3), 309-324.

Sampson, R.J. 1987. Urban black violence: The
effect of male joblessness and family
disruption. American Journal of Sociology,
93(2), 348-382.

Lee, M.R. & Ousey, G.C. (2005). Institutional
access, residential segregation, and urban
black homicide. Sociological Inquiry, 75(1),
31-54.

Sampson, R.J & Groves, B.W. (1989). Community
structure and crime: Testing social
disorganization theory. American Journal of
Sociology, 94(4), 774-802.

Levitt, S.D. (1999). The limited role of changing
age structure in explaining aggregate crime
rates. Criminology, 37(3), 581-597.

Sampson, R.J., Raudenbush, S.W., and Earls, F.
(1997). Neighborhoods and Violent Crime:
A multilevel study of collective efficacy.
Science, 227(5,328), 918-924.

Marvell, T. & Moody, C. (1991). Age structure and
crime rates: The conflicting evidence.
Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 7(3), 237273.

Shihadeh, E.S. and Steffensmeier, D.J. (1994).
Economic inequality, family disruption, and
urban violence: Cities as units of
stratification and social control. Social Forces,
73(2), 729-751.

Massey, D.S. & Denton, N.A. (1993). American
Apartheid. Harvard University Press.

Steffensmeier, D & Harer, M.D. (1987). Is the crime
rate really falling? An ‗aging‘ U.S.
population and its impact on the nation‘s
crime rate, 1980 – 1985. Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency, 24(1), 23-48.

Merton, R.K. (1938). Social structure and anomie.
American Sociological Review, 3(5), 672-682.
Messner, S.F. & Rosenfeld, R. (2007). Crime and the
American Dream, 4th Edition. Belmont:
Wadsworth.
Neapolitan, J.L. (1998). Cross-national variation in
homicides: Is race a factor? Criminology,
36(1), 139-156.

Steffensmeier, D.J. & Sreifel, C. (1991). Age, gender
and crime across three historical periods:
1935, 1960, and 1985. Social Forces, 69(3),
869-894.

O‘Brien, R.M. (1989) Relative cohort size and agespecific crime rates: An age-period relativecohort-size-model. Criminology, 27(1), 57-78.

Stockard, J. & O‘Brien, R.M. (2002). Cohort effects
on suicide rates: International variations.
American Sociological Review, 67(6), 854-872.

Pampel, F.C. & Gartner, R. (1995) Age structure,
socio-political institutions, and homicide.
European Sociological Review, 11(3), 23-260.

Tolbert, C.M., T. A. Lyson, and M. D. Irwin., 1998.
Local capitalism, civic engagement, and
socioeconomic well-being. Social Forces, 77,
401–429.

Peterson, R.D. & Krivo, L.J. (1993). Racial
segregation and black urban homicides.
Social Forces, 71(4), 1001-1026.

Wilson, W.J. (1987). The truly disadvantaged: The
inner city, the underclass, and public policy.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
12

Volume XXXVII, Issue 1

January 2012

Table 3: Comparison of Mean Crime Rates

Disengaged Youth
per 16-19
population

Above
Median

Murder

Robbery

Assault

Burglary

Auto
Theft

4.99

59.00

282.04

700.78

217.05

2.62

30.08

153.95

473.79

144.97

4.86

58.70

280.76

697.46

215.88

2.73

30.02

153.68

474.40

145.28

(N= 1237)
(Median = 8.37)
Below Median
(N=1236)
Disengaged Youth
per total population

Above
Median

(Median = .47)

(N= 1252)
Below Median
(N=1251)

All differences are significant at p<.001

******************

Researchers, Police and Crime Analysts: A Conversation with the Deaf
and a Tour with the Blind
Rebecca K. Murray, Creighton University

Several policing researchers have noted or
alluded to what Bradley and Nixon (2009) refer to
as a ―Dialogue with the Deaf‖; where the
disjuncture between the ―language‖ that researchers
and police speak has created a divide of aims that
has been difficult to bridge, in both the ―critical
research tradition‖ and in the ―evidence based
policy research tradition‖ (p. 424). In part, this
chasm stems from the perceived need of academics
to maintain an objective distance and the perceived
need of police to work outside the bounds of
research; that is, to be free to apply professional
knowledge (or ―instinct‖) based on experience
rather than on criminological knowledge. What
Bradley and Nixon, as well as other researchers (see
Boba, 2010; Boba & Crank, 2008; Buerger, 2010)
have suggested is that, through a number of specific
efforts on the part of both police agencies and

researchers, this ―dialogue‖ can begin to be heard
by both sides, particularly through the policy
research tradition, where police and researchers
are ostensibly aiming for the same or similar
overall goals.
Indeed, at least if recent research is any
indication, there are plenty of examples where
this ―language barrier‖ has begun to be broken,
and where current, criminal justice researchers
work effectively, if not seamlessly, with
professional police departments (see Kennedy,
Caplan, & Piza, 2011 and Ratcliffe, Taniguchi,
Groff, & Wood, 2011). However, few authors
have included in their discussion on this
‗dialogue‘ what specific role that crime analysts,
especially those that operate within police
departments, should play. After all, these
relatively recent ―players‖ in police departments
13

Volume XXXVII, Issue 1

January 2012

seem on the surface to bridge the research/policing
gap. As many crime analysis units are situated
within police departments themselves but engage in
specialized data collection and manipulation, they
appear to answer the call for police to use concrete
data in their work without the need for ―outside‖
academics. Indeed, Giblin (2005) aptly notes that
the formation of ―crime analysis units‖ in a slew of
department (even small, relatively understaffed
departments)
represents
an
organizational
adaptation (by way of elaboration and
isomorphism) by police departments to move
towards an incorporation of research into strategic
command. Crime analysis units, they note, and
especially those focused on spatial elements, have
been the result of demand by federal institutions,
local communities and even other police agencies
(see also Crank and Langworthy, 1996).
Nowhere is this more evident than in crime
mapping and geographic analysis, where analysts
can crank out extraordinarily complex spatial
representations of crime patterns. Far from the
days of the ―push pin‖ wall map, modern crime
analysis units using GIS software can easily not
only identify point locales of criminal activity, they
can also utilize a slew of technological wizardry to
demonstrate gradients of hot, warm and even tepid
spots across the urban landscape, and represent
them through a myriad of different styles. Placefocused policing, rooted in data mapping, has
become an important tool for many agencies (Boba,
2005). This also seems to address the pressure for
police departments to become ―evidence based‖
without the risk of giving up control as they might
in
partnering
with
academics
on
say,
experimentally designed patrol (Boba, 2010).
Yet, as noted by Kennedy et al. (2011, p.
341): ―Despite the evident success of this
technology in operational policing, there is a
manifest disconnect between the conventional
practice of mapping and the demands by police
agencies to be responsive to the dynamic nature and
needs of the communities they serve.‖
It seems unlikely that the inability of police
agencies to utilize spatial analysis to its full
potential lies in the lack of attempts by academics to
incorporate the idea into research. In fact, the
concern with place, which has come to be known as
environmental
criminology,
has
increased

