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Foreword

These are the proceedings of the 1996 annual meeting of the Homicide Research
Working Group. The meeting was hosted by the RAND Corporation in Santa
Monica, California from June 9 to June 12, 1996.

The Proceedings include nine sections that correspond closely with the areas of
presentation and discussion outlined in the program agenda. Recorder’s notes and
discussion summaries, when made available, were included. A copy of the meeting
agenda, and a list of program participants and active members are included in the

~ appendices.

Thanks to all for your participation.
Pamela K. Lattimore

Cynthia A. Nahabedian
Editors



i



CONTENTS

FOREWORD.........ooiiiiiiiii e i
SECTION ONE:
THE HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROURP..........cccccevveiieiiiininnn 2
THE HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROUP:
PAST AND PRESENT
ROLAND CHILTON........ccccoitiiiieieinienieieieie e 4

THE HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROUP’S
FIRST FIVE YEARS: WHAT HAS BEEN DONE?
WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE?
ROLAND CHILTON........cootiiiiiiitiiiieeceniee e, 12

SECTION TWO:
INTEGRATING THEORIES OF LETHAL VIOLENCE..............cccccvevnene.e. 22

THEORIZING ABOUT HOMICIDE: A PRESENTATION
ON THE THEORIES EXPLAINING HOMICIDE

AND OTHER CRIMES

CHRISTINE E. RASCHE...........cooooiiiiiiieeccce e 24
SUMMARY OF PANEL DISCUSSION (THEORIES)

RICHARD ROSENFELD.........cccooiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieeeiee e 36

SECTION THREE:
YOUTH VIOLENCE TRENDS..........coooiiiiiiiiiite e 38

THE COMING WAVE OF VIOLENCE IN CALIFORNIA

ALLANF. ABRAHAMSE ........ccccociiiiiiiininiiieiceieecce 40
FIREARMS IN THE HOMICIDES AND SUICIDES

OF YOUTHS

JIAFANG CHEN. ...........oooiiiiiiiiiicccceee 52

EXPLORING THE RECENT SURGE IN YOUTH HOMICIDE
RATES: GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIONS
ROBERT L. FLEWELLING..........ccoccvoiiiiiiiteieiiece e 58

il



MINNEAPOLIS YOUTH HOMIC]DE STUDY

BETH ANSARI i -
DOUGLAS KRESS.........oovvooooeoeecieeeeeoeeeteeeoes st 64
SUMMARY OF PANEL DISCUSSION
(YOUTH VIOLENCE)
KATHLEEN M. HEIDE....... ... R e 66
SECTION FOUR:
IS THE NATURE OF HOMICIDE CHANGING: WHAT IS
HAPPENING TO ADULT HOMICIDEY........cc.c.co0ivvorsvrereorrsssienrsinnesn 68

CHANGING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MEN AND
WOMEN AND THE DECLINE IN INTHVIATE
PARTNER HOMICIDE
RICHARD ROSENFELD.................. SO S FOO U PE IR 70

VIOLENCE IN U.S. CITIES: HOMICIDE TRENDS IN
EIGHT U.S. CITIES
PAMELAK. LATTHVIORE ..................................................... 80

URBAN ARREST TRENDS FOR ADULT MEN AND '
WOMEN: 1960-1993

ROLAND CHILTON.......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiicciieeee e o4
HOMICIDE AND ITS DETERMINANTS
JIAFANG CHEN...........ccoooiiiiiiil e eree s e 92
SECTION FIVE:
CITY STUDIES OF HOMICIDE IN THE SOUTH AND SOUTHWEST ....... 98

MURDER IN SPACE CITY RE-EXAMINED: HOUSTON
HOMICIDE TWENTY YEARS LATER
VICTORIA E. BREWER
KELLY R. DAMPHOUSSE
WILLIAM G. EDISON, JR................. UL SN TN SRR 100

CHANGING HOMICIDE PATTERNS
DEAN G. ROJEK........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 106

v



AN HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHICAL STUDY OF LETHAL
VIOLENCE IN SAN ANTONIO
BEN BRADSHAW
DERRAL CHEATWOOD
DAVID R. JOHNSON. ......ovotitiieeee e, 126

EXAMINING ETHNIC DISTINCTIONS IN VICTIM-OFFENDER
HOMICIDES: THE CASE OF MIAMI IN THE 1990'S

RAMIRO MARTINEZ, JR.........ccoccovieiimieirienienieeeeeie e, 140
SUMMARY OF PANEL DISCUSSION (CITY STUDIES)
MARGARET A. ZAHN.........ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiecee e 146
SECTION SIX: ‘
RESEARCH AND PRACTITIONERS EFFORTS TO INFLUENCE
SOCIAL POLICY IN VIOLENCE PREVENTION.............cccoueiiieiienrennn. 148
INJURY AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS
BILLIE WEISS........ocoiiirieiiioieeeeeeiee e 150
GANG TATTOO REMOVAL PROGRAM: OPERATION
FRESH START OF CHICAGO
JOHNP.MAY ...t 152
RISE HIGH PROJECTS: VIOLENCE PREVENTION
MESSAGES
JOHN P. MAY ...ttt 152
RECORDERS REPORT (VIOLENCE PREVENTION PANEL)
ALLANF. ABRAHAMSE...........ccooooiiiiiiieieeeee e, 154
SECTION SEVEN: ’
NEW AND VERY RECENT RESEARCH....................... feretererereesianrennaeeenanne 156
VICTIMIZATION OF OFFENDERS: DEATH OF
YOUTHFUL PAROLEES
PAMELA K. LATTIMORE
RICHARD L. LINSTER.........cccooiitiiiiiiineieeieeieeiee 158



WORK IN PROGRESS: THE UNITED NATIONS
INTERNATIONAL STUDY ON FIREARMS
REGULATION

RICHARD BLOCK.........c.cccoiiiaiiiiiieieiceeee e

ROBBERS WHO INJURE AND THOSE WHO DO NOT

ROSEMARY J. ERICKSON........ccccceiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiienn

CHANGING PATTERNS OF HOMICIDE AND SOCIAL POLICY

MARGARET A. ZAHN

KATHERINE M. JAMIESON........ccccccooiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiies ,

SUMMARY OF PANEL DISCUSSION (NEW AND VERY
RECENT RESEARCH)

BARBARAPEARCE.............oooiiiiiiiiiiiicccee

SECTION EIGHT:
FIREARMS AND HOMICIDE: MEASURING THE PROBLEM

AND DESIGNING SOLUTIONS.........coiiiiiiiiiieie e

FIREARM AVAILABILITY AND FIREARM HOMICIDE IN
CHICAGO: A WORK IN PROGRESS
CAROLYN REBECCA BLOCK

ANTIGONE CHRISTAKOS. ..o,

THE EPIDEMIOLOGY OF FIREARMS AND HOMICIDE:
THE NEED FOR BASIC SCIENCE

PAUL H. BLACKMAN. ...t

DISARMING THE CRIMINAL: ATF’S STRATEGIC AND
SCIENTIFIC APPROACH TO FOCUSED AND
TARGETED ENFORCEMENT

JOSEPH J. VINCE, JR......ooooooooooooeoeoeoeoeeeeeeeeeeee e

PEDIATRIC FIREARM MORTALITY RATES IN CHICAGO
ROBERT R. TANZ
BARBARA PEARCE

CONSTANTINE GEORGAKIS..........ccovviiriiiciece

vi



PRIOR NONFATAL FIREARMS INJURIES IN DETAINEES

OF A LARGE URBAN JAIL
JOHN P. MAY ..ottt 220
PHYSICIAN COUNSELING REGRADING FIREARMS RISKS
JOHN P. MAY ...ttt 220
SUMMARIES OF PANEL DISCUSSION (FIREARMS)
CHERYL MAXSON
CHRIS RASCHE...........ooiiiiiiiiiieit e 222
SECTION NINE:
PARRICIDE: ADULTS WHO KILL THEIR PARENTS............ccccoeiiiinee. 226

