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Notes

1. The NYGC defines a gang as “a group of youths or young adults in your
jurisdiction that you or other responsible persons in your agency or community
are willing to identify as a 'gang.”” Motorcycle gangs, hate groups, prison gangs, or
“exclusively adult gangs” are excluded. A recent review of gang definitions in state
legislation by Barrows and Huff (2009) finds that just two states share the same
gang definition.

2. The seven domains were area characteristics, family socio-demographic
characteristics, parent-child relations, school factors, peer relationships, individu-
al characteristics, and early delinquency. Each subject was classified as above or
below the median number of risk factors in each domain. A total of 40 risk
characteristics were assessed in this study.

Chapter 7

Labor Markets and Crime

Shawn D. Bushway

The sustained and substantial drop in the crime rates in the second half of
the 1990s coincided with the longest economic expansion since 1945.
This co-occurrence, which most scholars conclude has at least some
causal connection (Grogger 2000), refocused attention on the exciting
possibility that crime can be reduced by increasing legitimat.e economic
opportunities (Bernstein and Houston 2000). In the third edition of this
book, Bushway and Reuter (2002) assessed the current state of knowle'dge
on the impact of labor market-oriented programs on crime prevention.
The labor market is made up of employers who demand labor, and people
who supply labor. Bushway and Reuter (2002) divided programs into
demand-side programs that focused on either creating new jobs or incen-
tivizing employers to hire at-risk workers, and supp]y-si.de programs
designed to increase the job skills and job readiness of potential employees
who might otherwise become involved in crime. Bushway and Rﬁuter
(2002) concluded that demand-side programs had shown no significant
crime reduction potential, while supply-side programs had shown some
potential, particularly for a few subgroups, such as older males and low-
risk populations. .
This finding is consistent with the academic research that has consis-
tently found a significant but weak causal relationship between inchwdqa]
employment and crime (Sampson and Laub 1993; Thornberry and Chris-
tenson 1984 Farrington et al. 1986; Needels 1996). New research has
continued to reach the same conclusion. For example, Uggen and Thomp-
son (2003) showed that legal earnings had a significant and negatiye effect
on illegal earnings, using data from a contemporary sample of Minnesota
youth in a fairly strong causal model. But the magnitude is small—a one
dollar increase in legitimate earnings in a month leads to a seven cent
decrease in illegal earnings. A successful labor market program suc.h as Job
Corps (Schochet, Burghardt, and McConnell 2006) that can increase
earnings by 10 percent (about $100 a month) would only decrease
monthly illegal earnings by seven dollars. In the same vein, Steve Rapl}%lel
and David Weiman (2007) estimate that having ajob reduces the probability
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that the average parolee returns to prison within three years by at most
3 percent.

Finding that the average criminal is not very responsive to work in-
centives is consistent with the strong consensus from the deterrence
literature that the bulk of serious criminals are not “rational,” meaning
that they are not responsive to changing incentives at the margin (Cook
1980; Pogarsky 2002; Tonry 2008). Why would individuals who are
demonstrably unresponsive to large changes in potential punishment be
responsive to small changes in earnings?

But work programs can, and perhaps should, be developed to serve the
specialized and (small) groups of at-risk individuals who are likely to be
most responsive to work incentives. Chris Uggen (2000) found that
Supported Work, a subsidized work program for ex-offenders, had no
impact overall, but did reduce re-arrest by 20 percent for participants
over 26 years old. Lattimore, Witte, and Baker (1990) describe the
Vocational Delivery System, a program unapologetically focused only
on young adults identified by staff as having the most potential to benefit
from work programs. This specialized subgroup (with an average IQ of
100, high for an offender population) showed a 20 percent reduction in
re-arrest in a two-year follow-up study. Such creaming might not be
popular among those looking for programs to serve large numbers of at
risk individuals, but it represents a realistic response to the research
literature on labor market programs aimed at crime prevention (Bushway
and Reuter 2003).