substantially in a historically short period of time
(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995; Cohen &
Felson, 1979; Felson, 2002; Lipton &
Gruenewald, 2002; Ratcliffe, 2004; Ratcliffe et
al., 2011; Roncek & Bell, 1981; Roncek & Maier,
1991; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Sherman et al.,
1989; Skogan, 1990; Taylor & Harrell, 1996;
Wilson & Kelling, 1982, just to name a few).
It also seems unlikely that crime analysis
and particularly spatial analysis has fallen short
because of any lack of technical ability or
performance on the part of crime analysts. As
suggested above, mapping specialists often
display an enormous amount of technical
prowess and the sheer variability in spatial
representations of crime is astounding. Indeed,
many analysts ―hold degrees in non-policing
fields such as Geography that provide training in
advanced mapping and GIS‖ (White, 2008, p. 1).
However, while many departments use hot-spot
analysis as a diagnostic tool and especially for
tactical purposes, very few departments have
successfully used hot spot analysis as a consistent
tool for long-term patrol strategies (Kennedy et
al., 2011; Boba & Crank, 2008; Boba, 2005). Its
utility as a problem solving tool, incorporated
into
long
term
strategic
analysis,
is
underdeveloped.
The inability of police departments to
potentiate spatial analysis likely stems from
several issues, but at its heart is the idea that crime
analysts simply view crime data and spatial analysis
differently than both police and academics.
Academics tend to identify crime data within the
context of criminological theory, thus taking a
very broad view of crime data, with particular
attention to how it interacts with other data (such
as economic data, urban structures or ecological
design). Police tend to want to incorporate crime
data as a way to understand the reality of crime,
and more importantly, in order to develop tactical
responses to crime (mainly through patrol).
These very different views are nothing new to
either camp, and have served as the backdrop of
the ―deaf dialogue‖. Crime analysts, however,
are often trained to inspect and analyze crime
data only. In other words, the data itself is the
entirety of a crime analyst‘s job. And while most
analysts are aware that their manipulations may
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be the result of other processes (such as is explained
through theory) or the basis for action (such as
police operations), their job often does not entail
connecting the data to these other entities. There are
a few important historical reasons that crime
analysis (especially spatial analysis) has developed
separately from both police and academic
considerations.
First, hot spot (or any) spatial analysis has
historically been somewhat complex.
Spatial
analysis that utilized complex logarithms and
expensive software was typically done outside of
police departments, and often took place in other
offices such as city planning (Block, 1995). Even
when accessible mapping software and small
computers that were easily able to handle the
software became commonplace in departments, the
―crime analysis unit,‖ while housed centrally, was
still run by individuals who were not trained in
patrol or policing. The result was that complex
mapping techniques evolved separately from the rest
of the police department.
Second, and somewhat related to the first,
even in departments where mapping is routine, the
more robust analytical mapping tools and products
are not available for field analysis. Departments,
though producing crime mapping products for
COMPSTAT meetings and for public consumption,
often do not have a ready mechanism for relaying
that information to street-engaged commanders.
This is in part because of the reactive nature of
crime mapping – one cannot analyze a ―hot spot‖
until the data is inputted into a system and
translated into a visual representation, but it has also
meant that officers may not be engaged in the
development of mapping techniques.
Although
the
reasons
for
the
‗disengagement‘ of spatial analysis from both police
and academics are understandable, the result of this
has meant that, while this tool has brought a great
deal of clarity in the spatial layout of criminal
activity, it has not been successful in ‗translating the
dialogue‘ between academics and police. In fact in
some ways spatial analysis has added another layer
of obscurity to both the dialogue and the vision of a
true professional/academic partnership. Below are
a few ways in which spatial analysis has overlooked
both theoretical and practical considerations in
policing.

USE OF “HOT SPOTS”
―Hot spots,‖ in their most general sense,
refer to specific locations that hosted a number of
crimes (Spring & Block, 1988; Eck & Weisburd,
1995). Visually, the idea of ―hot spots‖ simply
means that an area of high concentration of crime
can be identified on a map. This concentration can
be of particular crimes such as a cluster of gang
shootings or a more general grouping of crimes
such as ―violent hot spots.‖ But beyond this, there
is little consensus regarding the makeup of a hot
spot – an issue that has been problematic both in
terms of linking them with other variables and
addressing them through police operations. These
problems stem primarily from morphology and size.
There are various software packages that
create hot spots, but the most common technique
originally adopted by police agencies involves an
analysis tool called STAC (Spatial and Temporal
Analysis of Crime). This tool uses an algorithm to
determine how many ―points‖ of crime need to be
counted and how close they need to be to each
other to be called a ―hot spot.‖ First, the program
places a grid, which looks like a table, over a
mapped surface, then draws circles or rings around
each node, or the intersection of the cells of the
table. This technique can be done through statistical
packages such as SpaceStat (www.terraseer.com) or
directly through GIS applications such as ArcGIS
(www.esri.com). Hence, historically, the typical
shape of a ―hot spot‖ was spherical or elliptical.
This has evolved into areas of concentration that
are more specific to the point files themselves,
resulting not as much in ellipses, but in ―splotches‖
that more accurately note the areas of criminal
activity.
The original creation of ellipses, however,
demonstrates the divergence of crime analysis from
the constraints of patrol operations. That is,
spheres, ellipses or even ―splotches‖ differ from
patrol zones, city blocks or any recognizable reality
(Murray & Roncek, 2008). In fact, the only place
that these concentrations truly exist is virtually, on a
computer screen, which does not need to conform
to any physical or political boundaries or
landscapes. As such, efforts to fit a statistically
determined hot-spot boundary line to a
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geographically-based police patrol unit may
produce practical complications -- a hot spot may
spill over into several patrol areas, each area
containing only a small portion of the hot spot, for
instance.
Bowers and Johnson (2003) also discuss
some of the difficulties inherent in determining size
of zones such as hot spots or buffer areas (that
might surround an urban facility, for instance). It
must be large enough to identify change, but small
enough to note where change occurs. This is
particularly important in applying criminological
theory to hot spot analysis.
If facilities such as
schools or bars may be theorized to affect crime,
testing this assumption depends on the appropriate
―cut off‖ for expected relationship. This would
also be crucial in addressing the effect that
increased patrol might have on crime
concentrations. Many software packages tend to
default to determining ―hot‖ or ―warm‖ spots
based on a standard deviation of the density
distribution. And while this might make sense
from
a
statistical
standpoint,
theoretical
mechanisms might assume varying degrees of hot
spot concentration with social predictors, or
conversely, crime dispersion with intervention
efforts. Current research by Weisburd, Morris and
Ready (2008) suggests that identifying place too
loosely can result in difficulty assessing police
practices.
One way that problems with size and
morphology have been addressed by police
agencies is to try and force the points to conform to
other measures.
Usually this occurs by
―aggregating up‖ – a process by which the
individual points are counted within these other
units. For instance, rather than just noting the
concentrated points of crime themselves, this
process would identify the number of points in a
block or a police district. So rather than looking at
hot ―spots‖ one would have hot ―districts‖ or hot
―blocks‖. This technique is beneficial in that it
allows agencies to work with a space that is already
known. However, this technique also has many
drawbacks.
One of these issues is called
Modifiable Aerial Unit Problem (MAUP)
(Openshaw, 1984; Ratcliffe, 2005). This potential
limitation can occur as data is aggregated from one

unit of analysis to another and is most pervasive
when the units are arbitrary in nature (Ratcliffe,
2005). This can also be inefficient, as only some
areas of the aggregate unit may be ―hot‖ and in
need of intervention.
Of course, the most advanced mapping
software can address both issues of morphology
and size. Hot spots and buffer zones can take on
any shape that a user specifies, and both size and
intensity can also be easily modified.
The
problem is that tactical success is tied not to the
visual attractiveness or even acuity of spatial
representations of crime, but to concrete
knowledge about the specific nature of crime
patterns, clusters, and their relationship to social
factors, as well as the practical limitations and
needs of law enforcement. For many crime
analysts, this knowledge can only be tied to
interaction and true partnerships with academics,
and a more nuanced collaboration with law
enforcement personnel.
VARIANCE IN FOCUS
While crime analysis units can be quite
useful in identifying patterns of crime over space
and even time, police departments still tend to
focus on characteristics of individuals with
criminal intent, not just on place. In fact, although
the idea of ―hot spot‖ policing has evolved to be a
locale-centered approach, its early history was
rooted in Shaw and McKay‘s (1942) study of the
addresses of delinquent boys, Even Sherman‘s
(1989) seminal piece examined the concentration
of crime at specific addresses, which easily served as
a proxy for crime-prone individuals, rather than
neighborhoods or even blocks.
Some of the latest developments such as
public health approaches to dealing with crime,
while taking into account social structures, focus
on the idea that the best use of police time and
resources is to concentrate efforts on a small
number of offenders (Weisburd et al., 2008). This
is especially salient in juvenile delinquency, where
policing efforts that focus on risk and protective
factors have emerged (Loeber & Farrington, 2001;
Weisburd et al., 2008). This can also be seen in
the development of specialized units that focus as
much on hot shots as hot spots, such as gang or
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robbery unitS, aimed at the suppression of those
crimes, typically by identifying individuals
associated with those crimes (Crank, Murray,
Irlbeck, & Sundermeier, 2011). Funding agencies
have followed suit, tying incentives to programs
that focus on reducing persistent offenders, and
potentially competing with incentives to focus on
place (Woodhams & Toye, 2007).
While researchers such as Weisburd (see
Braga & Weisburd, 2010; Weisburd et al., 2008;
Hinkle & Weisburd, 2008) advocate for ―microplace‖ research that might combine individual,
community and structural factors that might help to
predict crime, the reality of using such nuanced
efforts is not on the radar for most police
departments, especially those that do not have
working relationships with academics. In addition,
some crime analysis units do focus on individual
characteristics, particularly with mechanisms such
as forensic profiling and comparative case analysis
(Burrell & Bull, 2010). The reality is that many
police officers take an individual-level approach to
serious and persistent criminal activity, however,
this might counter a spatial approach that
effectively renders criminal activity anonymous
geographic locales. Thus, while specialized teams
such as gang units might rely on crime analysis to
update them on the status of gang crime, the focus
on prevention efforts rarely centers on the
criminogenic realities of place.
Finally, perhaps the most logistical issue
with crime analysis units is that they are perceived,
both within the units and among law enforcement
agents, as separate structures within police
departments. While this may offer an air of
objectivity for analysts, the reality is that police
agencies themselves prefer to remain rigidly
compartmentalized,
crime
analysis
units
notwithstanding. The result is that ―some analysts
might feel too intimidated to risk offering strategic
suggestions that are at odds with established
opinions. In other instances, analysts might not
have the credibility or clout to make their opinions
heard‖(White, 2007, p.14). This may encourage a
separation that not only maintains territorial
boundaries, but perhaps encourages competition for
resources among agencies.
Certainly, as with the continued dialogue