DANGEROUSLY ANTISOCIAL KIDS WHO KILL THEIR
PARENTS: TOWARD A BETTER UNDERSTANDING
OF THE PHENOMENON
KATHLEEN M. HEIDE............ccoiiiiiiiiiiieceeee 228

PARRICIDE AND ATTEMPTED PARRICIDE: FORENSIC
DATA AND PSYCHOLOGICAL RESULTS
ADAM M. WEISMAN

KAUSHAL K. SHARMA . .......ccooiiiiiiii e 234

APPENDICES ...ttt 248
CONFERENCE AGENDA. ........ccoiiiiiiiiii it 250
PARTICIPANTS. ... 256

vii









Section One:
The Homicide Research Working Group






THE HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROUP: PAST AND PRESENT

NOTES ON THE FIRST SESSION OF THE SANTA MONICA MEETING OF THE
HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROUP

Organizer and Moderator: Roland Chilton
Participants: Richard Block, Carolyn Rebecca Block, Chris Rasche, John Jarvis, Harold
Rose, Pam Lattimore, and Derral Cheatwood

Introduction:

The first session of the 1996, Santa Monica meeting of the Homicide Research Working
Group was devoted to a consideration of "The Homicide Research Working Group Past and
Present." A panel of individuals who had been active in the group since its inception
discussed the history of the group and their perception of the structure of our studies, and
the session was opened to comments and questions from the general audience. It was a
chance to look back at where we had come from and what we thought we had done, and to
consider what we are now doing and where we may want to go. It was a review of the last
five meetings of the Homicide Research Working Group and an open discussion of how we
have changed and how we have stayed the same.

The Goals of the Organization:

It is impossible to consider the past, present or future of the Homicide Research Working
Group without addressing its goals, because this is an organization whose sole purpose is
set out in those goals. It has no other obligations (beyond annual membership dues), and
no limits on, nor qualifications for, membership. As a consequence, these goals are
paramount to understanding the evolution of the group, the ongoing concerns of the group,
and the potential for the future. As developed initially by Richard and Becky Block and
finalized by the participants at the Ann Arbor meeting, these goals are the following.

1. To forge links between research, epidemiology, and practical programs to reduce
levels of mortality from violence.

2. To promote improved data quality and the linking of diverse homicide data sources.

3. To foster collaborative, interdisciplinary research on lethal and non-lethal violence.

4. To encourage more efficient sharing of techniques for measuring and analyzing
homicide.

5. To create and maintain a communication network among those collecting,

maintaining, and analyzing homicide data sets.

6. To generate a stronger working relationship among homicide researchers.



The history of the Homicide Research Working Group, then, begins with a frustration with
other organizations being unable to meet these objectives.

History of the HRWG - Organization and Beginnings:

The Homicide Research Working Group came about from an idea of Richard Block’s.
Attending the meetings of the American Society of Criminology, he realized that there were
sessions on violence and on homicide which addressed theory, definition, and research, but
that there was little integration or cross-disciplinary communication. As professionals and
academics we were spending a great deal of time considering and talking about homicide,
but very little time integrating what we knew or transmitting it to others. And homicide
rates continued to go up. From this, he and Becky Block derived the idea of an inter-
disciplinary group dedicated to the study of homicide in an attempt to formulate workable
policies that would help reduce the levels of lethal violence.

The first three significant activities following from this idea took place at the national
meetings of the American Society of Criminology in 1991. First, the Blocks organized a
plenary session dedicated to the work of Marvin Wolfgang. At that session, the current
status of homicide research was evaluated, and an agenda for the future was considered.
This plenary session set the tone for what we do. Panelists noted the need for more
research in the tradition of detail Wolfgang established, and pointed out the need for links
to other data sets and to other nations. And most fundamentally, they called for the
development of an organized and integrated body of theory and research based on new
theoretical approaches, new technologies, and the new methodologies which are available to
us. The papers presented at this session were published in a special issue of the Journal of
Criminal Justice, 1992 (Vol. 14).

Second, a session was held at the meetings to determine the level of interest in such a
group. The response was a standing-room-only crowd of eighty people. The people there,
and at a subsequent organizational meeting, decided to call the association the Homicide
Research Working Group and to formulate a set of purposes to clarify what the group was
about. This resulted in the statement of the central goals of the organization, and the policy
that the only requirement for membership in the group was agreement with those goals.

Third, it was decided to hold a meeting during the summer to discuss all of these issues.
With the cooperation of the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research,
that first meeting was held in June of 1992, in Ann Arbor, Michigan. One of the
fundamental goals of the organization was to increase communication, and these summer
meetings were seen as a central activity by which we could place practitioners and
academics from a variety of disciplines in one setting for an extended period of time. This
has evolved into an emphasis on discussion among the members, and to accomplish this
end it has remained a central policy of these meetings that there are no concurrent sessions.
Everyone attends all the sessions, so that the discussion builds through the gathering.

As Chris Rasche pointed out, the structure of the meetings helps meet many of the goals.
There have always been, as noted, no concurrent sessions. The material to be covered in



the meetings is sent to the participants beforehand, so that everyone has a chance to see
what we are going to talk about. There is little formal leadership, with most decisions
being made by a loosely organized Steering Committee or, by default and trust in their
judgment, by Richard and Becky Block. Even physically we have been able to maintain
seating arrangements where we all face each other. Through it all, the search is for
ongoing discussion. The Homicide Research Working Group is, as Rasche said, an
academic tribe.

At Ann Arbor there were 29 attendees from a body of 118 members in good standing.
From the beginning there was agreement on the principles above and on a desire to foster
dialogue which could result in real policy change. This desire has come around to a series
of foci - what Roland Chilton called Tracks - that the discussions in the meetings continue
to address. Each of the meetings was held at a location which had some unique
characteristic of importance to the goals of the group, and each meeting had a central
theme, topic, or focus around which we loosely arranged papers. In contrast to normal
national meetings with themes which are most often celebrated in their breech, the
Homicide Research Working Group seriously focused on its topic for the meeting and the
topic was tailored to the site at which we met. Yet despite the changing topics, Chilton has
identified five recurrent concerns in our work. Thus both these meeting sites and these
track are important to understand the history of the group.

Meeting Sites: Where Have We Been?

While the details covered in each meeting are beyond the scope of this limited history, the
site of the meeting and the importance placed on access to unique features of that location
is important for understanding what the group is trying to do. In each site the group gained
firsthand access to specific data sets, considered with practitioners questions of linking data
sets and the interdisciplinary nature of the data, and investigated issues of comparative data
and the relationship of data to policy.

The first meeting, in 1992, was in Ann Arbor. The availability and support of the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social Research allowed us to focus on available
data sets and on possibilities for data linkage and development which we could not have
seen in any other site. A number of issues developed during the meeting from this
awareness: the need for better definitions of what we were dealing with; the question of
what were useable approaches to these data; considerations of how to get information on
what we thought we knew from our data to practitioners who could make use of it; and
questions on the role of media in transmission of information and mis-information.

