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THE ADMINISTRATION OF CAPITAL PUNISHMENT

by J oN SORENSEN
Prairie View A&M University

Like most Americans, | am not morally opposed to capital puapital punishment because African Americans account for over
ishment under certain circumstances. Early in my research on 8®86 of those arrested for committing homicide.
death penalty, however, | became convinced that flaws in its impo- These simple comparisons cannot be relied on in determining
sition warranted abolition. Now, nearly twenty years later, | am nathether capital punishment is administered in a racially biased
so sure. The efforts of the U.S. Supreme Court, elected officialsanner. To show that the system is discriminatory, one must care-
concerned citizens, and death penalty opponents have wrouigliyy control for legally relevant factors that could have influenced
changes in the administration of capital punishment in recent yetlte imposition of the sanction. Only then can one presume that
that address many of these flaws and have caused me to resome of the residual disparity could be due to inappropriate racial
sider my position. A close examination of recent empirical evéonsiderations.
dence challenges many widely held assumptions about how theStudies thus performed during the moder# leaae found little
death penalty is imposed. Most significant among these relatestadence that blacks are sentenced to death more often than whites

the issues of fairness, reliability and cost. for committing similar murders. Although some studies have found
_ that cases involving black offenders and white victims are more
Fairness likely to be prosecuted as death penalty cases than similar cases

involving other racial combinations, methodological shortcomings

While the issue of fairness encompasses a host of factors, ltlae made it impossible to determine the veracity of these reported
most common concern is whether the death penalty is impogethtionships. The only consistent racial disparity found in these
against racial minorities more often than whites because of theiudies is based on the race of the victim, cases involving white
minority status. There is little doubt that the death penalty, likéctims being prosecuted more often as death penalty cases than
other penal sanctions, has been applied in a manner that waghase involving black victims. However, it is unclear how such a
cially discriminatory in the past. Currently, critics charge that thelationship may be considered the result of discrimination. For
death penalty is still imposed in a discriminatory manner, arguilegample, such discrepancies could result from the socioeconomic
that African Americans, while only 12% of the U.S. populationstatus of the victim, the failure of defendants to accept plea bar-
constitute 40% of the death row population and 35% of thogains in such cases, or the lack of insistence on the part of black
executed. Proponents, however, may quickly point out that whewictims’ families to push for the death penalty rather than racial
the populatiorat risk is used, instead of the general populatiordiscrimination. Consideration of these potential explanations is
African Americans are actually less likely than whites to receiwgrtually absent from research studies on the death pénalty.

continued on page 5
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PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

As | write this, | am preparing to head off to lovely Bristohnd on assessment into one ARC committee. The co-
Rhode Island to attend the regional meeting of the NEACdRairs are Jay Berman, Dave Owens, and Tom Winfree.
This will be the first of five such regional meetings | will b&hat seventeen person group now includes many of the folks
attending over the next six months. The main message IWIhCJS who have contemplated accreditation and certifi-
carry to each meeting is one | want to share with you heygtion over the years, several former ACJS presidents,
As you may know, ACJS is well on the road to assumingfti®mer Board members, representatives of both four-year
rightful leadership role as the “keeper of the flame” with rend two-year programs, and members from every region of
spect to quality criminal justice education. Let me briefllje country. They and the members of the Board, as well as
tell you where we have been on this road, where we aigself, take this as a very serious task, and we are giving
now, and where we are going. every consideration to the concerns, issues, and problems

This past year, the ACJS Executive Board adopted th&t surround the undertaking. Once the Board has prelimi-
position that ACJS would become a national certificatip@rily adopted the standards and the plan for carrying out
body for criminal justice education. Pursuant to that deggrtification, we will present these to the membership for
sion, the Board charged an ad hoc committee with develeiew and comment. Following that, revisions deemed nec-
ing both standards and a plan for implementing those stessary by the Board will be made, and only then will final
dards. The proposed standards and a preliminary plan vselsption occur.
indeed developed and presented to the Board at the annual|eedless to say, we want to move expeditiously but
meeting in Las Vegas in March. In essence, the plan prethastily. Perhaps it is appropriate to consider the words
posed adopting aaugmentedersion of the standards usedf the U.S. Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of Education
last year by the Massachusetts Board of Higher Educatiiegision of 50 years ago in this context, namely to move
to assess criminal justice programs in that state under viiatard with “all deliberate speed.” Criminal justice educa-
was called the “Quinn Bill” assessments. These standaiiis, as we know it, is now in its fourth decade. | personally
are intended to replace our ACJS Minimum Standards dwve been a criminal justice educator for 33 years. During
rently inuse. The ad hoc committee also proposed a praegttime, we have come a very long way. But we still have
dure for doing program reviews and for granting certificaways to go. When | ran for this office three years ago, my
tion. The Board accepted the main outline of this plan, 2o8mpaign” statement emphasized my desire to work to do
the committee was charged with seeking additional infornegerything | could to improve the quality of our educational
tion, clarifying, and further refining the plan before the Boagllograms. My fervent hope as an educator — as a kind of
would make a final determination on adopting both the st&#yyacy if you will — is to leave this presidency next year
dards and the procedures. As this process is not compleig.our field better and stronger in this respect than it was
we have not yet released these preliminary standardswhén | assumed office. This can only happen with your
procedures to the general membership. Because they\afg and participation. So, | ask you to attend your re-
not finalized, and are thus subject to revision, it is our vigjiwnal meetings, consider and debate the issues of certifica-
that releasing them prematurely would only cause confusion, watch for mailings and website postings, and ultimately
about what ultimately will be formally proposed. That saidelp us — all of us — to do ourselves proud in our chosen
the Massachusetts BHE standards themselves are indasfession.
available on their website, and they reflect to a considerable
degree the substance of what we are considering.

To assist in moving us forward, | have expanded the
existing Academic Review Committee (ARC) by rolling it Jim Finckenauer
and the ad hoc committees on standards and certification President, ACJS
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Book ReviEw SuBmissioN GUIDELINES FoR

ACJS Tobpay

* Provide areview that will help the readership determine how useful the book will be for teaching of
particular courses.

e Identify how the book is applicable to criminal justice, criminology, sociology, and other related
curriculums.

* Identify the courses for which the book will be useful and why.

» Identify the level of students most likely to find the book useful.

» Identify the teaching style most consistent with the book’s approach.

e Send reviews to Alex del Carmen, the ACJS Today Editor, at adelcarmen@uta.edu.

* Book review should be limited to no more than three (3) single-spaced pages with references in
APA style.

* Reviews sent as e-mail attachments in Word are acceptable.

e Submission of a review to ACJS Today implies that the review has not been published elsewhere
nor is it currently under submission to another publication.