between academics and police agencies, there is
plenty of reason to be optimistic that crime analysts
can be brought into the conversation and that the
picture of crime and the corresponding crime
reduction efforts can be one that is evident to all
parties. As crime analysis units, as well as police
departments, begin to work with academics to
determine both how criminological theory and
practical agency considerations can work together,
we will continue to see instances in which all three
players understand one another‘s dialogue and are
sharing the same view.
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The Rise of the Evidence Based Practice Movement and New Opportunities
for Criminal Justice Research
J. Mitchell Miller, University of Texas, San Antonio
Following other disciplines, ―evidence
based‖ has quickly evolved from a catchword
concept to normative practice throughout the
criminal
justice
system
with
important
implications for academic criminology and
criminal justice.
While the discipline
acknowledges the need for research input in
decision making toward system betterment and
social justice outcomes, applied research has
received unpredictable support across justice
system stakeholders at state and local levels
(Mears, 2010; Walker, 2011). The consequence is
too often evident in processes and policies
influenced more so by tradition and ideology than
empirical knowledge. To close this gap, the
United States Department of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs and its multiple branches,
particularly the Bureau of Justice Assistance
(BJA), the National Institute of Justice (NIJ), the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC), and the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP), have been emphasizing
evidence based practices (EBP) as a new way of
doing business that systematically interrelates
science and the justice system.
Having emulated George Clooney‘s
character Ryan Bingham in the recent movie Up
in the Air over the last year (sans the good looks
but similarly in pursuit of HHonors Points), I‘ve
participated in probably too many state and
federal justice agency conferences and sponsored
grantee meetings in evaluator, consultant, and
presenter roles. Categorically, EBP has been a
pronounced theme across these events. Given the
constancy and scope of the pro evidence maxim,
it is evident that system change is at hand. This
impending paradigmatic shift in the criminal and
juvenile justice systems will undoubtedly have
ripple effects for crime and justice research and
thus academic criminology and criminal justice
(CCJ).

Such characterization may seem an
overstatement to those in the Academy whose
primary familiarity with the Office of Justice
Programs is through NIJ disseminated research
products, sponsored workshops, webinars, and
funding opportunities.
Because NIJ is the
research branch of the Office of Justice
Programs, the evidence movement is perhaps
more apparent in its activities and funding
streams than with other justice (e.g., BJA, NIC,
OJJDP) and directly related agencies (e.g.,
Substance Abuse Mental Health Services
Administration, National Institute of Drug
Abuse)
more
focused
on
prevention,
enforcement, program development, and similar
services delivery objectives.
It is the movement toward EBP in these
applied contexts wherein the best prospects for
real system change lie due to the inherent
pragmatism of programming and considerable
federal crime and justice funding.
While
research minded agencies like NIJ and the
National Science Foundation are heavily vested
in EBP activities and advocacy, ―system
focused‖ justice agencies have been steadily
developing and promoting evidence themed
organizational cultures. The results are reflected
in policy changes, federal funding priorities, and
new
conditions
impacting
practitioners,
researchers, and, to an unprecedented degree, an
interdependence of each on the other. The
evidence movement is facilitating an intersection
of technocratic and science objectives,
redirecting and heavily vesting the prospects for
success of the former in the latter. Related
research opportunities are apt to increase as
practitioners necessarily must rethink grants
acquisition to better infuse empirical information
throughout proposals from problem statements,
treatment modality selection, and, particularly,
evaluation plans.
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DEFINING EBP
Evidence-based practice generally refers to
the use of scientific research as the basis for
engineering the best practices of an applied field.
The EBP movement originated during the 1990s in
the fields of medicine and nursing from where it has
quickly spread to other disciplines including
psychology, education, and social work (Sackett,
Richards, Rosenberg, & Haynes, 1997; DiCenso,
Cullum, & Ciliska, 1998; Dobson & Craig, 1998).
There are multiple EBP definitions that typically
reflect and emphasize the defining discipline‘s
specific interests. Medical definitions of evidence
based practice, for example, emphasize ―the
conscientious, explicit, and judicious use of current
best evidence in making decisions about the care of
patients…evidence based means integrating clinical
expertise with the best available external evidence
from systematic research"(Sackett et al., 1996: 71).
Social work, alternatively views EBP as a process
entailing intervention and counseling plan
specification that generates desired results based on
the ―best available‖ research, while highlighting
social work values like client autonomy and
experientially derived wisdom (Gambrill, 2003;
Gilgun, 2006). Different again, the American
Psychological Association defines EBP in terms of
synthesizing ―the best available research with
clinical expertise in the context of patient
characteristics, culture and preferences‖(2006, p.
273).
Through interdisciplinary work, the
commonalities across various definitions have been
blended and provide widely accepted minimal
standards for best practice specification: causal
effect, successful replication, and evaluation rigor –
a standard that varies widely across the natural,
behavioral, and social sciences, and even more so in
the applied professional fields. Shared definitions
ease interdisciplinary and interagency collaboration
and, ostensibly, increased transparency to the public
that services will be cost justified and provide
optimal results under treatment conditions. While
EBPs generally indicate treatments and activities
empirically researched and proven effective as
indicated by measureable positive outcomes, a
singular orientation is neither possible nor desirable

due to different functions and objectives across
agencies and disciplines.
EBPs theoretically offer potential benefits
for all stakeholders. Through data rather than
experience or ideology driven decision-making,
service providers can improve and professionalize
performance to realize better outcomes with
enhanced efficiency.
Clients, patients, and
offenders stand to benefit from services clustered
around proven intervention and treatment
approaches while data collection and analysis
driving
EBP
processes
provide
research
opportunities.
EVIDENCE BASED PRACTICES IN
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
In the context of criminology and criminal
justice, EBP denotes strategies and programs that
have documented scientific evidence (i.e. refereed
published research). To be considered evidence
based, a program, treatment modality, or practice
must have been: 1) previously implemented and
delivered, 2) scientifically evaluated and found to
be effective, and 3) successfully replicated. Often,
EBP is thought of as simply re-jargoned ―best
practices‖ but differs in regard to more rigorous
science requirements.
For CCJ, this means
executing experimental, randomized control trials
whenever possible or approximating random
assignment through quasi-experimental design
alternatives. Control of confounding variables
through random assignment or propensity score
matching has become a new evaluation standard,
as has cross-site replication of findings. These
elements contrast with traditional best practices
approaches that too often were comprised of
conventional wisdom and reliance on established,
self-recurring procedures, that while often
successful, are not known to be generalizable.
In regard to the criminal justice system, the
evidence movement is redefining organizational
processes around data collection and analysis. The
evidence theme has spawned a flurry of new
acronyms in addition to EBP, including evidence
based program (EBPr), evidence based culture
(EBC), and, most notably, evidence based
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organization (EBO). As the name suggests, an EBO
utilizes empirical information to better realize
specified outcomes. In addition to confirmation of
outcomes through continuous measurement and
data analysis, EBOs promote evidence culture
through internal communication and outreach
dissemination
intended
to
demonstrate
connectedness to the evidence movement and the
spread of EBPs. In short, EBOs embrace data driven
decision-making which provide an objective and
justifiable rationale for implementing programs that
might otherwise be deemed too progressive or
innovative (Melnik & Fineout-Overhoit, 2005).
EBOs, then, foster evidence based cultures –
environments supportive of and increasingly
dependent upon research, generally.
Such
environments feature combinations of strength-based
approaches, research related training for staff (e.g.,
interviewing techniques and data recording), and
professional development emphasizing analytical
and critical thinking.
Information sharing,
communication patterns and ethics are also regular
EBC elements consistent with accountability
demands (NIC, 2009). The ongoing development of
self-report measurement tools indicating skills
necessary to implement an EBP agenda, such as the
Evidence-based Practice Skills Assessment (EBPSA)
used in corrections, suggests that the evidence
movement has taken root and is being
institutionalized through capacity planning (Ameen
& Loeffler-Cobia, 2010).
Through development of an EBP culture,
practitioners can minimize implementation of
popular approaches poorly suited for their
jurisdiction or offenders needs, learn from past
experience, and achieve greater uniformity and
accountability. Moreover, evidence based driven
needs assessment and empirical research should
inform justice reinvestment initiatives leading to the
additional resources that will be needed to balance
public safety and rehabilitation needs in lingering
tough economic times. In all, EBP is an easy sale
that informs stakeholders of efforts and results while,
most importantly, improving the chances of reducing
crime, increasing offender success, and realizing
system savings.