In 1993 the group held its second meeting in Quantico, Virginia, at the FBI National
Academy. Here too, the emphasis was on the application of useable data sets to concrete
policy settings. The Academy provided a rare opportunity to communicate with persons
engaged in the daily application of data to solving homicides and in gathering data which
can be widely used. Atlanta, in 1994, allowed the membership to address issues regarding
data linkage. Through the cooperation of the Centers for Disease Control, the membership
of the group increased their familiarity with health statistics and mortality data. Also,



through sessions with media experts and media practitioners, the group considered in very
direct and immediate settings questions on the translation of what we do for general
consumption.

In Ottawa in 1995, the Homicide Research Working Group discussed not just the data, but
the problems related to gathering data in another country. There was also an intense focus
on one problem and one project, the Violence Against Women Survey. Being in a setting
outside the United States, an awareness for other ways of gathering, defining, and looking
at data was fostered. And in 1996 the group was able to look at one of the major private
agencies influencing policy at the Rand Corporation in Santa Monica. Again, the theme
and attempt was to consider the range of data sources and their importance in formulating
policy and theory, with an emphasis on practical applications of our work and an
understanding of the contributions an organization such as Rand can make.

Tracks of the Workshops:

In all of these sites a series of themes ran through the meetings. These tracks represent the
recurrent concerns of the membership - the ideas we keep coming back to time and again.
They therefore represent the consistent approaches we seem to be taking toward the goals
of the organization. If so, then along with the goals they are central to understanding what
we are about. Roland Chilton identified five such Tracks: Homicide Data - Important Sets;
Characteristics of Victims and Offenders; Geographic Distribution and Area Characteristics;
Crime Trends; and Specific Factors in Homicide.

1. In all of its meetings the group has examined important homicide data sets. At all
five meetings we discussed characteristics of national sets, focusing on sets in the National
Archive of Criminal Justice Data in Ann Arbor, the Uniform Crime Reports Supplemental
Homicide Reports and the National Incident Based Reporting System at Quantico, the Vital
Statistics and Centers for Disease Control data in Atlanta, and Canadian and other national
data sets in Ottawa. We have also considered local sets of data based on event
characteristics (lynching) and geographic location (city sets from Los Angeles, Chicago,
Baltimore, Cleveland, St. Louis, Milwaukee, and Philadelphia).

2. In these national sets, and more significantly in local sets, members of the Homicide
Research Working Group regularly investigated characteristics of victims and offenders in
homicide. This concern has overlapped the emphasis on data sets, and has addressed
questions on the definition of variables or characteristics, the comparability of data on
victims and offenders, relationships between victims and offenders, the nature of specific
types of homicide and victim/offender characteristics, and a multitude of related questions
on the individuals involved in homicides.

3. At a different scale, there has also been a consistent interest in the geographic
distribution of homicide and the characteristics of areas in which homicide is differentially
distributed. This has ranged across the possibilities of size, from international comparative
discussions, through considerations of the South and other regional variations in homicide
levels, to increasingly sophisticated development of "hot spot area" mapping abilities at the



local city level.

4. As the track concerned with geographic distribution is fundamentally an interest in
questions of homicide in the dimension of space, a concurrent track embodies an interest in
homicide in time. This track has involved the investigation of homicide trends. Again, this
interest varied in scale, looking at everything from homicide trends in the Netherlands and
the United States, through changes across comparative U.S. cities, to detailed historical and
longitudinal studies of select populations in select cities.

5. Finally, a fifth track concerned itself with specific factors believed to be major
contributors to homicide. These factors vary, but in four of the five meetings the factor
dealt with was drugs, and in the most recent three meetings has been guns. While the
group has looked at everything from mental disorders and battered women to exposure to
TV violence and country music, the two factors of guns and drugs dominate our concerns.

The Scale of the Question: Weighing What We Do for Theory and Policy.

Cutting across all of these tracks and concerns with data and theory, however, is the
fundamental issue of scale. We tend to be very lax about specification of what level of
data, theory, and policy concerns we are dealing with. For years, one of the strongest
advocates for considering the role of the environment in patterns of homicide has been
Harold Rose. He insightfully points out that we have not adequately looked at the impact
of scale on the outcome of our models, our tests of theory, or our recommendations for
policy. As a consequence, he argues that in very few situations has our homicide research
had an impact on the homicide phenomenon in any serious way.

Much of what we do, as evidenced in our concerns with international, national, and even
state and city data sets, deals not with the homicide event or homicide as the average
citizen or policy maker defines it, but in a much more accurate sense with homicide rates,
aggregate numbers, or trends. As Rose says, our research does not "put a human face" on
homicide. We can often fairly accurately predict homicide rates or numbers over time or
for specific geographic localities. However, the general population has difficulty relating to
this scale, because the homicide phenomenon they see daily in the media is a specific case
with particular victims and offenders.

As a consequence, we must begin to clearly define the scale with which we are concerned.
When this is done, we can then understand the limits of our theory, data, and policy
recommendations. We are also then in a better position to consider the relat10nsh1ps among
our data sets, and the possibilities for integration of our theories.

But even now, as John Jarvis pointed out, the Homicide Research Working Group does
have the potential to be of use to the government for real policy considerations. The Ann
Arbor, Atlanta, and Quantico meetings were all supported in large part by some agency of
the United States government and the Ottawa meeting by the Canadians, so governmental
policy makers are, to some degree, interested in what the group does. The U.S. and
Canadian agencies which have had involvement or representation at the Homicide Research



Working Group in the past include the Canadian Department of Justice, the Canadian
Centre for Justice Statistics, the Solicitor General Canada, the United States General
Accounting Office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the National Institute of Justice, the
Bureau of Justice Statistics, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the
Centers for Disease Control, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, Housing and Urban Development, the National
Institute on Alcohol and Alcoholism, the National Center for Juvenile Justice, and the
National Science Foundation. Additionally, a number of local and state police agencies,
public health and coroner’s offices, and criminal justice planning organizations have been
involved from time to time.

These agencies find usefulness in the Homicide Research Working Group in the ideas and
exchanges at the meetings, and in the proceedings which the National Institute of Justice
produces each year. In part the group helps government personnel to avoid re-inventing the
wheel, to find out who has studied what and how that information might be of use. The
group has also started to function as a "translator," cutting across the languages which have
tended to be specific to various agencies. As a result, the level of communication between
public health and public safety, academics and practitioners, and media and researchers has
begun to improve. Pursuing the goal of integrating data, as an example, has moved us
toward combining criminal justice homicide data with firearms data and health statistics.
The Homicide Research Working Group, acting as an objective organization, allows
individuals to learn other languages for this sort of data sharing.

The Now and Future Group: Where Do We Go Next?

It was Pam Lattimore who emphasized that if the Homicide Research Working Group does
this job and has this potential, we need to consider where the group is going as an
organization. Emerson said that an institution is merely the lengthened shadow of an
individual, and if that is true then the Homicide Research Working Group is a classic
example. The origin of the group and its continuance are primarily due to the activities of
Richard and Becky Block. Without question, were those individuals to decline to do that
work ‘the group would have to either find another individual willing to make the same
commitment, or it would have to restructure itself. And if it were to re-structure, then it
would lose some of the distinctiveness which has allowed it to meet the goals it has set.

That is the central task for the group to consider for the future. In five years, will we be
sitting in a panel with the same format? If so, what should we continue to consider? Do
the five tracks we have followed comprehensively set out the concerns of the group, or do
we need to think in directions we have not yet pursued? And if we are not in the same
panels with the same formats in five years, then what effect will those changes in
organization have on the goals of the group? In any case, what do we need to think of and
what do we want to do in the future?