CIC IS

Visit the ACJS website
at.
http://www.acjs.org
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continued from page 1

Further, empirical findings often directlyof The Life of David Gaylehave recently strength of evidence suggesting innocence
contradict the discrimination hypothesiscaused many Americans to question whethgaries considerably among these cases,
For example, research examining capitalll of those awaiting execution are guilty ofrom 5 that did not meet their stated criteria
murders in Texas during 1974-88 found thahe crimes for which they were sentencetbr inclusion to 13 cases in which “DNA
cases involving white victims were moreto death. played a substantial factor in establishing
likely to be prosecuted as death penalty The empirical questions that arise fronthe innocence of the inmate.” While the
cases when the offender was white as opuch speculation involve the actual oddgquestion of factual guilt would appear to be
posed to black.Additionally, regardless of of executing an innocent person and threclosed in the latter cases, DNA evidence
the reason for the over-representation @vidence upon which such estimates ameldom completely exonerates the defen-
white victims among the death-sentenceblased. In a landmark study, Bedau andant. As noted in an example by the Indi-
population in Texas, it appears that thiRadelet cataloged 350 instances where iana Criminal Law Study Commission, “post-
trend is reversing. The percentage of dalividuals were wrongfully convicted of capi-trial DNA testing showing that semen evi-
fendants sentenced to death for killing whitéal or “potentially” capital crimes in the U.S.dence belonged to the rape-murder victim’s
victims has consistently decreased frorduring the twentieth centuty. A response husband, not the defendant, does not prove
over 90% during the 1970s to less than 50%y the U.S. Attorney General's Office illumi-that the defendant ditbt rape and murder
by 20037 A comparison of death-sentenceshates some of the problems in defininghe victim. Few convictions are the result
inmates to homicide arrests during 1994-200&rongful convictions and estimating theirof a single piece of evidence. However, if a
confirms that cases involving white victimsprevalencé! Of the 350 defendants con-reviewing court finds that the semen played
are no longer over-represented among deatltted of “potentially capital crimes” in the a strong part in proof of guilt, the remaining
row inmates in Texas. In fact, controllingoriginal study, Markman and Cassell poinevidence, depending on its strength, may
for legally relevant variables, the proportiorout that only 139 were actually sentencedr may not be sufficient to maintain the
of black victim cases and white victim caset death, of which only 23 were carried outcourt’s full confidence under the law in the
resulting in death sentences were nearlssuming that each of the 23 executed inddefendant’s conviction!®
identical. The only racial combination sig-viduals were actually innocent, they calcu- While the DPIC “innocence list” is of-
nificantly over-represented on death row itated the likelihood of executing an innoten quoted as the authoritative source, the
comparison to arrests was the killing otent person to be less than 1/3 of 1% (23 tifnitations of the list should not be over-
Asians by African Americans. What theoryapproximately 7000 executions carried ouboked. First and most obviously, none of
of discrimination explains the harsher treatduring that period). Markman and Cassethese cases actually resulted in execution.
ment of one minority group by anothér? further challenged the evidence relied oifo opponents of the death penalty, the list

Determining whether racial bias influ-by Bedau and Radelet in determining thatevertheless shows, by those that have
ences the administration of capital punishthese 23 executed individuals were actuallgome to light, the pervasiveness of critical
ment is much more complicated than sugnanocent. Bedau and Radelet admitted thatistakes in capital cases. Coupled with the
gested by those quoting simple, unadjustédo state or federal officials have ever acfact that such investigations typically cease
racial proportions. Evidence of racial disknowledged that a wrongful execution hasnce a death-sentenced inmate is executed,
crimination in death sentencing in the modtaken place in this century?"The evidence opponents state with confidence that inno-
ern era hinges on differences based on thieey relied upon to “prove” innocence incent people have, and continue to be, ex-
race of the victim during the early stages adhese cases consisted of “another persorésuted. On the other hand, proponents
case processing. Upon closer examinationpnfession (6 cases), the implication of arsometimes interpret these data as evidence
however, such findings often fail to ad-other person (3 cases), a state official’s opitthat fail-safes built into the system work to
equately rule out other potential explanaion (6 cases), and ‘subsequent scholarlyee those who are potentially innocent from

tions for these differences. judgment’ that the defendant was innocerdeath sentences before execution. Of the
o (8 cases)?® more than 7000 defendants sentenced to
Reliability Bedau and Radelet’s study served as tlideath during this era, incontrovertible evi-

starting point for the list of wrongful con-dence that an innocent person has been
One of the greatest fears among botyictions in death sentences during the moaxecuted does not exist.

opponents and proponents of the deattrn era now maintained and updated by the Each of these arguments, however, as-
penalty is that an innocent person may beeath Penalty Information Center (DPIC)sumes that the defendants in these cases
executed. The specter of executing inndFhis compilation, found on the DPIC websitavere “factually” innocent of the crimes for
cent defendants has been the driving foraender the titledCases of Innocence: 1973 -which they were sentenced to death. Re-
behind the abolition of the death penalty ifPresent,includes short summaries of theversals in these cases, however, turn much
other countries. The abolition of capitatases of 113 persons wrongfully sentencedore often on the question of “legal” as
punishment in England, for example, is credo death as of March 1, 2064.The DPIC opposed to “factual” guilt, as noted by the
ited in large part to the execution of Jamestricts the list to cases in which “[defenindiana Criminal Law Study Commission. In
Hanratty in 1962, who was widely believeddants] had been sentenced to death, anthny of these cases, reviewing courts re-
to be innocent. Exonerations of non-capi- subsequently either a) their conviction wamained confident that the defendants were
tal inmates using DNA testing, the commueverturned and they were acquitted at a réactually guilty, but were required to reverse
tation of death row inmates in lllinois bytrial, or all charges were dropped; or b) thepased on procedural infirmities that they
Governor Ryan (due in large part to his feawere given an absolute pardon by the gowelieved could be remedied upon retrial. In
of executing an innocent person), and evernor based on new evidence of innocencedct, such mistakes have warranted rever-
the influence of Hollywood with the releasdn a footnote, the DPIC admits that thesals in literally thousands of death penalty
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cases during the modern era, nearly all @vailable sources. For instance, the reportétorth Carolina inmates convicted of capi-
which resulted in subsequent convictionsgstimated the cost of a death penalty trial t@l murder must now serve the rest of their
A handful did not. be $266k, the cost of state and federal amatural life in prison with no possibility for
Occasionally, prosecutors are unable dgreals to amount to nearly $200k, and thparole. Given the average age at entrance
reluctant to retry a case. In a case that @st of incarceration on death row prior tdo prison and the average life expectancy, it
reversed for procedural errors, prosecutoxecution to be $137k. However, the reportdras been estimated that such inmates will
are often barred from using some of the evincluded a mysterious $1.7 million “estimateserve about 47 years behind b&rinclud-
dence against defendants in future prosec@f appellate court costs and outlays assodiRg the additional 27 years of confinement,
tions. Other evidence may have been migted with the death penalty.” Excluding thighe total cost of a life sentence would be
placed or destroyed. Witnesses against th@fathomable and completely unverifiale $593k** Under the current definition of life,
defendant, often co-perpetrators, have eiper capita” estimate, a death penalty casthe cost associated with a capital murder
ther already received, or in some cases failé Texas, at about $600k, would appear toase in North Carolina appears to be a bar-
to receive, their promised deal, and thutre favorably with a “40-year” life sentence,gain, saving the state $264k in incarcera-
have no incentive to testify for the proswhich was estimated to cost $750k in theion costs. Also in recent years, the per-
ecution again. Other witnesses may be digame report. centage of death penalty cases resulting in
ficult to locate or even deceased. As time While theDallas Morning Newseport executions has increased dramatically from
passes, witness recall is affected, which c&@nd those completed by other journalistthe early modern era, lowering the costs
inject doubt into the proceedings. Publi®rovide only rough estimates, economistassociated with unsuccessful capital mur-
sentiment may also have changed, no longeave occasionally been enlisted to studgler prosecutions. Given the lack of parole
supporting a prosecution. the issue. The first comprehensive exameligibility, the cost savings of life imprison-
While courts overturn cases and progiation was performed by Duke researchemment essentially washes out when the rate
ecutors fail to sustain new convictions for 40 estimate the cost of capital punishmemf success in executing death sentences
myriad reasons, seldom are defendants “fait North Carolin&® Cook and colleagues reaches 509%.
tually” innocent of the crime for which theyincluded in their calculations not only the ~ The available evidence thus suggests
were initially sentenced to deathTo speak direct costs of litigation, such as fees fothat capital punishment, if carried out with
of the initial convictions in such cases apublic defenders, prosecutors, and judgesny degree of regularity, can be cost effec-