OPPORTUNITIES MOVING FORWARD
Research opportunities naturally attach
to EBP initiatives per the built-in dependence on
program fidelity, data collection, and analysis,
all of which validate applied criminology and
justice science by expanding the market for
evaluation services. Below, three opportunity
points specific to the EBP movement are
highlighted for consideration.
Research-Practitioner
Partnerships:
Scientists have long advocated how research
can and should be instrumental to juvenile and
criminal justice program design, modification
and assessment so as to ensure that limited
resources are wisely allocated to crime
prevention and reduction activities apt to be
successful and focused on appropriate
audiences. Funding requests featuring rigorous
evaluation
plans
including
fidelity
demonstration, impact, and fiscal accountability
are more likely to be awarded than those
without these EBP components.
Rather
than
seize
upon
such
opportunities, practitioners are too often
preoccupied with the potential negative results
that science might render. While trust and
rapport establishment will likely remain a
challenge in some settings, the EBP movement
facilitates entry and understanding of
cooperation through requisite research-practice
partnerships (RPP) increasingly specified in
requests for proposals. To help align research
and practice activities with partnership
objectives, federally funded EBP initiatives are
also increasingly providing technical assistance
components to ensure holistic stakeholder
engagement and system wide data collection.
RPPs can directly benefit practitioners
through the advances of science while providing
researchers
with
meaningful
research
opportunities in applied settings, but there are
also collateral benefits. RPPs often solidify
around a shared research interest, services
delivery, or program initiative with funding
conditions requiring an evaluation component.
Once established, these partnerships are ready
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made arrangements for a mutually beneficial
exchange of knowledge and professional services
such as adjunct instructor selection, student
internship
placement,
graduate
student
recruitment, and professional training and
continuing education.
Applied Research: Criminologists are all too
familiar with the challenges and hurdles associated
with conducting justice research, ranging from
negotiating pre-award practitioner commitment
and unexpected data collection changes to often
complex human subjects and legal issues
inseparable from studying crime and criminals.
―Outsider-interloper‖ and ―academic-know-it-all‖
stigmas linger long and often remain an obstacle.
Accordingly, salesmanship has long been a
requisite skill for would-be evaluators that too
often must contextualize proposed research
activity in a justificatory fashion. The EBP
movement eases the longstanding researcherpractitioner divide and expedites agency buy-in
through grant requirements and norm propaganda
reinforcing EBP as the new normal.
In addition to federal and state funding
ventures, non-profits have been incentivized by the
OJJDP Model Program Guide that uses evidence
ratings based on the evaluation literature of
specific modalities and interventions. Research
documenting ratings on four areas of program
effectiveness (conceptual framework, program
fidelity, evaluation design, and empirical evidence
demonstrating impact) have bolstered RPPs as
non-profit youth work and delinquency prevention
organizations link their prospects for funding
success to inclusion in the OJJDP guide. As
agency programs and non-profit service providers
vie for higher ratings into exemplary, effective, and
promising categories based on degree of research
support, the process of simply partnering with the
most available social scientist will likely be
replaced by those offering greater expertise and
experience. The evidence movement is apparent
elsewhere
throughout
OJP,
especially
CrimeSolutions.gov which identifies rigorous
research to orient juvenile and criminal justice
decision-making in predictable approaches known
to work. Model programs on this site are also
scored into ―effective‖, ―promising‖, and ―no

effect‖ categories, not unlike other agency
rating schemes (e.g., experimental, sufficient,
and minimal) also ultimately program
evaluation dependent.
Qualitative Inclusion: Though still underutilized, generally, and particularly in
evaluation, the EBP movement will promote
qualitative research in criminology and criminal
justice because of the superiority of mixedmethods research designs to singular
alternatives. Qualitative techniques addressing
program integrity and implementation intensity
are necessary to meaningfully attribute observed
statistical outcomes (most often recidivism and
relapse) to the treatment plan or some other
programmatic independent variable rather than
modality variance or mere coincidence (Miller,
Tillyer, & Miller, 2012). In order for observed
statistical findings specifying program outcomes
to be credible, validating qualitative process
research first must be conducted so as to
establish program fidelity and thus distinguish
between theoretical (modality compliance) and
implementation (quality of services delivery)
failure. Requirements of ―high fidelity‖ are
necessary for top ratings in many of the agency
scoring schemes, thereby ensuring a meaningful
qualitative research role in EBP initiatives.
Though neglected in CCJ, qualitative
research is outright denigrated in some natural,
medical and public health ideations of EBP.
Hard science EBP cultures include decisionmaking based on research comprised of
determining studies selected according to
rigorous criteria that utterly disregard
theoretical and qualitative research (Sackett et.
al., 1996). In regard to mixed-methods and the
commitment to program fidelity demonstration,
CCJ research is more holistic and progressive
than the natural sciences who have become
perhaps overly vested in clinical trials that
inform what works and to what degree, but not
why or how.
The
implementation
of
EBPs
throughout the justice systems are sure to prove
challenging as bureaucracies naturally resist
change. To successfully develop an EBC,
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dedicated commitment to change across all
organizational levels will be necessary so as to
ensure individual and collective emphasis on
accountability. Administrators will have to part
with longtime practices in consideration of data
driven implications and deal with those forced out
of their comfort zone. Once the dust settles, the
EBP movement will likely provide a range of
additional research opportunities for criminologists
and criminal justice scientists for some time.
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Research Note

data integration process among agencies serving
youth in that state. The note examines the gaps
that exist in data collection, the obstacles involved
in data integration, and makes recommendations
for overcoming these gaps and obstacles.

Entering the Rabbit Warren:
The Trials, Tribulations (and Some
Successes) of Integrating Juvenile
Justice Data

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Although not extensive, the literature
supports the need for data integration. Some of the
calls for integration stem from the desire for more
information; but a larger portion of the literature
argues for integration based on the need for better
provision of services from multiple agencies.
An early call for data integration came
from the National Adolescent and Child Treatment
Study (NACTS). That study showed that less than
6% of seriously emotionally disturbed youth
received services from only one system, and nearly
4 out of 10 received services from 3 systems
(Greenbaum, Foster-Johnson, & Petrila, 1996).
According to Greenbaum et al. (1996), the most
frequently accessed services were mental health
(93%), juvenile justice (80%), school-based special
education (71%), and child welfare (69%). The
authors included a follow up of those youth six
years later and found that approximately 40% of
youth had been arrested and one third were
adjudicated in criminal court. Moreover, children
who had contact with the system earlier in their
lives were disproportionately represented among
those with the worst outcomes (Greenbaum et al.,
1996).
Teplin (2001) also found that, among the
youth discharged from a mental health placement,
75% were either readmitted to mental health
placements or committed to a juvenile correctional
facility. Further, a large number of juveniles in
detention centers (Teplin, 2001) and juvenile
correctional facilities (McGarvey & Waite, 2000)
have substance abuse problems, which often go
unaddressed and have been found to be intertwined
with other problem behaviors (Huizigna & JakobChien, 1998). These findings highlight the
complexity of the issues confronted by youth
involved in the juvenile justice system. Barriers to
holistic, integrated services are exacerbated by