A variety of topics were addressed in the open discussion on the group’s organization and
future. It was pointed out that studies of homicide and violence have had an impact on
policy in the past. The effects of research on domestic violence have had a direct and



observable impact, and have resulted in changes in the way police departments and
prosecutors operate across the United States. On the other hand, part of the difficulty the
group faces is a lack of understanding of the intricacies of policy making, and thus a
limited understanding of how to get what we think we know enacted into policy. Since
policy is a political enactment, what gets construed or constructed as reality by the powers
involved becomes the key. . As such, we return again to the influence of the media on
shaping policy and our role in interacting with the media. As Harold Rose pointed out,
returning to the issue of putting a human face on homicide.

Certainly, the old feeling that academics should not be talking to practitioners is changing.
The Homicide Research Working Group has been a strong support group advocating that
change among its members. As a consequence, the group needs to keep looking at theories
of homicide with the intention, or hope, that these theories will also provide suggestions for
the prevention or reduction of homicide. If we can find ways that we think homicide can
actually be reduced, then we need to learn first, who to contact in order to get those ideas
into the policy arena; second, how to convey those ideas in a form which will get them
enacted through the political process; and third, how to convey those ideas and our data to
the general public and to practitioners in order to make a difference in the world.

Given the original goals of the Homicide Research Working Group, that remains the future
of the organization.
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THE HOMICIDE RESEARCH WORKING GROUP'S FIRST FIVE YEARS: WHAT
HAS BEEN DONE? WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE?

Roland Chilton, University of Massachusetts at Amherst

ABSTRACT

This review of the published proceedings and programs for the first five annual meetings of the
Homicide Research Working Group suggests that the work of the Group moves along five broad
tracks. Some possibilities for additional work and future collaboration come to mind when the
tracks are examined. Ideally, the possibilities discussed here, and others suggested by similar
examinations of the Group’s earlier work, will help HRWG members pursue one of the
organization’s major purposes.

TOPICS DISCUSSED AT EARLIER MEETINGS

This review of topics, issues, and strategies discussed at earlier annual meetings of the Homicide
Research Working group (HRWG) was undertaken on the premise that such a review would
suggest fruitful research directions for members of the Group. To do this, earlier presentations
were classified according to their central focus. Some focused on data, others on trends. Some
focused on techniques while others concentrated on factors related to homicide. Presentations at
the Ann Arbor meeting (1992), for example, focused on one of five broad topic areas. Some
presentations at this first annual meeting of the Group focused on (1) important homicide data
sets. Some focused on (2) the characteristics of victims and offenders or the relationships
between victims and offenders. Other presentations focused on (3) the geographic distribution of
homicide events or the characteristics of areas with high homicide rates. Still other presentations
examined (4) urban and national homicide trends or discussed (5) specific factors that appear to
be linked to homicide.

A similar review of the presentations made at the Quantico (1993) and Atlanta (1994) meetings
suggests the same five broad topics. At all three meetings important issues arose in the
discussions of these topics. Some of the issues discussed at the Ann Arbor meeting concerned the
necessity of better definition; the identification of "usable" approaches to homicide reduction;
ways of getting useful information to schools, clinics, and other organizations; and the role of
television in the production and reduction of violence. An important issue raised at the Quantico
meeting concerned the meaning and utility of a "public health approach" to violence reduction.
Issues raised at the Atlanta meeting concerned the effectiveness of punitive sanctions in domestic
violence and the role of employment in violence reduction. Strategies for short and long term
violence reduction were debated at all three meetings. Participants at all three meeting struggled
to identify strategies that might reduce violence.

Besides the five broad topics discussed at the first three meetings, presentations at the Ottawa

(1995) and Santa Monica (1996) meetings focused on two additional topics--homicide prevention
and theories of lethal violence. Since most of the presentations at the Ann Arbor, Quantico, and

12



13

Atlanta meetings involved implicit theories of lethal violence, and since several of the
presentations at these meetings could have been described as prevention efforts, a set of five
broad tracks can be used to discuss most earlier efforts. Figures 1 through 5 show these tracks. I
have put the names of those speaking on specific topics in square brackets within each track.
These names can be used to locate specific articles in the published proceedings of the annual
meetings. The Ann Arbor, Quantico and Atlanta proceedings were edited by Block and Block
(1993, 1994, and 1995). The Ottawa proceedings were edited by Riedel (forthcoming) while the
Santa Monica proceedings, edited by Lattimore and Greenwood, appear in this volume.

THE FIVE TRACKS

By reorganizing the five broad categories of presentations made at each annual meeting into a set
of tracks, we can follow the treatment of specific topics from year to year. These tracks tell us
that some topics have virtually disappeared while others have become more popular. Figure 1
shows the focus of some group members on important homicide data sets at each of the meetings
from Ann Arbor through Santa Monica. It indicates, for example, that at the Santa Monica
meeting there was very little discussion of major data sets. Figure 2 lists the presentations at each
of the meetings focused on homicide victims, homicide offenders, and the relationships between
victims and offenders. Figure 3 shows the presentations focused on reports of the geographic
distribution of homicide events, victims or offenders and related events. Figure 4 lists a number
of studies of crime trends that were discussed at the annual meetings. The track shown in Figure
5 is less focused than tracks one through four. It lists some specific factors frequently linked to
homicide in some way. Two of the most frequently examined sets of relationships are the
relationship between drug and alcohol use and homicide and the relationship between drug sales
and homicide.

An examination of all five tracks provides the names of people who have worked on or who are
working on specific topics and generally will indicate a growing or waning interest in a topic. The
usefulness of organizing earlier presentations in this way is that such organization calls attention
to what has been done and, in doing so, indicates what still needs to be done. Such an effort is
consistent with the major purpose of the Homicide Research Working Group. The group was
formed to encourage better working relationships among homicide researchers, to facilitate the
sharing of data and research techniques, to promote improvements in data quality, and to foster
collaborative, interdisciplinary and cross-cultural research on homicide.

SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE EFFORTS--WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE?

Anyone looking at the tracks shown below and reviewing the related proceedings can decide what
might be done next. Those who do so may or may not agree with the suggestions listed below.
The following suggestions simply indicate areas that I think might contribute to continuity in
homicide research. One idea for collaboration suggested by a review of presentations in Track
One, and by the most recent HRWG discussion of existing data collection efforts, is the need for
continued federal support of data collection efforts essential to much homicide research. This
includes the need for continued support for all aspects of the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR)



program but support for efforts to record offenses known to the police in particular. In addition,
support is needed for efforts to collect data on people arrested for homicide. The Supplemental
Homicide Reports (SHR) program, and the National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS)
are important aspects of these national efforts.

Although there was little formal description of important data sets at the Santa Monica meeting,
discussion at the end of the meeting suggested that the UCR program may be getting less
cooperation than it has in the past. Moreover, a few participants expressed skepticism about the
future of the National Incident Based Reporting System. These comments were combined with
reports that some users were calling for changes in the NIBRS system. Others suggested that the
worst thing that could happen to NIBRS would be another change in the program as it is
struggling to expand. Whatever the strengths and weaknesses of specific systems, it should be
clear to everyone that if there are to be dependable, comparable, and national data for homicide
researchers to work with in the future, it will be important for members of the group to encourage
continued federal, state, and local support for the UCR programs.