“miscarriages of justice” as subsequent ifPut they also calculated an hourly “load"tive.
ability to convict as “exonerations” distortsrate that would account for the indirect costs

the true nature of these events. associated with trial, as well as appeals an@onclusion
retrials. The researchers performed similar
Cost calculations for non-capital trials where de-

In the early modern era, states went

_ fendants were sentenced to a 20-year "lifefo,,9h a period of trial and error, in which
Prior to the modern era, the cost of capprison sentence. They provided two sepgne Sypreme Court defined the constitu-

tal punishment was not really an issue foiate cost estimates. In the first, a capitgjong) limits of statutes through its review
the sanction was carried out relativelynurder case was found to exceed the Cogf gpecific cases. It was during this period
quickly and efficiently. However, the “su-Of a non-capital first-degree murder case by f,,x the above concerns came to light.
per due process” afforded capital defen$163k ($67k over the cost of a non-capitagince that time, elected officials have made
dants in the modern era has meant extefiial plus an additional $262k for appealsyeagicated efforts to address these con-
sive appeals, numerous reversals, and @8inus $166Kk in prison savings). In a S€Cterns, making the process fairer by provid-
sociated delays in the execution of deatdnd estimate, the researchers calculated t% greater resources for defense, making
sentences. A series of studies conduct€@st for “successful” capital prosecutionsne hrocess more certain by providing for
mainly by journalists since the late 1980§1€aning those resulting in execution, includg ost_conviction DNA testing, and making
have found the procedures associated withg the costs associated with reversals, r¢qe nrocess more efficient by streamlining
the death penalty to be quite costly, exceegentencing, and ultimately housing for life;he4|5 - Routinization in the process dur-
ing by far the cost of life imprisonment.many of those initially sentenced to deathing recent years has resulted in significant
Again the most prolific disseminator ofAssuming a 10% successful execution ratgnanges in the way that the death penalty
these findings has been the DPIC, statirigr those initially prosecuted as capital mury a5 heen administered, although admittedly
that the overall cost of the death penalty iger, the cost per execution was estimated 1§ yiterent levels of success depending on
about $2 to $3 million per executishBe- be $2.16 million. While this is the figure e jurisdiction. First, this routinization
cause these estimates are based on quiored by the DPIC and other abolitioniskeems to have attenuated racial disparity.
tionable assumptions, however, they shoul@roups, the researchers admit that the eslig,y, remaining “disparity” likely stems from
not be uncritically accepted. mate is tenuous and dramatically affecteg,ciors other than inappropriate racial con-
One of the studies quoted extensivelpy the percentage of death penalty case§yerations. Second, the danger of execut-
in the popular press, on websites, and i@ssumed to resultin executions. For examplﬁ;19 a truly innocent individual has been
the academic literature was published by tH&€ authors’ calculation of cost savings pethown to be virtually nil. With safeguards
Dallas Morning Newswhich estimated the execution decreases to $780k if the hypa;q \yatchdogs in place, along with the ad-
cost of a death penalty case in Texas to [eetical execution rate is increased to 30%,5ce of scientific testing such as DNA
$2.3 million}* Many of the specific cost _ Their study, however, was completed inyn5\ysis, there is very little chance that an
estimates used in the study appear to B&93, before a major change in the statutory
well-grounded and are consistent with othed€efinition of “life.” Rather than 20 years, continued on page 7
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THEORIZING CJ PHENOMENA: A CALL FOR
DEVELOPING INFRASTRUCTURE

by PETER B. KrRASKA Criminology is the scientific study of cult to identify and agree upon, a plethora
Eastern Kentucky University crime as a social phenomenon — that is, theé theories compete for prominence, and
theoretical application involving the studydetermining the strength and worth of these
of the nature and extent of criminal behavtheories is wrought with controversy and
Introduction: Crime Theory Substi- ior. Criminal Justice is the applied and scieonflicting evidence. This description is not
tuting for CJ Theory entific study of the practical applications ofmeant as an indictment; rather, criminologi-
criminal behavior — that is, the actions, polieal theory’s complexity and conflicts render
What is criminal justice theory? WhatCies, a}nq fun_ctio_ns of the agencies Withilit dynamip gnd ir]te_llect_uall.y stimulating:
does it mean to theorize criminal justice phé—he crlm_mal justice system charged with The_orlzmg c_rlmlnaljustlce harbqrs high
nomena? Amazingly, despite the large nunfddressing this behavior. _ ~ potential for this type of complexity and
ber of academic programs and scholarly Areé not both Criminal Justice Studiesstimulation. The central reason is the multi-
works dedicated to studying criminal jus2nd Criminology diminishing their theoreti-faceted nature of our object of study. The
tice, our field has hardly asked, let alon&al integrity W_lth_thls_ conceptlon? Su_rel_yentlty we call “criminal justlt_:e” is actually
answered, these fundamental questions (ethl_e stydy of cnm_mgl justice, by both crlml-f:ompr_lsed of numerous quects of study —
ceptions include Bernard and Engel Zooﬂologlcal and criminal justice scholars_, _hamcludlng t_he criminal justice system, each
Marenin and Worrall 1998; Hagan 1989). Anvolved far more than merely describingpf the major components within that sys-
strong theoretical infrastructure is the heafts functioning and devising means of crime¢em (police, courts, corrections, juvenile jus-
and soul of any area of study. The time igont_roll. Therg is no reason that the stU(_iy:e), crime (;ontrol agencies_ and practjces
past due to begin recognizing and deveIo;S’-f criminal justice cannot t_)e approached ithat fall ou§3|de the formal crl_mlnal justice
ing a theoretical foundation explicitly in-th? same way Dantzker.wgws the study cs‘ystem (private sector agenc;les,_sc_>0|a[ ser-
tended to make theoretical sense of crimin&fime. By slightly modifying his quote, vices), and other participants in criminal jus-
justice. Criminal Justice studies could similarly betice including, but not limited to, academic
It is not that Criminal Justice Studies andiewed asthe scholarly examination of researchers, the media, the legislative body,
Criminology aren't experienced with theorycfiminal justice as a social phenomenon -and the public. _ _
and the activity of theorizing. Our field has_that is, the theoretical application involv- The following questions are just a
amassed an impressive body of theoretickl9 the study of the nature and extent afample of the types of inquiry we’re inter-

work. Its focus. however. has concentrategfiminal justice behavior. ested in when theorizing criminal justice.
mostly on answering the why of crime and _ SOmMe traditional criminological theorists ¢ How do we best make theoretical
explaining crime rates. When we use thanight take exception to this view. After all, sense of the criminal justice