Stacy C. Moak, Johanna M. Thomas, Shaun A.
Thomas, Jeffery T. Walker, & Thomas Zawisza
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Previous research supports the premise that
youth problem behaviors do not stem from one
source, but instead represent a complicated
interaction of individual, environmental, and
systemic issues in a child‘s life (Loeber &
Farrington, 2001; Hawkins, Kosterman, Catalano,
Hill, & Abbot, 2005). When the issues youth face
are brought to the attention of authorities, they are
often haphazardly processed through the
fragmented systems charged with addressing their
problems (Armstrong, 1998). To better serve these
youth, and close many of the gaps through which
children fall in the system, there is an overwhelming
need for data integration of organizations serving
at-risk youth. Just as there is a need for youth
services to be integrated to optimize service
delivery, reduce over-reliance on residential
facilities, and improve outcomes for youth, data
related to the treatment of youth also need to be
integrated for optimal benefit.
Beyond having integrated systems, it is
critical that data are available in a usable format to
those responsible for making decisions relative to
funding and treatment of youth issues. Because
many child and adolescent issues share common
risk and protective factors (Howell, 2003), problems
in multiple areas can be positively affected by
integrated interventions. To properly implement
those interventions, a comprehensive strategy
involving a continuum of integrated, comprehensive
services that build on the strengths of each child and
family and reflect evidenced-based practices are
required (Howell, Kelly, Palme, & Mangum, 2004).
The purpose of this research note is to
provide an overview of one state‘s effort to begin the
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fragmented data collection and the lack of ability to
comprehensively study youth needs.
Studies such as these led others to call for
greater integration and release of data related to
juveniles. In 2009, the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency (NCCD) recommended that the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) and state agencies collect and
make available the information necessary for
meaningful discussions and reporting of youth crime
and system responses (Krisberg, Hartney, Wolf, &
Silva, 2009). NCCD argued that these resources
must be timely and accessible to audiences with a
range of backgrounds, expertise, and interests, to
include not just researchers or academics, but the
media, elected officials, law enforcement, other
agencies, and the public (Krisberg, Hartney, Wolf, &
Silva, 2009). Types of information they proposed to
be made available included data about crime; the
youth and family; risk and protective factors for
crime; the structure and purpose of the juvenile
justice system; the nature and impact of effective best
practices in programming and service provisions for
at-risk and system-involved-youth; the impact of
incarceration; the causes of and responses to crime;
issues related to class, race, ethnicity, and
immigration; and blueprints for effective responses to
crime (Krisberg, Hartney, Wolf, & Silva, 2009). It
was recommended that efforts to integrate data
sources include an internet based clearinghouse of
information, formatted for easy access by both the
public and the media (Krisberg, Hartney, Wolf, &
Silva, 2009).

confidentiality of juvenile records and the integrity
of the treatment function of the juvenile justice
system
Data sources identified for the project
included the US Census, policing (in this case,
Uniform Crime Report data), and all components of
the juvenile justice system in the state. To link cases
of child maltreatment to cases of delinquency, the
data repository also needed to include the state‘s
child welfare system.
Although the grant originally set forth a one
year time limit for collecting and analyzing data,
issues in collection, moving to a readable format,
and integrating the data has proved a challenge, and
are still ongoing. As one would expect, some data
were easier to obtain than others. For example, the
Census and UCR data are publicly available and
relatively easy for the researchers on the project to
obtain. The researchers were also able to obtain data
from the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)
for the state. That data set is comprehensive court
data for both adults and juveniles waived to adult
court. Obtaining data from some of the other
identified sources has proven to be challenging. The
remainder of this research note outlines the barriers
encountered in creating a statewide juvenile justice
data repository and recommendations for
researchers and states considering the development
of similar data repositories.
BARRIERS TO CREATING A JUVENILE
JUSTICE DATA REPOSITORY
Although significant progress has been made
toward accomplishing the first goal of the grant, the
process has included several obstacles and stumbling
blocks from which others engaged in the same sort
of process can learn. None of these are
insurmountable, but do pose issues that must be
addressed by anyone wishing to undertake systemwide research or service provision.
The most substantial barrier, and the one
that the research team continues to struggle with, is
that of proving to youth systems and stakeholders
that confidentiality for the juveniles and families can
and will be ensured. Because the data are protected
under federal law, and because most state laws

SCOPE OF THE CURRENT PROJECT
The Juvenile Justice Center at the University
of Arkansas, Little Rock was awarded a grant in
2010 to, among other things, create a data repository
of integrated juvenile data. The grant has three
primary goals; however, this research note only
addresses the first goal: ―to establish a juvenile
justice data repository system to serve as the basis for
informing data driven reform efforts.‖ This data
repository would provide a research base for best
practices in juvenile justice and be available to
various stakeholders, but would protect that
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include provisions for confidentiality in dealing with
juvenile offenders or victims, coming to an
agreement on data sharing with youth agencies is
the first and most difficult challenge to negotiate. In
this project, letters of support, partnerships, and
long term relationships had been established for an
extensive period of time before the project was
funded. Although those longstanding relationships
were initially very useful, every data sharing
agreement
required
a
memorandum
of
understanding (MOU) that was reviewed and
approved by the agency‘s legal department.
Concerns of confidentiality and legal definitions
substantially delay the MOU process; and, in some
cases, agreements simply cannot be reached even
though both groups agree on the need for
integration.
It seems that many of these concerns stem
from misunderstandings of data management
related to the research process, and possibly a
mistrust of the research process in general. For
example, many practitioners do not understand that
data collected at the individual-level will only be
reported in the aggregate, and that all identifying
information will be removed from all reports and
publications. Although the individuals involved in
the many areas of the juvenile system, from
practitioners to judges, have the best interest of the
juveniles and their families at the forefront, such
resistance to research and access to data only
impedes any state‘s ability to fully understand the
needs of children and families, and often leads to
duplication of services or denial of needed services.
Another significant barrier to data
integration identified during this process is that
many of the agencies tasked with juvenile justice
related issues do not communicate and share
information with each other in any comprehensive
way. Not only do the computer systems not
interface, the IT systems that are in place are
designed to capture information about cases and not
necessarily children. Thus, each time a child reappears in any of the agencies, he or she is, in effect,
processed as a new case rather than having his or
her records updated to reflect the new information.
Further, in many states, no unique identifying
number is attached to a particular child or case at

any point during the juvenile justice process. In
other words, a child who is taken into custody
by police, detained, petitioned to juvenile court,
and placed in secure confinement, may have
four independent identifying numbers based on
the four places of contact. To link those four
places together, a person often has to physically
go through the records for each contact point
and match the child‘s name and date of birth or
social security number.
A disconnect also seems to exist between
data collection forms and the data actually
collected. For example, in many states and for
many agencies, data is grossly incomplete
because those tasked with filling out the forms
do not do so completely and/or accurately. For
example, in one data set reviewed for this
project, there was a variable for school status;
but in 60% of the cases (N=148,650), that field
was not filled in. School failure and delinquency
are linked, but that link cannot be examined if
proper information is not available. Further, for
those instances where paper forms are
transferred to electronic systems, data quality
assurance is often lacking, reducing accuracy of
the electronic data. This is not only a problem
for research, it is a critical issue for the agencies
that may rely on the data for reports. If an
agency generates reports from these data, they
may be inaccurate and potentially misleading.
Thus, any policies created based on the findings
from these data would be flawed to the extent
the data are flawed. For instances where
agencies must make reports to support federal
mandates or funding, the accuracy of these
reports would seriously be called into question,
and could result in inaccurate assessments of the
state of operations or could flaw the funding
process.
We also cannot over emphasize the
problems inherent with missing data. Many
researchers and policy makers bemoan instances
where a data set contains a variable of interest
that is 90% blank. Sometimes these are data
elements that would be wonderful to be able to
track (such as school status); but other times, it is
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critical to any understanding of the case (such as
pretrial detention). Further, when critical variables
were left blank, it calls into question whether that
information was truly missing or whether it was not
applicable to that particular case. For example, a
data field might be whether a firearm was involved in
the case. A blank response in the dataset could mean
a firearm was not used or could mean it was a case
where a firearm was used and not recorded.
Researchers and policy makers, then, do not have
any way of knowing for sure if a firearm was
involved. Again, this not only presents itself as a
problem for researchers but anyone using the data,
including other agencies involved in the child‘s case.
It is also apparent that the instruments used
to collect data are aged and disconnected from the
current literature regarding factors recognized as
important when predicting positive youth outcomes.
For example, in the data sets examined for this
project, very little information on the family or the
current living arrangements of the children were
available. Although these findings are disappointing
they are not particularly surprising. For example,
when the courts, and judges in particular, are
charged with examining the thousands of cases that
come through the courts each year, they spend their
time responding to the child and family. There is not
necessarily an expectation that they be well versed in
research literature, although many judges do try to
stay current on best practices. The disadvantage of
not keeping current with best research practices is
that those responsible for collecting data, or
instructing others on data collection, often do not
know what data are most important or understand
the importance of ensuring data accuracy. This
shows the importance of having researchers involved
as a part of a team of people who monitor and make
modifications to data collection efforts. In this way,
the forms and data collected can remain up to date
and based on the latest research.