Several of the presentations in Track One, as well as some in Tracks Two and Four, indicate the
importance for homicide research of the cause of death reports produced as part of the national
vital statistics program. These data sets are important supplements to the UCR figures on
homicides coming to the attention of the police because they provide information on the
characteristics of victims and provide another indication of the number of homicides reported for
specific cities. Since this data is available for US cities, data collected as part of the vital
statistics program should be made part of the several city data bases that now exist--Chicago, St.
Louis, Atlanta, and San Antonio to name a few. This supplemental information would then be
available to fill gaps in these data sets or alert those using the files to the possibility of under or
over reporting.

Future efforts along Track Two will be heavily dependent on developments along Track One.
Both local and national data sets will provide important information on the characteristics of
victims, offenders, and the relationships of both. Therefore, data for specific cities should not only
fold in the cause of death data but any Supplemental Homicide Report or National Incident Based
Reporting data that is available. This would provide supplemental information on the
characteristics of victims and offenders. It would be very useful if the researchers in charge of
detailed data sets for specific cities worked together with those developing other local data sets to
see to what extent their files are comparable or at least to explore questions that might be asked
of each of the data sets. It would be interesting, for example, to see a comparison of the
relationships of victims and offenders in the several city data sets. Such results could be
compared with the relationships suggested by analysis of the SHR file and NIBRS data--ideally
for some of the same cities.

In Track Three there are real possibilities for movement. The San Antonio data base will permit
careful analysis of the impact of economic and social characteristics on homicide rates within the
city. If these analyses are carried out using data for specific ethnic groups (black, white, and
Hispanic) for both the independent and dependent variables, our knowledge of the importance of
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social and economic factors for homicide rates would be greatly increased. Similar studies could
probably be carried out for Chicago and St. Louis and possibly for Milwaukee, Cleveland, and
Atlanta. If such studies were coordinated in a collaborative effort, the results would take on
added importance. This is clearly an area in which the HRWG could contribute much to our
understanding of homicide in urban areas for 1970, 1980, and 1990.

In Track Four, it appears that several independent analyses of homicide trends for central cities
are being conducted. It would probably be useful for those in the HRWG who are looking at
homicide offense trends, homicide victimization trends, and homicide offender trends for specific
cities to work collaboratively in these efforts. At minimum, it would seem to be useful to
establish an urban homicide trends subgroup in which those studying homicide trends at the city
level exchange drafts of papers, data, and ideas over an email network. The next meeting of the
HRWG should include, if possible, a coordinated presentation of the findings of those examining
homicide trends at the city level.

Of the several specific factors shown as part of Track Five, a few appear repeatedly. One that
appears frequently in HRWG meetings is an often undifferentiated discussion of the impact of
drug use and drug commerce on homicide. In these discussions, little is said about the role of
drug policy--especially current US drug policy. This may be because current US policies on drug
use and drug sales are powerfully influenced by political ideology. This influence is so strong that
government officials at all levels continue to insist that current policies cannot be reviewed. This
situation may be eased a little as discussions of drugs as precipitating factors in homicide are
expanded to include alcohol. One reasonable suggestion for those working in this area might be
to ask them to try to separate pharmacological issues from commercial issues as precipitating
factors in homicide. It would be even more useful if those working in this area at least considered
the possibility that current drug policies are ineffective or counter productive.

Another topic that comes up regularly at HRWG meetings concerns the role of firearms in
homicide events. Next year’s meeting at the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms Headquarters might
be a good time to continue the discussion of the impact of easily available firearms on homicide
levels and trends. Other specific factors that might be worthy of reexamination at future
meetings are victim precipitation, exposure to television violence, and unemployment or
underemployment. Simply presenting such a list indicates the extent to which the topics in the
five tracks overlap. Work in Track Three would be useful in the examination of a number of
specific factors sometimes linked to homicide.

Although not presented with separate lists of topics, the theory and prevention tracks suggest
efforts worth attention in the future. The Santa Monica theory presentation was an important
attempt to help members coming from different disciplines and perspectives see the commonalties
in their approaches, commonalties that are sometimes concealed by disciplinary terminology. The
discussion should have helped some members of the Group realize that they are indeed operating
with some kind of theory--even it is simple and traditional deterrence theory.



In my view, we need to expand this discussion with a review of contemporary biological and
psychological theories of lethal violence, distinguishing them from earlier approaches with the

. same or similar perspectives. I think it is important for all members to be self reflective in thinking
about the theories implicit in their approaches to homicide and homicide reduction policies. It is
essential that all of us consider the policy implications or our favorite theories and quasi-theories.
This may be particularly important as the group supports or attempts to evaluate specific
homicide prevention efforts. Implicitly or explicitly, prevention policies are based on some theory
of homicide. As we are clearer about our theoretical perspectives, we will be more conscious of
the reasons for our use of specific research techniques and our support of specific prevention

efforts.
REFERENCES

Block, Carolyn R. and Richard L. Block, eds. 1993. Questions and Answers in Lethal and Non-
Lethal Violence: Proceedings of the First Annual Workshop of the Homicide Research Working
Group. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Block, Carolyn R. and Richard L. Block, eds. 1994. Questions and Answers in Lethal and Non-
Lethal Violence: Proceedings of the Second Annual Workshop of the Homicide Research
Working Group. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Block, Carolyn R. and Richard L. Block, eds. 1995. Trends, Risks, and Interventions in Lethal
Violence: Proceedings of the Third Annual Workshop of the Homicide Research Working Group.
Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Riedel, Marc, ed. (Forthcoming) Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Workshop of the Homicide
Research Working Group. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

16



17

Figure 1. Track One: Presentations on Important Homicide Data Sets

Ann Arbor Meeting (1992)
National Sets
US - National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) [Jarvis]
Canada - Canadian Homicide Data Base [Wright]

Local Sets - Los Angeles Gangs, Chicago, Baltimore, Philadelphia Data Sets
[Maxson; Block and Block; Cheatwood]

Quantico Meeting (1993)
National Sets
US - NIBRS [Jarvis], Supplemental Homicide Reports (SHR) [Brewer;
Tennenbaum], Vital Statistics [Jenkins and Castillo], Uniform Crime
Reports, Urban counties [Dawson; Rand]
Canada - Victim and Offender Data [Fedorowycz]

Local Sets - Lynching [Corzine and Corzine], Organizing a Large Data Set [C.Block]
Atlanta Meeting (1994)
National Sets
US - (NIBRS data sets distributed by Jarvis) NIBRS [Chilton; Snyder;
Saltzman], Vital Statistics [Eckberg]
Related Surveys (CDC Violence and Injury Surveillance) [Mercy; Saltzman; Potter]
Ottawa Meeting (1995)
National Sets
US - NIBRS [Chilton], ~
Canada - Violence against Women Survey [Johnson]

Local Sets - Chicago [C. Block]

Poster/Display Criminal Justice Archives (ICPSR) [Marz and Dunn]

Santa Monica Meeting (1996)

Poster/Display Only - Some discussion of data sets at session on projections [Jarvis]



Figure 2. Presentations Stressing the Characteristics of Victims or Offenders

Ann Arbor Meeting (1992)

Victims Only - Incidents, Vital Statistics [Campbell]
Both Victims & Offenders - Relationships [Bell and Jenkins; Kumar, Savitz, Turner]

Quantico Meeting (1993)

Victims Only (Incidents, Vital Statistics) [Fingerhut]
Offenders Only (Arrests, Age and Sex) [Wilson and Daly; Rand]
Suicide and Homicide Combined [Corzine, Corzine and Whitt]

Atlanta Meeting (1994)

Victims Only (Vital Statistics - Age) [Chen; Lee and Chen]