term “theory” in our field, we are generallythey would argue, crime theory has already apparatus’s (CJA) long-term histori-
referring to crime theory. Our “theorybeen used as the foundational material for cal development?
courses” and “theory textbooks” concendevelopingnodelsof criminal justice func- ~ «  What accounts for the steep growth

trate almost exclusively on explaining crimetioning (see Einstatder and Henry 1995). in power and size of the CJA over the
Theoretical research in our field, as evil Nis approach to understanding criminal last 30 years?
denced by the articles publishedGnimi- justice takes traditional crime theories and « How do we best make theoretical
nology andJustice Quarterly mostly test infers a model of criminal justice function- sense of current and possible future
pre-existing explanations for crime. OufN9 based on that particular conception of trends associated with the CJA?
field’'s theoretical infrastructure is built on€fime causation. While modeling CJ func- « On what theoretical basis can we
explanations of crime, not criminal justice. fioning does shed important theoretical light best understand various controver-
An underlying assumption in our field©" the system, even those involved in the sial issues facing the CJA (e.g., racial
is that the discipline Criminology is more@ctivity admit that these models do not con- profiling, death penalty, erosion of
interested in explaining the why of crime angtitute the development of theory constitutional safeguards, privati-

thus by nature more theoretically orientec(.EiHStaFder and Henry _1995). This exercise zation, etc.)? . .

Studying criminal justice is a policy-baseda|50 reinforces the nation th{;\t there can be On what theoretical basis can we
pursuit more interested in effecting practi® other th_eo.ret|c_al fpundatlon_ for uncjer— bgst. make sense of past anq current
cal crime-control initiatives, as derived fromstanding criminal justice behavior, besides criminal justice reform efforts, includ-
theories of crime (Gibbons 1994). Studyind0Se pre-existing theories designed to make  ing what drives them and why they

criminal justice is tacitly relegated to the lim{heoretical sense of crime. succeed or do not?

ited role of discerning “how to” and “what = _ o * How does the CJA affect the larger
works” — laudable objectives, but incom-Criminal Justice Theory: Varieties society in which it operates; con-

plete insofar as substantively understanéand Possibilities versely, what societal forces shape
ing the nature of our formal reaction to crime. the CJA?

Dantzker’s (1998:107) delineation between Theorizing crime has provedto be acom- ~ oW do we best make theoretical

Criminology and Criminal Justice is typicalplex endeavor. The object of study is diffi- sense of the behaviors of criminal
of this view. justice practitioners?

continued on page 8
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continued from page 6

execution will be deemed a miscarriage dferies of Asian businesses and includechll that the figures were presented to a con-
justice because of an individual's factuamany additional robberies, assaults, angressional subcommittee by the GAO and
innocence. Finally, the process itself hagven murders. that she had “found out about its existence
become more efficient without sacrificing  °lronically, a recent DNAtest carried outthrough a printed article on the subcommit-
protection for defendants. Capital punishat the behest of his family to conclusivelytee hearing.” Email correspondence with
ment inactivedeath penalty jurisdictions is clear Hanratty’s name actually proved thaChristy Hoppe, reporter forAbLAs MoRrn-

at least as efficient as life imprisonment, anble was in fact guilty of the crimdames ine News, (November 5, 2003). Nevertheless,
perhaps more so. Hanratty: The Final VerdictBBC News a search of government documents and sec-
(May 10, 2002),available athttp:// ondary sources did not turn up the source

Endnotes news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/lwales/1977508.stnof this estimate. The only 1989 GAO report
1JEssEL. JacksoN, SR.ETAL, LEGAL LyncH-  (last accessed on March 12, 2004). found referring to the cost of capital pun-

ING: THE DEATH PENALTY AND AMERICA’S FU- ®"Hugo Bedau & Michael Radeldlis- ishment,Criminal Justice: Limited Data

Ture (Random House 2003). carriages of Justice in Potentially CapitalAvailable on Costs of Death Sentences
2James Alan Fox & Marianne W. Zawitz,Cases40 San. L. Rev. 21 (1987). Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on

Homicide Trends in the United Stat&sS HStephen Markman & Paul CassBlip-  Civil and Constitutional Rights, Commit-
Dept. of Justice-Bureau of Justice Statigecting the Innocent: A Response to thiee on the Judiciary, House of Representa-
tics,available atttp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ Bedau-Radelet Studyl Sanrorp L. tives did not include any discussion of fed-

bjs/homicide/homtrnd.htm (last accesseRev.121 (1988). eral outlays on the death penalty. In fact,
March 12, 2004); Wiam WiLLBANKS, THE 12Cited by id.at 18. the first caption in the report read, “Federal
MvTH oF A RacisT CRIMINAL JUSTICE SySTEM 19d. at 127. Data on the Cost of the Death Penalty Are
(Brooks/Cole 1987). “Death Penalty Information Center,Nonexistent.”

3The modern era includes the time peCases of Innocence: 1973—Presenail- 2Philip J. Cook et alThe Costs of Pro-

riod during which states reorganized theiable at http://www.deathpenaltyinfo.org/ cessing Murder Cases in North Carolina
death penalty schemes to comply with tharticle/php?scid=6&did=109 (last updatedMay 1993), available at http://
dictates of the U.S. Supreme Court decisiadlarch 1, 2004). www.pps.aas.duke.edu/people/faculty/
in Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 238 (1972).  *Indiana Criminal Law Study Commis-cook/comnc.pdf (last accessed on March
“SeeUnited States General Accountingsion, The Application of Indiana’s Capital 12, 2004).
Office, Death Penalty Sentencing: Re-Sentencing Law: Findings of the Indiana ?Mark GoodpasterCost Comparison
search Indicates Pattern of Racial Dispari-Criminal Law Study Commissip8-7 (Jan. Between a Death Penalty Case and a Case
ties Report to Senate and House Committ0, 2002)available af http://www.gov/cji/ Where the Charge and Conviction is Life
tees on the Judiciary (Feb. 1990). lawstudy/law_book.pdf (last accessedvithout Parole, inTHE APPLICATION OF
*These studies also often fail to considaviarch 12, 2004). INDIANA’s CAPITAL SENTENCING LAW: FINDINGS
the role that the victim may have played in '®The basis for my insights and concluer THE INDIANA CRIMINAL Law Stupy Cowm-
prosecutors’ decision not to seek the dea#lions in regard to these cases extends hassion, 122A-122FF (2002).
penalty, such as when a drug dealer igond the literature. | undertook an exten- 2?Based on the operating cost, in 1991
robbed and murdered or a rival gang mensive re-examination of the seven Texas casdsllars, of $15,819 per year to house inmates
ber is killed in a drive-by shootin§eelon included in the DPIC list of innocence. Al-in minimum security, the additional 27 years
Sorensen et aEmpirical Studies on Racethough egregious procedural errors oowvould cost $427k (added to the $166k in
and Death Penalty Sentencing: A Decadeurred in the prosecution of a couple of thessavings for the 20 years for a total of $593k).
After the GAO ReparB7 Grim. Law BuLLE-  cases, the weight of the evidence sugges$sipranote 19 at 72.
TIN 395 (2002). that each of the defendants was either guilty *Based on a re-calculation of the au-
®Jonathan R. Sorensen & James Wf the crime for which he was initially con-thors’ “Summing up the CostsSupranote
Marquart, Prosecutorial and Jury Deci- victed, or at a minimum could have been tried9 at 77-79.
sion-Making in Post-Furman Texas Capias a party to the crime.
tal Cases28 Rev. oF L. & Soc. CHANGE 743, ’SeeRichard C. DietefThe Costs of the
766 (1990-1991). Death Penaltypresented to the Joint Com-
"While space constraints preclude furmittee on Criminal Justice, Legislature o
ther discussion, a full description of theMassachusetts, Mar. 27, 2003.
methodology and analysis is available from 8Christy HoppeExecutions Cost Texas
the author upon request. Millions, DaLLAs MornNING NEws, Mar. 8,
8This “significant” finding is much more 1992, available athttp://www.tcadp.org/