systems. Each of these recommendations is
addressed below.
The first recommendation is that agencies
tasked with child welfare have to begin to
communicate more effectively in integrating their
data structures. It is recognized that agencies may
be tied to their current data management system,
and it would be costly to migrate to a new system;
but there are methods that can be used that would
allow integration of data. This project is a,
minimally
successful,
example
of
that.
Universities and researchers have the skills and
technology to integrate seemingly disparate
databases. While agencies may not be able to
integrate their data structures on their own,
contracts and agreements could be created to
utilize university skills and resources to create an
integrated data set. This is an arduous, expensive,
and time-consuming task, as outlined in this
research note. However, once the initial work is
completed, it could be a much simpler process to
update the integrated data set each year (or even
more often). Then, mechanisms, including a webbased interface discussed below, could be used to
provide access to all of the relevant agencies. In
this way, a single record for a child across
multiple agencies could be viewed, and an
integrated plan of action could be created based
on complete rather than severely limited data.
To make this integration happen, agencies
need to come together, and come together with
researchers, in a cohesive, trusting, collaborative
effort that puts the welfare of children beyond
distrust and misunderstanding. There will always
be some bumps along the way of building
relationships with new partners, but the final goal
is worth working through issues. This extends to
building MOU‘s that may be less restrictive that
might make agency heads comfortable, but would
allow more extensive collaboration and would
also allow greater confidence to be built in
confidentiality, quality research, and mutual
achievement of goals.
The third recommendation is to
implement
a
unique,
non-duplicated,
identification number for each child that enters a

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the experiences of the researchers
with
the
data
repository
project,
six
recommendations are made for more effective data
collection, data accessibility, and linkage of data
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state system, whether that system is social services or
juvenile services, for the life of the juvenile. This
unique number would then be used on any future
cases in which that particular child is involved so that
the child can be tracked across multiple systems and
agencies
and
through
the
years.
This
recommendation is imperative to gaining a truly
integrated database of the child and family to provide
appropriate interventions.
Following the recommendation of the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency
(Krisberg, Hartney, Wolf, & Silva, 2009), we
recommend the implementation of a web-based
interface and database that would be accessible to
agencies involved in child welfare. Many agencies
have moved to web based formats to reduce paper
and to provide easier access to files and background
information. In fact, many human service
organizations have moved to implement nation-wide
data bases (i.e., statewide automated child welfare
information systems [SACWIS]) to ensure the safety
and well-being of children without compromising
confidentiality. The up-front cost of such a program
is substantial but can be fine-tuned to the needs of the
agency for decades of use. These systems have
proven to be user friendly with proper training,
beneficial in reducing data inaccuracy, and ease of
data access for those requesting data.
Although not related to established efforts to
obtain and integrate data, it is also recommended for
states and researcher to revisit and update the current
data collection instruments across various state
agencies. This should be done in an attempt to
address the current literature regarding the variables
most important for best practices and positive youth
outcomes. For example, it is recommended that
more information be collected regarding the youth‘s
current school, family, and mental health status as
well as information on prior referrals and codefendants. Current literature cites all of these
variables as being critical to risk and protective
factors for juveniles as well as to comprehensive
juvenile delinquency prevention and intervention
efforts.
Finally, training efforts should be undertaken
to educate agencies and those employed in such
agencies on the importance of clean, accurate data

and data entry methods. It is imperative that
individuals who collect information and enter it
into the designated forms understand the impact
that these data have on service provisions to the
youth they serve. In effect, failing to collect
information and simply leaving data fields blank
may have several negative effects including the
duplication of services or the complete absence of a
needed service. This knowledge would benefit
agencies, not only internally but also by
strengthening state and federal grant applications.
While these recommendations do not cover
the gamut of obstacles we have encountered
attempting to create and analyze a state-wide data
repository centered on at-risk youth, they do
encompass many of the most challenging. In
developing these recommendations we have tried
to inform those interested in undertaking similar
projects of the issues they are likely to face, and
potential means by which they may be overcome.
For some, such obstacles are well known, but
many researchers versed in techniques of data
integration may be unaware of the significant
issues they may encounter or the time frame
necessary to complete such a project. While
challenging and, at times, frustrating, we firmly
believe that integrating services and data pertaining
to at-risk youth holds many opportunities and
advantages for researchers, practitioners, and the
public but, more importantly, for the youth
themselves. In the end, integrated information
collection systems and data repositories will assist
states in optimizing resources and providing
comprehensive and developmentally appropriate
services that reflect evidenced-based practices and
result in positive outcomes for youth.
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associated with the illegal drug trade.
Kennedy also provides renewed support
for the need to respond to chronic offenders in
the community. The criminological truism that
a small number of offenders (typically juveniles)
are responsible for the bulk of criminal activity is
as old as the research findings on the
Philadelphia birth cohorts by Wolfgang and his
colleagues that have recently been confirmed by
police departments implementing intelligence
led, crime prevention operations.
Focused
deterrence changes the reality of their criminal
work life and their operations. A notable feature
of Kennedy‘s program model features police,
prosecutors and key members of the community
(―influentials‖ – parents, elders, religious
leaders), sitting offenders down and telling them
what is going to happen if they do not change
their ways. Organizing against drug violence is
required to deal with the problem as well as the
need for teamwork - getting the police,
prosecutors and the community to work
together.
In order for this cooperation to occur, the
community and the police must overcome
―fundamental
attribution
error‖
–
misconceptions of each other and the nature of
the drug problem. Police believe the community
is corrupt, dangerous, and tolerant of the
criminal activity of its juveniles. The community
sees the police as predators rather than protectors
accompanied by toxic racial conceptions of each
other. Partnership between them can only
happen when trust between the police and the
community is firmly established.
Kennedy‘s work also demonstrates the
value of using information to guide criminal
justice policies by gathering data from a number
of public sources that are not limited to crime. It
stresses the need to do what is feasible, target the
problem and handle root causes later - stop the
violence, the killing of kids, not community
conditions (racism, education, unemployment).
Kennedy demonstrates that prevention in law

Book Review
Kennedy, D.M. (2011). Don’t shoot: One man, a
street fellowship and the end of violence in inner-city
America. New York: Bloomsbury.
ISBN: 978-1-60819-264-9, pp. 305, hbk.
In this significant work, David M.
Kennedy graphically presents his experiences as
the key implementer, if not the architect, of a
violence prevention program. This program,
now operating under the name – National
Network for Safe Communities, was adopted
effectively in Boston (Operation Ceasefire – the
Boston ―Miracle‖), Minneapolis, Stockton, CA,
Indianapolis, Memphis, New Haven, Portland,
Baltimore, High Point, NC, and Cincinnati.
The lessons and findings that Kennedy presents
alternatively confirm and debunk several wellknown criminological concepts and theories. It
is a no holds barred, realistic examination of
how to prevent the violence associated with the
illegal drug trade.
The concepts that Kennedy presents as
the foundation for this program have the
realistic ring of common sense. Deterrence
(―coerced demand reduction‖) is promoted as a
method to attack the drug markets that tear up
communities rather than the drug trade.
Consistent with the premises of deterrence
theory, drug market thugs are viewed as
rational actors who will respond to the threat of
imminent punishment. They are scared and
carry guns for protection. Thus, heavy
enforcement announced ahead of time, showing
the offenders that they are under police
surveillance, and demonstrating the prison
terms given to their convicted peers while
asserting the necessity of punishment that is
immediate and forthcoming (through the use of
Federal enforcement and sentencing). It is a
plan of ―focused deterrence‖ on one problem strictly aimed at stopping the violence
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enforcement is deterrence. In the examples,
social service experts bring in their necessary
programs later as a valued supplement to crime
prevention.
In sum, Kennedy‘s pronouncements
bear the confidence born of effective results.
His book is a frank presentation of the physical
and mental costs of confronting the crime
problem. It is a free and honest presentation of
the difficulty of overcoming the ingrained
mistrust (and outright contempt) that the police
have for academic criminologists and their
impractical theories. His work clearly
demonstrates that effective programs can utilize
criminological theory to guide its operations. It
is a forthright recognition that we cannot arrest
our way out of this crime problem.