Women as Victims, Wives as Victims [Johnson; Wilson and Daly]
Both Victims & Offenders (Relationships) [Saltzman]

Family, Parents, Parolees [Heide; Lattimore, Visher, Linster]

Ottawa Meeting (1995)

Victims Only - US, California [Florence; Abrahamse; A. Lee; E. Lee]

Families and Spouse as victims [Jarvis; Kennedy; Chilton]
Offenders Only - US, Florida, Men who Murder, Kids who Kill [Smith and Feiler; Heide]
Both - Youth, High School Students [Lockwood]

Santa Monica Meeting (1996)
Victims Only - Parents as Victims [Heide; Weisman]

Parolees as Victims, Race & Ethnicity [Lattimore and Linster]
Both Victims & Offenders - Age, Race and Guns, Robber Characteristics [Erikson]
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Figure 3. Track Three: Presentations Focused on the Geographic Distribution of Homicide
and the Characteristics of Areas with Unusual Homicide Rates

Ann Arbor Meeting (1992)
Chicago [C. Block]
Quantico Meeting (1993)

Milwaukee, Chicago, Cleveland, Peoria [Rose; McClain; Block and Block; Roncek; Moser]
Mapless Mapping (Distribution of Serial Rape) [Reboussin, Warren and Hazelwood]

Atlanta Meeting (1994)

The South [Whitt, Corzine and Corzine]

Geographic Distribution Replaced by studies

of the Social Location of Violence (Work Place) [Erickson, Amandus; Castillo]
Ottawa Meeting (1995)

Elevated Stations as Hot Spots [R. Block and Davis]
The South and West, by Occupation [Reaves and Nisbett]

Santa Monica Meeting (1996)

Geographic Distribution - Chicago Firearm Study (Proposal) [C. Block]



Figure 4. Track Four: Presentations focused on Trends in Crime

Ann Arbor Meeting (1992)
St. Louis and the United States [Rosenfeld, Decker, and Kohfeld]
Quantico Meeting (1992)

Supplemental Homicide Reports (limited discussion) [Tennenbaum]

Atlanta Meeting (1992)
US (Arrests), Clearance Rates, [Blumstein; Reidel]
Chicago, Fifty Cities, Netherlands, [C. Block and Christakos; Chilton; Nijboer]
US (Historical Reconstruction) [Eckberg]

Ottawa Meeting (1992)

Clearance Rates, Firearm deaths, [Reidel; Chilton; Lee]
Intimate partner violence, City crime trends [Chilton; Gartner]

Santa Monica Meeting (1992)

Projected Trends, Youth Violence in California [Abrahamse]

Urban Trends, Ethnic Trends [Brewer; Rojek; Bradshaw, Cheatwood, & Johnson; Martinez]
Trends in Youth Violence [Lee and Chen; Blumstein and Cork; Fleweling]

Adult Trends [ Rosenfeld; Lattimore; Blumstein; Chilton]
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Figure 5. Track Five: Presentations Focused on Specific Factors as Links to Homicide

Ann Arbor Meeting (1992)
Drugs and Drug Policy [Goldstein]
Quantico Meeting (1993)

Drugs and Drug Policy [Flewelling]
Victim Precipitation [Wolfgang; C. Block; Savitz, Kumar, and Turner]

~ Battered Women [Rasche]

Atlanta Meeting (1994)

Southern Culture [Whitt, Corzine and Corzine]

Inner Cities [Lockwood; Jenkins]

Guns [Roth]

Sanctions and Domestic Violence [Dobash and Dobash]

_ Ottawa Meeting (1995)

Drugs and Alcohol [Parker and Cartmill, Rojek]
Guns [Dittenhoffer, Hung and Falcon; Roth; Chilton]
Economic Conditions [Chen]

Country Music [Corzine and Corzine, Whitt]

Santa Monica Meeting (1996)

Firearms [Cook and Ludwig; C. Block and Christakos; Blackman; Decker,
Rosenfeld and Jacobs; Vince; D. Kennedy; R. Block]
Homicide as Entertainment [R. Kennedy] '
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Integrating Theories of Lethal Violence
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THEORIZING ABOUT HOMICIDE:
A PRESENTATION ON THEORIES EXPLAINING HOMICIDE AND OTHER CRIMES

by
Christine E. Rasche
University of North Florida
4567 St. Johns Bluff Road S.
Jacksonville, FL 32224

ABSTRACT

Discussion of theories of homicide have been infrequent in HRWG meetings, perhaps because
we are such a diverse disciplinary group. As an exercise in creating a common language for
discourse and stimulating explicit discussion of theory, a schema for organizing theories of crime
is presented, with brief narrative explanations of the major categories. This may help to serve
as a springboard for discussion of theory.

INTRODUCTION

From the very first conference of the Homicide Research Working Group (HRWG) in Ann Arbor
in 1992, Richard Block and a handful of others have worried about the relative lack of
presentations on and discussion of theory at our meetings. Without question, all of our
stimulating and delightful summer conferences have tended to focus on the sharing of mostly
quantitative data or the latest research techniques. There have been the occasional forays into
theoretical considerations, but even these have tended to be either the outgrowth of--or prelude
to--discussions of datasets, methodological issues, policy implications or some other consideration
in the study of homicide and other violent behavior.

Does this mean that theories of homicide cannot be discussed independent of their policy
implications or their methods of testing? Or does it mean that we have been inadequately
prepared to enter into a discussion of theory for its own sake? Why haven’t we focused on
theory more often?

While I would strongly advocate that theories of crime cannot, in fact, be considered for very
long without giving consideration to their policy implications and methods for testing, I also have
come to believe that part of the avoidance of theory at HRWG meetings is derived from our
collective lack of a common framework within which to engage in a theoretical discussion. After
all, one of the joys--and periodic frustrations--of HRWG meetings is that we are all drawn
together from a number of disciplines which do not necessarily interact otherwise. Even those
of us who are used to interacting fairly regularly, such as sociologists and psychologists, are
keenly aware that when it comes to theorizing about human behavior we have developed some
very different traditions and ideas. When we share a similar idea, we may label it differently or,
vice versa, we may use the same terminology to mean different ideas--as in the use of the term
"learning theory," which means different things to psychologists and sociologists. Just look at
the laughter which erupted during our 1993 meeting at the FBI Academy when we all suddenly
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realized that the public health people were using the term "surveillance" very differently from its
everyday meaning among law enforcement people! If we cannot even talk about our techniques
and technologies without becoming confused over conflicting language, no wonder we have
hesitated to talk about theory!

The fact that the HRWG has continued to meet annually, grown in numbers and now prepares
to launch its own scholarly journal might suggest that we simply do not NEED to discuss theory--
after all, we do seem to be doing pretty well as it is. I suspect the frustration for the theorists
among us comes from the belief that all social policy and all methods for scientifically testing
the world are actually born out of theories about the way the world works. Those theories may
remain implicit and unspoken, but that does not mean that they are not there. No matter how
sophisticated the technologies or the methods themselves, in the end they all serve to test theories
which are intended to explain the world or parts of it. No matter how popular or unpopular
various social policies may be, they reflect underlying ideas about why people behave the way
they do. All too often, in fact, theorists would warn us that social policies have been invoked
without due consideration being given to their underlying theoretical assumptions (and, therefore,
their implications). And, probably we all at one time or another have been awed by a
sophisticated new testing technique, only to be left later wondering what it really proved. For
those of us who are teachers, seeing the theoretical void in our otherwise eager students has
become an occupational hazard. But our students’ lives go on, and many of them eventually take
up places in the real world of criminal justice practitioners. Most of them do those jobs everyday
without thinking about the underlying theories of their policies or the theoretical implications of
their practices. Why should our scholarly meetings be any different?