likely the result of shortcomings in the SHReosts.html (last accessed Nov. 4, 2003). Chicago

data. Forinstance, many important legally *While this figure accounts for the bulk| A

relevant variables are missing from the datef Hoppe's overall estimate, there is no ex lllinois

that could explain the harsher treatment iplanation of how this figure was derived March 15-19, 2005

the processing of inter-racial homicides inThe U.S. General Accounting Office, 1984 .

volving black offenders and Asian victims (GAO) is listed as the source of this esti Baltimore,

One likely explanation for the difference ismate. In an email communication, Hopp¢ Maryland

that a number of the cases involving Asiastated that she no longer retained bac February 28-March 4, 2006
victims were committed during serial rob-ground materials for that story, but did re| !
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continued from page 6

« What best explains the internaling; rather, they are broad-based interpr&onclusion: Nothing as Practical
functioning and practices of criminaltive constructs. Each orientation framegs a Good Theory
justice agencies? how we think about criminal justice phe-

These questions demonstrate that oWy “inquencing the research and specifigsserted that “criminal justice is an academic

field’s crime theories, because they haVﬁ‘leory-testing we might conduct, orientingliscipline in practice but not yet in theory.”

been constructed specifically to explain, . interpretations of criminal justice phe-Our field has not placed high value on this
crime, are |nsuff|C|e_nt for prowd_mg adequatenomena, and affecting policy and practiceendeavor for two primary reasons. The first
ansv;/ehrs. Attempgpg to explain Lhe behavi,oce orientations are organized around thas already been discussed — crime theory
:g\rNoat erat\?Ji' Frgnéi?r?iﬂ%iséénﬁrglrmlr?k otion of metaphor — an approach_ theﬁuffices. The second is more difficult to
ing ar?gpractiée private crime control org [\GH_DS us make theoretical sense of criminalvercome: while exploring the why of crime
nizations, and trends in social control, nd-Stice Py relating itto something else. Theyias prima facie importance, our field has not

! o _“include criminal justice as: (1) Rational-Legrticulated nor acknowledged what value
cessitate a Fheoretlpal infrastructure uniqy alism; (2) Sys'fjem? (3) Cri(m)e Control vstheorizing criminal justice pr(?vides us. Some
to these unique objects of study. . Due Process; (4) Politics; (5) Socially Conggsyme, in fact, that studying criminal justice
_Numerous approaches to developingy, e Reality; (6) Growth Complex; (7)is inheréntly and necessarily a-theoretical
criminal justice theory are possible. One Wagppression; (8) Late Modernity. because it concentrates on practice. The
alrez_idy r_ner)tloned. constructing mod_elso These eight orientations demonstratﬁotion that practice can sr:)mehow be
prlmlnal Justice fqncﬂonmg_based on dlffer'that our field actually has a rich set of theo: P
ing theories of crime. David Duffee (1990) .. .\ lenses through which to make sensevered from theory has been thoroughly
has taken the more traditional approach b f criminal justice phenomena, aside fro c?ebunke_d in most other major fields of study
attempting to articulate a general theory eories about crime. The mult,i-theoretic%emsetm 1976; Fay 1977; Habermas 1972;
criminal justic_g, grounded in the context O%pproach found in tHis book not only catas arr and Stephens 1986). Theory and
local cpmml_ml_tles._Bemard and Engel (200:]1 gs the diversity of thinking and SCholmlypra_ctlce are _|mplled in one another; no
organize criminal justice theory around thg, i oy field of study about criminal POIICY analysis, implementation, strategic
possible dependent variables employed ;-0 it 4150 avoids the ethnocentric ter@!@n. or practitioner action is devoid of
the existing literature. _Another avenue h ency to view phenomena through a singl@'eory- To deny the integral role theory
been to answer specific theoretical quegn . erica filter (Kraska 2004). Even thougtplays in all these instances is to remain
tions about a specific object 01_‘ s'gudy_. Davi he system’s metaphor is the most recoggnorant of its influence
Garland (2001), for example, limits his theog;, o "5 large body of work has also emergedheorizing criminal justice phenomena
retical analysis to the question of what 4Gising the interpretive orientation (sociabhould also not be viewed as an endeavor
counts for the rapid growth of criminal jus- onstructionism/cultural studies), the pointended exclusively for practical change.
tice over the last 30 years. che.r rgsgarcﬁncal framework, the growth-complex ori- Numerous scholars in our field, including
ers concentrate on explaining individua ntation, and most recently, studying crimimyself, find studying our society’s reaction
pra.Ctltlor!er behavior - such as Why. SOMfa) justice through the lens of “late moderto crime intellectually stimulating in and of
police officers engage in corruption. Flnally,nit itself. Throughout my career, I've been
some academics have worked on develop-"r,q oppression orientation is anothefascinated with criminal justice bhenomena
Ing normative theone_s of Cr!mlnal JUStCe,in 0 mative example. Critical criminology — much like a biologist studies the animal
concentrating on phll(_)sop_hlcgl prmuple%as a massive body of work theorizing thﬁingdom or an anthropologist studies
'”ter.‘ded to guide C””?'”a' Ju_St'C.e practiceqopavior of the State, the legal apparatuﬁ}digenous subcultures (see Kraska 2001)
(Braithewaite and Pettit 1990; Ellis and Ellis, | -ands in social control — all in relationStudying numans and organizations.