what the man looked like and whether or not
he was even an intruder at all. The controversy
surrounding the case was in regard to the arrest
made by the police. Gates contends that he
offered the arresting officer identification and
proof of residence when confronted in his home
that afternoon. Conversely, the officer claims
Gates immediately became irate and unruly
thus warranting an arrest. Nonetheless, the
charges were dropped within days of the arrest.
In chapter two the author highlights the
public reaction to this event. Specifically, the
chapter focuses on President Obama and his
response. The author discusses how the two
men know each other and subsequently how
the President reacted to the arrest. The author
also cites other events supposedly centered on
race to evaluate the presidential reaction.
Chapter three discusses the disparity of
arrests in the United States with regard to race,
even citing incidents such as the Rodney King
beating. Ogletree also refers to a study done in
California sharing the astonishing results in Los
Angeles related to racial profiling. One example
cited was that ―per 10,000 residents, the Black
stop rate is 3,400 stops higher than the White
stop rate, and the Hispanic stop rate is almost
360 stops higher.‖
Chapter four is centered on class and
associated issues. The author takes a particular
look at the difficulties members of the Harvard
faculty and student body have faced in this
area. Chapter fives talks about ―driving while
black‖ and arrest disparities. He uses specific
events and studies to illustrate the problem. He
even talks about how the United States
Supreme Court has responded to this issue.
Chapter six is a summation of the book
aptly titled ―race, class, justice, and post-race
America.‖ The author takes a second look at
the Obama presidency and race in America
today. He makes a point saying, ―there is one
black man in the White House and a million
black men in prison.‖ It is here where he points

Gennaro F. Vito
University of Louisville
******************
Ogletree, C. (2010). The presumption of guilt: The
arrest of Henry Louis Gates Jr. and race, class, and
crime in America, First Edition. New York, NY:
Palgrave MacMillan
ISBN: 978-0-230-10326-9, pp. 245, hbk.
Charles Ogletree‘s The Presumption of
Guilt highlights the 2009 arrest of a renowned
Harvard professor. Additionally, he examines
the effects of race and class in America and
how they relate to crime.
Chapter one discusses the arrest of
Henry Louis Gates, Jr., Harvard Professor,
made by the Cambridge police department. He
tells the story that, on the way home from the
airport on an early afternoon in July a witness
observes a man trying to break into a house.
This part of the story is undisputed as it is
recorded by a police operator, however the
witness was unable to offer any guidance as to
35

Volume XXXVII, Issue 1

January 2012

out expectations for Obama to tackle
incarceration problems among black males and
racial profiling in America. Ogletree also poses
the question, ―…whether we can and should
expect more from an African American
president on the problems of racial profiling….‖
The chapter ends suggesting that the arrest of
Professor Ogletree may actually have a positive
effect, shedding further light on a racial problem
in the United States.
The book ends with the epilogue, giving
specific stories talking about instances of racial
discrimination. These are stories told to him by
email, letter, text messages, and phones calls
following the arrest of Professor Gates. These
stories are meant to increase the appearance of
the rate of racial disparities and problems in the
U.S.
Although Ogletree does a great job of
stressing arrest disparities as well as pointing out
flaws in the American justice system, his book
seems like an endless rant for the plight of
African Americans. The author spends a great
deal of time discussing ―driving while black‖
discrimination and such incidents. In fact, he
spends over one hundred pages shedding light
on these incidents through personal testimonies.
I would even go as far as to contend that these
incidents are often a result of ―self fulfilling
prophecies.‖ Through history and various
incidents African Americans very often view
white officers in a negative or false light. When
approached by law enforcement they react to
the definition they have made for themselves
thus warranting action from said officers. Very
often their behaviors prove the prophecy to be
correct, thus creating an endless cycle of
mistrust and misbehavior from both sides.
Ogletree marginalizes his own material by
attacking whites and relieving all responsibility
for any unlawful behavior made by African
Americans.
As dry as Ogletree‘s material is, it
certainly could not have survived without the

arrest of Henry Louis Gates, Jr. Although
publicized through the arrest and printed
just months after the notorious incident,
only a quarter of the 245-page book focuses
on Gates. In addition, Ogletree did
numerous media interviews and television
appearances in relation to the Gates arrest
and his intimate knowledge of the affair. He
was able to spread his ideas at the expense of
his friend, Henry Louis Gates, Jr. It would
seem that the Gates material was thoroughly
ready for publication and the Gates arrest
came at a perfect time for exploitation. In
addition, Gates‘ arrest proved to have a very
lucrative outcome for his ―friend‖ and
colleague, Charles Ogletree.
Through this review I would not
dream of doubting that African Americans
are discriminated against nor would I
rationalize the arrest disparities. However, I
don‘t feel that Charles Ogletree‘s book offers
any kind of aid or solution to the unresolved
problem. His analysis seems to be one sided
and even biased being that he himself is an
African American. I would not recommend
this book for any purpose.
Laura Worrell
University of Tampa
******************
Sandel, M.J. (2010). Justice: What's the right
thing to do? New York: Farrar, Straus and
Giroux.
ISBN: 978-0374532505, pp. 320, pb.
The ancient question of ―what is the
‗right‘ thing to do‖ is ambiguous at its very
best. Due to this, Michael Sandel has
attempted to answer that unanswerable
question in his book Justice: What’s the Right
Thing to Do? Society is thoroughly interested
in justice and how to apply it to human
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rights, the legal system, and life in general.
The word ―justice‖ is defined by people—
leading to, as expected, a variety of opinions
on what the definition should actually be.
These definitions have been debated for as
long as man has existed, and will most likely
continue until man no longer exists. Sandel
examines these issues using philosophical
concepts and real-life examples in order to
fairly weigh each side of the arguments he
discusses, and ultimately promote intellectual
growth.
Throughout
his
book,
Sandel
systematically moves from concept to concept
and philosopher to philosopher in order to
examine the various angles of what the ―right‖
thing to do is. These concepts range from a
discussion of Utilitarianism to Aristotle (which
is also how the chapters are divided, by these
sections). Within these chapters, Sandel breaks
up his points into sub-points, allowing him to
analyze specific views of the overarching
categories. For example, in his chapter titled
―The
Greatest
Happiness
Principle/Utilitarianism,‖ he first discusses
what Utilitarianism actually is, and then
applies it to certain real-life examples such as
torture and how to deal with beggars. These
situations are intended to address the multiple
sides of each concept. In the case of torture,
Sandel raises the point that Utilitarianism has
a tendency to ignore what the ―fundamental
norms of decency and respect‖ (p. 37) are, and
is therefore an inconsistent principle. In
general, the ―stories‖ are used to point out
alternate points of view regarding the main
principle.
The examples used by Sandel greatly
enhance the overall understanding of not only
each specific theme discussed, but also of the
work itself. With that being said, however, I
feel as though there are an excessive number
of anecdotes—which tends to cloud the
particular concept being discussed.
Judging by the progression from idea to

idea, it is evident that Sandel is attempting to
broaden the audience‘s mind when it comes
to thinking about what is ―right‖ and what is
―wrong.‖ By merely being human, people
develop opinions—and Michael Sandel is,
most likely, no exception to that
phenomenon. It is impressive that Sandel
leaves his judgments out of his work,
encouraging the reader to develop their own
views. This makes Sandel less of a preacher,
and more of an educator. He is an educator in
the sense that he brings the somewhat
unpopular opinions to light. Consider, for
example, lying. Sandel discusses Immanuel
Kant‘s principle that people are ―rational
beings, worthy of dignity and respect‖ (p.
104). It follows that lying, therefore, violates
the ―dignity and respect‖ of people, and
should never, under any circumstance, be
committed. Sandel points out that this belief
raises certain inconsistencies. He offers the
anecdote of whether or not it is permissible to
lie to a murderer who is looking for your
friend. If you are housing your friend, and a
murderer comes to your door asking if he is
in your house, Kant would contend that it
would be ―the formal duty of man‖(p. 132) to
admit to the murderer that your friend is with
you. Sandel points out that most of society
would willingly lie in order to save a human
life; however, he makes a strong case for
following Kant‘s point of view.
This juxtaposition is healthy in any
philosophical debate, as it is nearly always
disadvantageous to be closed-minded about
these kinds of issues. Thus, this is one of the
primary reasons why Justice is so effective in
attempting to answer what exactly is ―right or
wrong.‖ Additionally, it, in an ironic way,
answers questions without answering them.
This occurs through the examination of
multiple sides of a social dilemma, minus the
proposed solution.
Another important thing to note is the