Perhaps the answer to that question is self-evident. It may be obvious that if we, as scholars, do
not give consideration to theory then no one will. But, would that be so bad? I would argue that
yes, in fact, it would be disastrous. "Theory" is just a fancy word for "explanation," and
explanations are what we are all striving to do in one form or another. In the case of HRWG,
we are striving to better understand--and perhaps prevent--lethal behaviors in society. How can
we evaluate new technologies or methodologies if we do not hold them up against the measure
of what they seek to help us explain? How can we really weigh the value of various social
policies if we do not assess their theoretical implications? I would submit that the answer to
these last two questions is that we cannot.

So how can we bring theories of homicide into the spotlight? Given the diversity of our
disciplinary backgrounds and professional practices, it is problematic to assume that we are all
even using the same terminology, much less to assume that we all share equal levels of

"knowledge about the same theoretical traditions. To simply select a theoretical tradition and try

to discuss its merits for the study of homicide runs the risk of our disintegrating into a
disciplinary Tower of Babel. :

The idea for this presentation, therefore, came from the suggestion that it might help if we all had
a common starting ground, and perhaps a shared language, for this enterprise. To that end, I am
presenting here a schema for organizing and understanding theories of crime. Figure 1 presents
a graphic portrayal of this schema. The narrative will provide a brief overview of each of the
major schools of thought contained in the schema, their respective underlying assumptions about



the nature of people, their definition(s) of the cause(s) of crime (specifically homicide), and their
inherent social policy implications.

I confess up front that the basic framework for the schema which I am presenting was originally
borrowed (some 30 years ago) from George Vold’s (1958) classic work on theoretical
criminology, which has now been revised several times (Vold and Bernard, 1986). Over the
years I have added, subtracted and made various revisions to Vold’s basic schema as the body
of knowledge demanded it. I make no claims for this schema’s exhaustiveness or exclusiveness;
in fact, the schema is dominated for the most part by theories of criminal behavior (as opposed
to theories of social response to crime, for example). I am quite sure that its component parts
or glaring omissions will either puzzle or infuriate people from various disciplines whose
theoretical traditions contribute to the discipline we today call "criminology" or "criminal justice."
But the intended value of such an exercise is to give us something which we can use as a
springboard into a discussion of theory--and which we can revise, redesign or trash completely.

A SCHEMA FOR ORGANIZING THEORIES OF HOMICIDE
Spiritistic Theories Versus Naturalistic Theories

One of the difficulties in trying to get a handle on criminological theory is that humans have been
trying to explain events such as homicide for a very long time. There is no dearth of
explanations for catastrophic human behaviors, even if we limit ourselves to the most recent
several hundred years. If we were to consider each proposed explanation for homicide in
chronological order, we would soon find numerous instances of apparent redundancy, since
theoretical ideas have often been proposed repeatedly, albeit in new forms. We would also find
ourselves jumping back and forth between those theories which lend themselves to scientific
testing and those which do not. It would be very confusing.

One of George Vold’s valuable contributions to the effort to understand explanations for crime
was his distinction between what he called "spiritistic" and "naturalistic" explanations (Vold,
1958). In brief, Vold asserted that causal explanations for any phenomena must be divided
between those which permit scientific scrutiny because they are based on naturalistic assumptions
and those theories which defy scientific scrutiny because they are based on supernatural
assumptions. Spiritistic explanations rest on the belief that supernatural forces (such as gods,
demons, cosmic forces, etc.) interact in the world and that earthly phenomenon/events are caused
or affected by such supernatural interference. Thus, explanations for homicide have included the
ancient belief in the "evil eye," which in various cultures meant that a human being had been
infected by supernatural forces with the capacity to cast evil upon the world by looking at it; such
a person had to be blinded (at least) or killed (at worst) to prevent such contamination from
spreading, and no participant in such a culture would find such an explanation for murder at all
peculiar. Least we think that such an explanation would be limited to the past or to primitive
cultures somewhere else in the world, it is important to note that at least one blinding and one
murder have taken place in the United States within the past decade in which the perpetrators
offered this explanation for their behaviors. Whether we, as observers, accept that explanation
or choose to impose another explanation (such as mental illness) on the perpetrator is not the
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point here; the point is that some homicidal behavior by humans may be explained by themselves
or others as the result of supernatural influences. We can scientifically test the mental stability
of the explanation offerers, but we cannot test the validity of their claim of supernatural
influence, since by definition supernatural forces resist scientific scrutiny.

By contrast, if the perpetrators put forth a claim of mental illness to account for their acts, it is
entirely possible for us to scientifically scrutinize and test this claim. Even if our tools and
techniques are less than perfect, we can attempt to prove or disprove those claims which are
"naturalistic"--that is, which assume that things happen in the world because of the interactions
and interrelationships between natural objects, events and ideas. Indeed, naturalistic approaches
explicitly assume that things happen only because of such natural phenomenon and reject
supernatural causes; they would assert that even if the natural cause of a phenomenon cannot be
determined now because of the limited state of our technology, improved technologies will permit
us to do so in time. Thus, a homicide perpetrator who claims to have acted because of the "evil
eye" or "devil possession" would be viewed by a naturalist as possible mentally impaired or as
deliberately fabricating a falsehood, conditions for which we can empirically test.

Despite the dominance of naturalistic explanations in modern life, it is important to remember
that supernatural explanations for crime are still alive and well in the world, and there are many
believers in even the most modern cultures. We can scientifically study why otherwise modern
people choose to resort to supernatural explanations to account for current events, whether those
explanations involve the "evil eye" or aliens from space; but we cannot definitively prove that
homicides are caused by either the "evil eye" or space aliens as long as both of those forces are
presumed to be supernatural. Thus, virtually all of modern criminological theories are
naturalistic. And, accordingly, the lines in Figure 1 are shown connecting the title "Naturalistic
Theories" to everything, while the title "Spiritistic Theories" is displayed but not connected to
anything else on the chart.

Naturalistic Explanations: Classical, Positivistic and Critical

Vold (1958) was one of the first to suggest that the multitude of crime explanations within the
realm of naturalism could be divided into at least three big categories. The divisions he proposed
have endured rather well and are frequently referred to without attribution. Vold referred to these
divisions as "schools of thought," meaning that what their contents had in common was a way
of thinking, or key propositions, about a phenomenon regardless of the historical period in which
they were proposed. I shall briefly summarize each of these major divisions and indicate further
subdivisions within them in terms of such key propositions or ways of thinking.

A. Classical Explanations

The beginning of Classical Criminology is usually attributed to the work of Cesare Beccaria,
whose 18th century essay On Crimes and Punishments (1764) set forth recommendations for the
reform of the Italian court system premised on assumptions about the nature of human beings.
Beccaria argued that people were, by nature, inherently rational (capable of logical thought),
intelligent (capable of creative thought), hedonistic (motivated by pain/pleasure) and self-



determining (free willed). Under these circumstances, Beccaria argued, all behavior can be seen
as freely chosen based on assessments of the pain/pleasure or cost/benefits of the actions. Crime,
therefore, is a product of choice, and to prevent or deter crime we need only to increase the
pain/cost of an action to the point where it overwhelms its possible pleasure/benefits. However,
we must not merely increase the pain/costs across the board or punish all crimes to the extreme;
excessive punishments for lesser offenses merely increase the likelihood that people will
creatively engage in greater crimes to cover their behavior, since no harsher punishment will
befall them for the greater offense than will already befall them if they are caught for the lesser
offense. Instead a careful calculus intended to "make the punishment fit the crime" will deter a
person from committing the lesser offense in order to avoid the pain/costs which will follow. Of
course, Beccaria noted that this really only works if the punishment is swift and certain, since
even the severest punishment has no deterrent quality if it can be escaped.