1989).
to gender,_race, ,and class. In _fa<_:t, C.on?:fttempting to control wrong-doing (and
pared to this area’s analysis of criminal jus,

Theoretical Orientations— tice behavior explaining law- breaking haéometimes engaging in wrong-doing while
Infrastructure Beginnings been a secor'1dary pursuit. This is one rez\r}/Ing to control i) yields intriguing insights

- ; a*bout the nature of society, our political
_ _ son critical scholarship often seems out q :
Despite these various avenues for dejace in most criminological theory text- andscape, and cutting-edge cultural trends.

veloping criminal justice theory, our field still p ) oks:  their object of study — an OppresI_n short, how we react to crime tells us a lot
does not have a well-recognized theoreticaly,e crime control apparatus — does ndétbout ourselves and where our society
infrastructure about criminal justice. To beggincide well with theories focused only ornight be headed.

gin the process of rectifying this situation . ime causation. Even when critical crimi-  1heories are repositories for
Kraska (2004), in his bookheorizing Crimi- y5|0gists explore the causes of crime, thegtbstantive thought, filters for thinking
nal Justice: Eight Essential Orientations m st often focus on the oppressive featurégrough  our history and major
has taken the unique approach of identifyst oy the State differentially defines act¢ontemporary issues and trends, the
ing and_artiCUI_ating _the contours_ of eig_h'as crime among marginalized groups (agaifQundational material through which we
“theoretical orientations” found in tradi-focysing on State behavior). Theorizinglevelop innovative solutions to our
tional and contemporary scholarship aboutiminal justice seems a better descriptioproblems, and the backdrop for all research
the criminal justice system and trends iRy his Jarge body of work than does theoin our field — whether it be policy-based,
crime control. Theoretical orientations al§izing crime. descriptive, or theoretical. Developing and
not specific theories ready made for test- teaching a body of knowledge about criminal
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justice requires the incorporation of criminalustice ReformProspect Heights, IL: Waveland

justice theory in our writing and researchpress.

within the classroom, and in our criminal  Einstadter, W. and S. Henry (1998)imi-
justice and criminology curricula. nological Theory: An Analysis of its Underlying]
Establishing a well-recognized theoreticaf\ssumptions New York: Harcourt Brace Pub-
infrastructure about criminal justice shouldishers.

be a higher priority. Thinking about and Ellis, R.D. and C.S. Ellis (1989heories of

understanding the why of criminal justice i<"iminal Justice: A Critical Reappraisal

vital for credible pedagogy; it is a|SOWoIfeborro, NH: Longwood Academic.

essential in laying claim to being a legitimate, Ff_‘y‘ BL (1377?5(;’ cial TT]IO Yy an;UPOI'.t'Cal
academ|c dISC|p|Ine ractice Lonaon: George enan nwin.

Gibbons, D.C. (1994jalking About Crime
and Criminals: Problem and Issues in Theory
Development in CriminologyEnglewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bernard, T and R. Engel (2001) “Conceptu- Hagan, J. (1989) “Why Is There So Little
alizing Criminal Justice TheoryJustice Quar- Criminal Justice Theory? Neglected Macro- anI

terly 18(1): 1-30. Micro-Level Links Between Organizations and

Bernstein, R.J. (1976) The Restructuring 0ﬁ’ower.”JournaI of Research in Crime and De-
Social and Political Theory. London: MethueﬁinquencﬁG(Z)' 116-135
Unlverglft]y Prgss. q it (19 Habermas, J. (197Rnowledge and Human
Braithewaite, J'an P. Petit (1 9<D<))t Just Interests Translated by J.J. Shapiro, London]
Deserts: A Republican Theory of Criminal JusHeinemann

tice. Oxford: Clarendon Press. . Kraska, P.B. (2001)iilitarizing the Ameri-
.Qarr. W. anq K. Stephens (1983§¢co.m|ng can Criminal Justice System: The Changin
Critical: Education, Knowledge and Action Re-

search London: The Falmer Press.
Dantzker, M.L. (1998) Criminology and
Criminal Justice: Comparing, Contrasting, an?ice:
Intertwining Disciplines. Boston: Butterworth-
Heinemann o L Marenin, O. and J. Worrall (1998) “Criminal
Duﬁge, D.E. (1980‘_ 199@xplaining C”,m'_' Justice: Portrait of a Discipline in Progress.
nal Justice: Community Theory and Cr'm'nalJournal of Criminal Justic@6(6): 465-480.
]

References

Roles of the Armed Forces and Polid&oston:
Northeastern University Press.

(2004) Theorizing Criminal Jus-
Eight Essential Orientation$rospect
Heights, lllinois: Waveland Press.

Academy of Criminal Justice

Editorial Staff
Editor:
Alejandro del Carmen
Associate Professor
Criminology & Criminal Justice
Department
University of Texas at Arlington
Arlington, Texas 76019-0595
(817) 272-2498
adelcarmen@uta.edu

Publication Specialist:

Jamie Hanson

University of Texas at Arlington
Arlington, Texas 76019-0595
(817)272-1288
jamiehansonll@hotmail.com

Book Review Editor:

Cary Adkinson

College of Criminal Justice
Sam Houston State University
Huntsville, Texas 77341

(936) 294-1654
stdcdall@shsu.edu

ACJS T obay
SUBMISSIONS INFORMATION

The deadline for submissions to be included in the September/Oc-
tober ACJS Today is August 20, 2004 . Submissions, in Microsoft
Word format should be e-mailed or sent to:

Alex del Carmen
Associate Professor and Graduate Advisor
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Box 19595
University of Texas at Arlington
Arlington, Texas 76019-0595
Office Phone: (817) 272-3318
Fax: (817) 272-5673
E-mail; adelcarmen@uta.edu

ACJS Today is published four times a year
(January/February, May/June, September/
October, and November/December). Copy-
right © 2000 by the Academy of Criminal Jus-
tice Sciences. All rights reserved. Distrib-
uted to all current members of ACJS.

Inquiries : Address all correspondence con-
cerning editorial materials to: Editor, ACJS
Today, clo Professor Alex del Carmen, De-
partment of Criminology and Criminal Justice,
Box 19595, University of Texas at Arlington,
Arlington, TX 76019-0595  (817) 272-5673.

Postmaster : Please send all address
changesto: ACJS Today, c/o Laura Monaco,
7319 Hanover Parkway, Suite C, Greenbelt,
Maryland 20770.

Membership : For information concerning
ACJS membership and advertising materials,
contact Laura Monaco, 7319 Hanover Park-
way, Suite C, Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 or
visit our website at http://www.acjs.org.




10 ACJS Topay May/June 2004

Book REVIEWS

Forst, B. (2004).Errors of Justice.New An important question it is, but one thatler to examine how well it meets those goals
York: Cambridge. is far more difficult to resolve than this workand objectives and if its purpose is evolv-
seems to recognize. One conclusion to bieg and to what endFairness and Effec-
ReviEWER: MicHAEL J. DEVALVE drawn from his model is that we should béiveness in Policing: The Evidenddfills
Sam Houston State University willing to accept a marginal increase in théhe need of this second area in an exquisite

number of individuals convicted of crimesmanner, including analyses of the following

Forst's issue for the work is an importhey did not commit, in order to decreaséopics: a) current research on policing and
tant one: how might the criminal justice systhe number of culpable individuals who eshow it is carried out; b) the nature of United
tem be more effective at both limiting falsecape punishment. How this mechanisrBtates specific policing; c) an investigation
positives (errors of due process) and falsgould work is not fully clear; the case isinto police behavior, both with people and
negatives (errors of impunity). The hook ignade through a relatively simplistic hyposituations and within organizations; d) ef-
legitimacy; our current dark state of affairghetical statistical analysis of homogenoutectiveness of police to reduce crime, disor-
is the result of the criminal justice system'§ases under laboratory-like conditions. Thder and fear; e) compliance of police to law;
failure to avert a quiet crisis of confidencddea that we should be willing to accept mor§ legitimacy of the police through police
(sometimes that crisis is not so quiet, alélse positives in order to reduce the nunfairness; and g) future research needs for
evidenced by examples Forst provides)er of false negatives may be a result of hjgolicing.
That failure is the result of an inability touse of statistical inferential logic as his The authors review research dating from
perform promised roles: catch and punisfiamework; the implications of punishing the1968 evaluating what has been found with
offenders, maintain the peace for and not t@on-culpable are explored only cursorily. regard to effectiveness and fairness of po-
molest non-offenders, and protect the con- Despite these criticisms, | feel this workicing. An overall assessment illuminates
stitutionally guaranteed rights of everyonewould be useful as one of several readinghe fact that there are numerous pockets of
Over the course of several chapters, Forftr @ Master’s level criminal justice overviewinformation that are missing in regard to
applies his model to errors of justice in po0r capstone class, or perhaps for a Ph.policing practices. This factinforms us that
lice, courts, and corrections contexts. criminal justice proseminar class. Forst'accurate representations about policing may