37

Volume XXXVII, Issue 1

January 2012

type of anecdotes Sandel uses: interesting
ones. His usage of current controversial social
problems intrigues the audience, elevating his
piece above that of mere philosophical
definitions. Not only are the examples
interesting, but they are also thoroughly
shocking and unexpected. Sandel makes the
case for why people should be allowed to let
their bodies be cannibalized, why Michael
Jordan should give his money away to his
teammates, and why healthy citizens should
be permitted to sell their kidneys. These
instances are used to explore the concept of
Libertarianism.
Furthermore, Justice uses examples to
look at potential answers to specific issues
plaguing society today. As stated above,
Sandel does not simply give his audience the
solution to these problems—for it would ruin
his credibility as an educator. I admire Sandel
profoundly for refraining from inserting his
personal viewpoints into the book. This
ultimately increases its effectiveness, and
allows it to be used as a teaching tool in all
sorts of subjects—from political science to
philosophy. The way this work was
constructed leaves the decision-making up to
the reader, which is generally most
effective—self-discovery goes hand in hand
with being able to analyze controversial
concepts.
Admittedly, Justice is not the first
book of its kind; however, it stands out above
the rest. This is primarily due to the analysis
offered by Sandel, making the work more
than just an accumulation of philosophical
terminology and theory. The piece actually
explores the theories offered, and encourages
audience reflection on that information.
Of course, Justice is not perfect. Quite
often, Sandel discusses the biography of
different philosophers—which is important,
but he does so in excess of what is necessary.
This sometimes causes the information

presented to be sporadic, as he is combining
definitions, theories, background information,
and analysis into one chapter. The occasionally
patchy writing in no way takes away from the
quality of the material, but it does affect the
reader‘s ability to follow the points being made
by Sandel. Fortunately, this only occurs in a
few instances, but primarily in the chapter
titled ―The Case for Equality/John Rawls.‖
My final problem with this book is the
use of philosophical jargon—such as
―categorical imperative,‖ ―Libertarianism,‖
and ―social contract.‖ While most educated
people will know what these terms mean,
undereducated individuals will have trouble
understanding Sandel‘s concepts, as he
assumes that his readers know what they are.
Admittedly, the intended audience is college
graduates/students, but his work would still be
further enhanced by an explanation of the
terminology used.
I would recommend this book for
introductory criminal justice and law courses.
The most impressive part of the work is not
what is in it, but what is absent: answers. This
omission is brilliant on the part of Michael
Sandel, as it would be foolish to propose an
answer to an essentially unanswerable
question. The ambiguity of what ―justice‖ is
has been increased due to this book, and the
confusion is certainly welcomed.
Zachary Iacovino
University of Tampa
******************
May, D.C., & Wood, P.B. (2010). Ranking
correctional punishments: Views from offenders,
practitioners and the public.
Durham, NC:
Carolina Academic Press.
ISBN 978-1594605895, pp. 184, pb.
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public opinion regarding the matter.
The exchange rates as perceived by
offenders were addressed in chapter 3. May
and Wood measured inmate willingness to
participate in alternative sanctions, the
perceived punitiveness of alternative sanctions
as compared to incarceration, and factors
predictive of exchange rates via inmates in
Oklahoma, probationers in Indiana, and
parolees and probationers in Kentucky.
Results indicate most of the surveyed
offenders do not perceive imprisonment as the
most punitive and the exchange rates are
influenced
by
demographics,
prior
incarceration, and the overall conditions of
the alternative sanction or imprisonment. Two
of the demographic characteristics shown to
influence exchange rates among offenders,
race and gender, were detailed in chapter 4.
The authors only compare white and black
offenders when evaluating racial differences.
May and Wood noted that previous studies
have shown blacks view prison as less
punitive, blacks would choose prison over
alternatives, and blacks adjust to prison life
more easily. In examining the exchange rates,
the authors noted African Americans were
more likely to choose prison and viewed
alternative sanctions as more punitive and too
much of a risk for revocation. Yet many other
factors significantly contributed to those
beliefs. Regarding to gender differences
discussed in chapter 4, the authors noted
significant differences in the willingness to
participate in specific alternative sanctions
with women being more willing to participate
and serve more time in most alternatives
though males and females show similar
perceptions of punitiveness. May and Wood
noted that the restrictiveness of the program
often delineates who will or will not
participate in the alternative sanction.
May and Wood examined differences
in exchange rates for previously incarcerated

In their book ―Ranking Correctional
Punishments,‖ David C. May and Peter B.
Wood used a compilation of their previously
published research in an effort to advance the
development of a theory of sentence severity.
The authors began their research by
questioning the works of Morris and Tonry
(1990). Essentially, May and Wood asserted
that if prison was not seen as the most severe
form of punishment for offenders, the current
correctional policies, practices, and related
justice theories may have questionable
rationale.
In chapter 1 the authors introduced the
theory of sanction severity and discussed its
application to alternative sanctions. The
authors noted that almost all previous research
was based off of a continuum of severity in
which intermediate sanctions fall between
probation and imprisonment. However, as
May and Wood suggested in chapter 1 and
demonstrate in the subsequent chapters, the
exchange rate of punitiveness of correctional
sanctions, as perceived by offenders,
practitioners, and the public, do not fall on this
theoretical continuum of severity. In
summation of the first chapter, the authors
construct a plan of the book as a
summarization of what is to come.
Chapter 2 titled ―Methods of
Estimating Exchange Rates‖ discussed
theories behind the measurement of sanction
severity, the actual measurements the authors
used, and a brief overview of their data
collection methods to be discussed in the
following chapters. May and Wood noted that
alternative sanctions made by legislators and
policy makers rarely have an empirical basis
for the rating of severity of the sanctions. They
also argued that prior research lacks
information as it pertains to the offender‘s
perspective of the severity of alternative
sanctions. Their work, however, addressed
both of these inadequacies in addition to
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offenders in chapter 5. Prior prison experience
was found to be a significant predictor of
offender‘s
perceptions
of
severity
of
intermediate sanctions. In the latter part of the
chapter, the authors suggested possible reasons
why prior prison experience might influence
exchange rates. In chapter 6, May and Wood
asserted the necessity of the opinions of
criminal justice practitioners and the public
because they have a direct affect on laws
regarding sentencing and ―the development of a
more informed continuum of sanctions…‖ The
chapter began with a literature review of
previous studies examining the perceptions of
judges, correctional officials, and the public.
May and Wood then shared the results of their
survey of judges and residents of Kentucky. The
authors were uniquely able to compare
exchange rates of offenders, judges, correction
officials, and residents via surveys all conducted
in the state of Kentucky. No previous research
had been able to do this. The results revealed
several important findings, one being that none
of the four groups viewed prison as the most
punitive. Criminal justice practitioners, though
there were within group distinctions, and the
public had much wider exchange rates than the
offenders. May and Wood noted there were,
however, limitations to their data and suggested
that future research gain a larger more diverse
sample of criminal justice practitioners.
Chapter 7 addressed the effect
punishment had on incarcerated offenders. May
and Wood used a sample of 700 incarcerated
adult offenders to explore how punishment
impacts the ―offenders perceptions of the
certainty of future sanctions and self-reported
likelihood to re-offend after release. Previous
studies testing the deterrence doctrine and the
positive punishment effect were discussed and
the authors suggested that the gambler‘s fallacy
may operate among offenders in that the
successful completion of a crime may lead the
offender to underestimate the certainty of

punishment when apprehended for another
crime. The authors noted that previous
studies testing these theories had several
issues
regarding
methodology
and
measurement and may not accurately
characterize their significance in adult
offending and the effects of deterrence. To
address those weaknesses, May and Wood
collected data from 700 offenders to gauge
their ―perceptions of certainty of arrest if they
reoffend,‖ the severity of the sanction, and
their intentions to offend after release. Results
show the gambler‘s fallacy, positive
punishment effect, and the criminogenic
effect vary by demographics of the offender.
The authors concluded the book with
implications for policy, research, and theories
in chapter 8. May and Wood restated that a
large number of Americans are currently
under some form of criminal justice control
solidifying the need for more research
concerning prison and alternative sanctions.
Their research demonstrated that the current
assumption of a continuum of sanctions is
flawed and generated doubt on the value of
imprisonment as a specific deterrent
mechanism. May‘s and Wood‘s book
presents an interesting argument worthy of
evaluation and discussion. The work presents
a compelling case for the criminal justice
system to modify its current belief on sanction
severity and its application as perceived by
offenders, practitioners, and the public. As
the authors stated, if alternative sanctions and
prison are neither less effective than the other,
yet alternative sanctions are more cost
efficient, it seems the criminal justice system
and society would benefit more from the use
of alternative sanctions, though there may be
a need for modification in how alternative
sanctions are implemented.
Alesa Liles
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
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