The compelling logic of such an argument as this, coupled with its free-will assumptions, has
made the Classical approach to explaining crime reappear with regularity over the last two
hundred years, though it fell out of favor for a period of time in the 19th century for reasons
which will be set forth below. In any case, in recent years modern versions have appeared in the
form of: deterrence theories (see, for example: Zimring and Hawkins, 1973; Andenaes, 1974; or
Gibbs, 1975); rational choice theories (for example: Piliavin, et al. 1986; Cornish and Clarke,
1986; and Harding, 1990); and criminological economics (for example: Becker, 1968; Sullivan,
1973, or Harris, 1970). All of these are more sophisticated than Beccaria’s original formulation
but which share the key proposition that much (though perhaps not all) human behavior reflects
choices in action.

The clear social policy ramifications of the Classical school are that humans can be persuaded
to change their behavior either by changing the consequences of that behavior or changing the
decision-making process by which humans evaluate the consequences of their behavior. Either
way, however, this approach to understanding criminal/homicidal behavior makes most such acts
the responsibility of the individual committing them or the society which sets forth the
consequences of such actions. Indeed, it is precisely the allure of individual responsibility which
has probably helped to make Classical approaches so popular over time.

B. Positivistic Explanations

The Classical school fell out of favor as a predominant explanation for crime in the 19th century
precisely because of its underlying notion of free will. The doctrine of free will as a major
descriptor of human beings began to be eroded in the 18th century as modern physical and
medical science grew and discovered an increasing number of ways in which human beings were
NOT self-determining. Thus, the discovery of germs and other micro-organisms which could not
be seen by the naked eye but which could bring disease and mental impairment, had a profound
impact on the way people thought about the world. Positivistic explanations for crime began to
flourish, all of which had in common an assumption that human behavior was influenced, at least
in part, by factors which were largely outside the control of any specific individual. Despite this
common denominator, two distinct sub-schools of thought reflect differing ideas about the locus
of the factors which might influence human behavior.
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The first of these sub-schools, and chronologically the first of the positivistic approaches to crime,
was what is often called Individual Determinism. Individual Determinism assumes that the
factors which influence human behavior are largely located inside the individual, either in her
physical/biological nature or in his mental/psychological processes. Thus Figure 1 shows that it
is possible to classify four major theoretical subsets within Individual Determinism. The first of
these, Physical Type Theories, reflects the early work of Cesare Lombroso, whose is credited
with pioneering the biological approach (see Lombroso-Ferrero, 1972, ¢1911). Lombroso was
a Darwinist who thought some criminals might literally be less well evolved than other people,
a proposition which did not withstand scientific scrutiny. Furthermore, Physical Type Theories
led to difficult social policy ramifications; after all, since evolutionary status presumably cannot
be altered, there is little that can be done with such creatures except to confine them or eliminate
them (Hooten, 1939). Following the atrocities of World War II, such ideas became an anathema.

Nonetheless, Beccaria’s ideas gave rise to a flurry of efforts to find out how criminals might be
physically different from non-criminals. These efforts eventually gave rise to various Hereditary
and Defectiveness Theories, which presumed that criminality could either be inherited genetically
(see Lange, 1930) or produced by biological/physical defects. Though some of the early theories
were later debunked, such as the notion of "degenerative families" (Dugdale, 1877), some modern
versions of biological theories are more scientifically credible and therefore highly provocative,
such as the notion that aggression may result from some head trauma or that psychopathy may
result from defects in the autonomic nervous response system (see Mednick and Christiansen,
1977, Mednick and Volavka, 1980). The question which remains for all of them is whether
hereditary or spontaneous defects can be "cured," or do they lead to the same difficult question
of what society does with incurably flawed dangerous persons? The idea that a person could be
condemned on the basis of biological features over which they have no control is contrary to
American principles of democratic freedom, so biological theories of crime have sometimes had
a hard time getting receptive audiences in the U.S. (see: Jeffery, 1979; Marsh and Katz, 1985).

The same questions about social policy implications have also beset Mental Deficiency Theories,
which were very popular at the beginning of this century and have also experienced periodic rises
in popularity since then. Mental Deficiency Theories essentially asserted that criminality was the
product of low intelligence (Goddard, 1914), an idea which received initial empirical support
from the first .Q. testing done in this country--until it was determined that the scale was being
erroneously applied. Once that was corrected, 1.Q. testing did not reveal much difference
between criminals and regular citizens, an outcome which has been repeatedly found (Tulchin,
1972). More successful has been the various Mental Illness Theories, beginning with Sigmund
Freud’s pioneering work in psychoanalytic theory (see Redl and Toch, 1979) and leading up to
the more recent behavioristic approaches. Such theories differ widely on their assumptions about
how the human mind functions, but they have in common an attempt to explain human behavior
in terms of mental functioning or misfunctioning. One advantage of Mental Illness Theories is
that they hold out the prospect that the mental illness can be cured. This is a far happier prospect
than the dismally fatalistic implications of Mental Deficiency Theories.

To repeat, all of the Individual Deterministic Theories share an assumption that it is something
about the person himself or herself which causes them to behave criminally. By contrast, the
second sub-school within Positivistic Criminology is Social-Cultural Determinism, in which it



is assumed that crime is not produced by flawed people but rather by a flawed society. Humans
are seen as being primarily influenced by social or cultural factors which are, again, largely
outside their control.

There was a brief flirtation in the first half of the century with what have come to be known as
Multi-Factor or Multi-Causal theories of crime, which asserted that crime could only be
understood by studying whole persons in their social contexts (see Healy, 1915; Glueck and
Glueck, 1950); of course, if everything causes crime then nothing in particular does, so Multi-
Factor approaches have limited explanatory value. Of much more importance in Social-Cultural
Determinism are the American sociological theories of crime, especially since some had direct
influences on social policy formation. Social Structural Theories asserted that there were
aspects of the social structure itself which caused people to engage in crime. Certainly the most
famous of these approaches is that of Robert Merton (1938), who is credited with initiating what
has become known as Strain Theory, which asserts that the strain between learned aspirations
and actual possible achievements causes crime. Cloward’s and Ohlin’s Opportunity Theory
(1960), which asserted that some people become criminals because they are blocked out of the
legitimate opportunity structure and therefore resort to alternatives such as crime, served as the
basis of explicit social policy in the 1960s famous "War on Poverty." Social Structural
Theories have been soundly criticized for focusing attention primarily on the lower classes, but
essentially they are all saying that society gets the crime it structures for itself. The solution lies
in dismantling such criminogenic social structures, or opening up the opportunities of the
disenfranchised, which are admittedly difficult prescriptions to follow.

On the other hand, Social Process Theories asserted that it was not so much the social structure
as it was the cultures and processes within those structures which best account for criminal
behavior. Such theories began with the observation that criminal skills were being "transmitted"
from one delinquent child to the next despite ethnic and other barriers (see Shaw and McKay,
1969). But it was Sutherland’s famous theory of Differential Association (1947) which
dominated criminological thinking in the mid-20th century. In short, Differential Association
asserted that crime is learned in interaction with other people who are more oriented towards
crime than conventional behavior, which meant that preventing crime required interfering with
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