Toward his end, Forst recommends wise of examples is beyond question broatbt be available yet and that research needs
seek an “elusive equilibrium” between arfind insightful. His linking of social scienceto fill these gaps to best understand the
overemphasis on errors of impunity and efmethod and the pursuit of an error-free jussurrent state of policing in the United States.
rors of due process. As a key example, Hige system in this manner seems to offer a The content of the report focuses on
desires to strike a balance between the co&tique way of teaching or reinforcing bothevaluating police operations in respect to
of criminal justice system responses and tHgethod and system concepts. Failure fdairness and effectiveness and suggests that
costs of future crime, at a point where th&ée professor to agree fully with a work suclpolice work that the public perceives as
total cost of crime reaches a minimum.  as this only makes class discussions th§tist” more effectively garners a law-abid-

For purposes of clarity, Forst uses clagnuch more lively. | feel there are considering society, as opposed to police work that
sical probability-based social science logi@ble problems with Forst's arguments, alis harsh and indiscriminate. Additionally,
as a framework for the idea of justice errorghough his original premise is interestingthe presence of police in society is further
their address and prevention. Although Bevertheless, | would use his book in mjegitimized by perceptions of fair treatment.
sound idea, the execution is a little awkwardtlassroom. | would not hesitate, thereforeThis work explores the juxtaposition of hav-
For example, in a comparison between pro& recommend that others use it in theirs.ing to respond to relatively nationwide
ecutors and researchers, Forst portrays pros- = goals, including crime prevention, reduction
ecutors as more than likely being praisegkogan, W., & Frydl, K. (eds.). (2004). in disorder and fear of crime, and, more re-
more for zealous prosecution than for a puFairness and Effectiveness in Policing: ¢€ntly, the police role in antiterrorism, com-
suit of justice. Although this argument isThe EvidenceWashington, D.C.: The Na- Pined with the differing policies on how to

seaworthy, even in an adversarial systentipnal Academies Press. be most effective across states and, more
prosecutors should, and more often do, seek precisely, jurisdictions. It emphasizes the
to do justice. Thus an important argumerReviewer: ELizaseTH QUINN DEVALVE difficulty in evaluating departments when a
for his case is missed: prosecutors and rgam Houston State University wide range of discretion is used by line of-
searchers both should serve the idea of ficers across jurisdictions every day but also

Truth, even in an adversarial legal system. It is important, when studying the aresaddresses the issue of police allocation of
It would seem that this last qualification isof law enforcement, to be familiar with theresources with competing demands of
particularly powerful, given that the valuehistory of its implementation and the reaneighborhood and city-level factors.

of justice would undergird the otherwiseson for its necessity, including its general The authors indicate that there is a seri-
adversarial nature of the criminal court, angoals and objectives. It is equally imporous lack of research on the nature of polic-
would have offered convincing evidence fotant to include an analysis of the fairnestg on police-citizen contact, police behav-

his point. and effectiveness of law enforcement in orior, and organizational administration. Fur-
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thermore, research focuses almost si
larly on patrol officers, thereby excludi
integral components of law enforcement.
a more positive note, the issues of race pnd
gender and policing are discussed botl{ in

the context of police-citizen interactions o . . . . L .
as officer characteristics. In this sense, q‘he Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences is seeking applications for the position

th ; L . o2 . o
authors suggest that there needs to bel Editor of the Journal of Criminal Justice Education: An official publication of the

hanced research in multiple areas relaﬂr@cademy of Criminal Justice Sciences.

to the nature of policing, but information
not completely lacking in every aspect.

ACJS Epitor PosiTioN

® The Editor Selection Committee of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences is

A review of the effectiveness of the ma irf";tccepting applications for the position of Editor of the Journal of Criminal Justice
model of policing, reactive policing, is pr __Education. The Editor will be res_ponsible fpr adr_ninisteri_ng a high_quality academic
sented with an evaluation of other, perh Idgurnal for the ACJS membership. The Editor will set editorial policy, select deputy
more effective, techniques, such as focu &ind associate editors, create a peer review system, and manage the journal.

policing and community and problem-ofj-APplications must meet the following criteria:

ented policing techniques. Furthermore,jan
assessment is made evaluating the link|be-
tween police compliance with laws gove
ing their authority and with perceived lg-
gitimacy by the public it serves. Areas pf
police misconduct are reviewed in additipn
to administration’s response to miscondyct.
Because police are the most visible compo-
nent of the criminal justice system, the
public’'s judgment of the validity of the sy$-
tem and laws in general can be affecjed
greatly by those representatives seen
often. Finally, the authors propose multigle
recommendations to address the lack offre-
search in all areas presented with spedific
ideas on how best to carry out the neegled
studies.

Demonstrated record of scholarly activity as measured by such indicators
as publications in refereed journals, book publication, and research;

Prior editorial experience as measured by such indicators as editorial
responsibilities for other scholarly publications and past experience as a
referee, associate, or deputy editor of an academic journal, or other
demonstrated editorial experience;

Earned doctorate or terminal degree in criminal justice or related field;
Senior (associate professor or above) academic rank at host institution;
ACJS membership;

Formal declaration of support from host institution, including release time,
space, and other support services the institution will commit to editorship.

This text could be used in a number|ofy, e interested in being considered should provide a formal proposal to the Editor

courses: a) as a supplement to an intro
tory undergraduate course in law enforge

ment so that students can compare goal of

policing to effectiveness of current stra

of law enforcement. Additionally, practitiq-
ners may find this text useful to shed li

within their own departments.
This reviewer recommends this bopk
emphatically. It has multiple uses in the

titioners. It does a fantastic job of rep
senting the available research on policjng
and elucidates the gaps that need to be fjled
in order for a true understanding of polige
fairness and effectiveness in the United

States.
| |

USelection Committee no later than January 7, 2005 . The proposal should include:

Statement of editorial philosophy for the Journal of Criminal Justice
Education;

Statement of applicant’s qualifications, including vita;
Formal declaration of institutional support;

A budget including a breakdown of the expenses that will be provided by
the host institution and those expected for the Academy.

Applications and requests for further information should be directed to:

Jeffery T. Walker
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Arkansas, Little Rock
Little Rock, AR 72204-1099

(501) 569-3083

The Editor’s first issue will be March, 2006 (Volume 17, Number 1). The ACJS
Executive Board recently approved a $5,000 stipend for the Editor.
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CaLL For MANUSCRIPTS

The Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice invites individuals to submit manuscripts for consideration for inclusion in a
planned special issue on the topic, Miscarriages of Criminal Justice (August 2005 issue) . The Guest Editor encourages
submissions on all aspects of the subject but is especially interested in manuscripts that focus on why miscarriages occur and
what can be done about them. Inquiries about the appropriateness of topics should be directed to Robert M. Bohm , JCCJ Guest
Editor, via e-mail (rbohm@ mail.ucf.edu) or telephone (407-823-5944).

All manuscripts will be peer reviewed. Manuscripts should be no more than 25 typed, double-spaced pages including tables,
figures and references. Manuscripts must be received no later than January 15, 2005 . Please send four manuscript copies,
along with the manuscript on disk, to:

Robert M. Bohm
Department of
Criminal Justice & Legal Studies
University of Central Florida
Orlando, FL 32816

Criminal Justice Studies: A Critical Journal of Crime, Law and Society (formerly Justice Professional) invites all interested
persons to submit manuscripts for a special issue on victims and victimology. Submissions on a broad range of topics under the
general heading of victims and victimology are encouraged. The journal regularly accepts, and will also consider for this special
issue, literature reviews, research notes, and summary reports of innovative research projects. Manuscripts should be no more
than 30 typed, double-spaced pages including tables, figures and references. APA style should be used, and all manuscripts will
be peer-reviewed. Send four copies of the manuscripts to:

Laura J. Moriarty

Virginia Commonwealth University
P.O. Box 842019
College of Humanities and Sciences
Office of the Dean
Richmond, VA 23284-2019

To be considered for this special issue, manuscripts should be received by August 1, 2004.

ACA SEEKS ARTICLES

Have you just completed a research study or scholarly essay that you think would be of interest to those in corrections? Corrections
Compendium , the research journal of the American Correctional Association, is seeking submissions for upcoming issues. Its
international readership includes individuals involved in various sectors of the corrections and criminal justice fields, including
individuals employed in academia, correctional institutions and community corrections. A leading peer-reviewed publication in
the corrections field, Compendium welcomes you to submit your research-based papers for possible publication. We are open
to submissions on all subjects — provided that they relate to corrections and adhere to standards of quality scholarship. A typical
article is approximately 3,000 to 6,000 words, excluding references, endnotes, tables, charts, etc. All submissions are reviewed
by members of our editorial advisory board. Articles must not have been published elsewhere or be under consideration by
another publication. A complete list of our guidelines is available on our Web site at Do you think you may have just what we are
looking for? If so, please send your unformatted article on an IBM-compatible disk in WordPerfect or Microsoft Word, double
spaced, with any tables or charts at the end of the copy, and accompanied by a hard copy to:

Susan Clayton, Managing Editor
American Correctional Association
4380 Forbes Boulevard,
Lanham, MD 20706-4322
or e-mail it to: susanc@aca.org.

Please remember to include your name, title, affiliation, address, daytime telephone number, fax number and e-mail address.




International Perspectives
on
Crime, Justice and Public Order
June 6-10, 2004 Bucharest, Romania

Co-Sponsors

John Jay College of Criminal Justice Office of the Prime Minister
The City University of New York Government of Romania
Department of Justice New Scotland Yard

Federal Bureau of Investigation Metropolitan Police Service

John Jay College is proud to present the Seventh Biennial International Conference which will provide an opportunity

for experts from around the world to come together to discuss ideas, share effective strategies and develop innovative
programs to address pressing criminal justice issues.

Workshops and panels will be held at various historic locations in the heart of Bucharest. The Conference will
include but not be limited to the following themes:

Criminal Justice Education Impact of Crime
Multi-agency Law Enforcement Cooperation Victimization

Guns, Drugs, and Violent Crime Technology and Crime
Forensic Science, Psychology and Psychiatry Social Control

Issues of Corrections, Probation and Parole Police Accountability
Gangs: Prevention and Enforcement Crime and the Media
Ethical Issues in Criminal Justice Globalization of Crime

In addition, receptions and site visits to criminal justice facilities

For more information and registration forms contact:
Dr. Roberta Blotner
International Perspectives on Crime, Justice and Public Order
John Jay College of Criminal Justice
The City University of New York
899 Tenth Avenue, Room 623T
New York, NY 10019
(212) 237-8654; FAX (212) 237-8610
E-mail: conference2004@ijjay.cuny.edu
Or visit us at www.conference2004.jjay.cuny.edu




New from Anderson Publishing .

Corrections:

Exploring Corrections

in America

John T. Whitehead / Joycatyn M. Pollock / Michael C. Braswell

Understanding Corrections: Where Are We?
The History of American Corrections:
Where Did We Come From?
bt Corrections and the Courts
COPRECTIONS Jails
rA AR Community Corrections
Dimensions of Community Justice
Prisons: An American Institution
Offencers and Inmates
5 Women Offenders ard Correctional Workers
= Therough INTRODUCTION 10 Juvenile Corrections
1o cerrections. 11 Special Fopulaticns in Prisons

12 Correctional Officers
= Contributiens irem 13 Correctional Counselors

LEABING AUTHORITIES and Other Treatment Professicrals
14 Issues in Correctional Administraticr.
in the field. and Management
15 The Death Penczlty
26 The Evolution of Correcticns:
What Does the Future Hold?

STUDY GUIDE Corrections: Exploring Corrections in America provides

a thorough inoduction to the topic of corrections in Amerca.
Student Study Guide to accompany In acdition to providing complete coverage o the history and
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The First One-Stop Resource For Combating Today’s Fastest-Growing Crime!
ID Theft is low-risk, high-return and devastating to victims, the economy and law enforcement!

Identity Theft First Responer Manual for Criminal Justice
Professionals: Police Officers, Attorneys and Judges

By Judith M. Collins, Ph.D. and Sandra K. Hoffman, B.A.,
Michigan State University, School of Criminal Justice

Help your students prepare themselves professionally-and

¥  personally-to confront this fast-growing, crime epidemic with
Identity Theft @ cxpert guidance from the Nation’s Leading Authority on
SRS TSNP 1D Theft, DR. JupiTH COLLINS, Director of the ID Theft Partner-

for Criminal Justice

ships in Prevention Program at Michigan State University.

Professionals

b e o N much-anticipated manual, already in high demand nationwide, gives
virtually everything needed to thoroughly and effectively navigate ID Theft
cases of all variations including:

A VALUABLE BEHIND-THE-SCENES LOOK AT ID THEFT:
LR » Insicer deiails on the most successfu! ID Theft tactics.

1-889031-87-9 $21.95 » Leading red flag indicators that can signal a stolen ID.

8% x 11, Soft Cover » Insightintothe criminal attraction to this low-risk, high-return crime.

EXPERT INVESTIGATIVE GUIDANCE FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT, FRAUD INVESTIGATORS
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»  Proven tips for helping victims report, regroup and recover while helping investigators solve the crime.
»  What to expect and what nor to expect from victims.
»  The four crucial first response steps to take in ID Theatt cases.
»  Priceless instruction for analyzing a post-1D Theft credit report.

EXTENSIVE VICTIMS’ ASSISTANCE COMPONENT TO HELP VICTIMS:
»  Promptly take essential steps to understand and cleanse credit reports.

Alert pivotal investigative and reporting entities,

Restore proper personal and professional documentation.

Begin the psychological healing process...and much more!
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PLUS! Eight Appendix Entries Packed with Applicable Forms, Helpful Tips and Legal Cites
Desk Copy requests by phone M-F, 9-5 EST 1-800-647-5547
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