While realistic, the conclusion that labor market crime prevention
programs should be focused on motivated or marginal offenders runs
the risk of putting too much emphasis on the immediate causal relation-
ship between legitimate work and crime populations; in addition, places
with a high prevalence of crime are detached from the labor market.
Detachment from the legal labor market is a cause of crime, and a signal
for substantial structural problems that will not be solved by relatively
inexpensive programs focused only on getting an individual employed.
Dramatic changes in incentives and attitudes, akin to what happened
during welfare reform in the late 1990s (Blank 2002), are needed to
reattach individuals to the labor market. This chapter focuses on three
recent developments in the research literature that have reenergized the
research on work and crime and led to important new insights for policy.
Each development starts from the belief that the labor market is more
than a legitimate alternative to income-generating crime. Rather, the legal
labor market provides the normative social context for most of adult life,
particularly for males. According to the American Time Use survey, the
average employed American between the ages of 15 and 54 spends more
time during a work day working than on any other activity, including
sleeping (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2009). Changes in this social context
caused by macro changes in the economy could plausibly have a major
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effect on the behavior of individuals, including on their criminal behavior,
simply by changing the landscape in which they live. .

The next section reviews new research on the relationship between
work and crime for adolescents. Starting in the 1980s, the prevailing
opinion has been that work, particularly intense work,. is bad for adoles-
cents (for a review, Cauffman and Steinberg 1995). This research create.d
the curious situation in which attachment to work during adolescence is
considered criminogenic, but attachment to work during adulthO(?d is
prophylactic. The changing causal nature of work is consistent wllth a
life-course view that early transitions to adult roles can be problematic for
adolescents. However, this conclusion raises serious policy questions.
Exactly when should policymakers start to attach adolescents to the
labor market—when does work start to become “good” and stop being
“bad”?

New research starting with Paternoster and colleagues (2003) has
suggested that the earlier conclusion that intense work leads to crime
was driven by selection bias. Delinquent kids were both more likely to
work earlier and to work more than non-delinquent kids. Once selection
is properly controlled for, intense adolescent work does not lead to crime
(that is, is not criminogenic, Apel et al. 2007, 2008) and does not affect
school grades (Rothstein 2007; Apel et al. 2007), although it may lead to
increased dropout (Apel et al. 2008; Staff and Mortimer 2007; Lee and
Staff 2007).

A bigger problem for youth is the lack of stable attachment to work.
Adolescence is a time when youth move from a world of school to a world
of work. Youth who are unattached to work in late adolescence will be
unattached to work in young adulthood, and recent research has shown
that unstable work patterns in adolescence are associated with elevated
risks for crime (Mortimer 2002; Paternoster et al. 2009). Young adults
who are unattached to work are exactly those who are most at risk for
crime. Caspi and colleagues (1998) show that factors such as intelligence,
family structure, and difficult temperament measured at age three can
significantly predict the amount of unemployment during young adult-
hood. Caspi and colleagues (1998) argue that failure to control for these
individual differences on the impact of unemployment can lead to over-
estimates of the role of unemployment on factors such as crime. Whatever
the causal reasons, there is now growing evidence that lack of attachment
to the workplace during adolescence and adulthood is associated with
crime.

Although attachment to the labor market is at least partially dependent
on individual characteristics, it is also true that involvement in the labor
market is dependent on economic activity, or the demand for labor. Even
the most motivated worker, youth or adult, cannot work if there are no
jobs. Therefore, the next section moves to explore new research on jche
relationship between economic trends and crime. This research explicitly
moves away from focusing on the relationship between unemployment
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and crime at the national level, and moves to a theoretically grounded
relationship between the business cycle, economic trends, and crime, The
business cycle is a dynamic feature of the national economy,
measured well by changes in the unemployment rate. A new fo
business cycle and long-term economic trends has led to stronge
of a link between the economy and crime. It also
on how broad social changes that lead to de
market can affect crime.

and is not
cus on the
revidence
provides a new emphasis
tachment from the laboy

The final section discusses the growing literature on mass incarceratiop
and employment. The incarceration rate in state and federal prisons ip
2007 was 506 people per 100,000, 3.5 times as high as the rate in 1980
To put this in perspective, there were more people serving time ip
American prisons in 2007 than there were serving on active duty in the
U.S. military (West and Sabol 2009; U S, Department of Defense 2008),
Prison and jail now “compete” with employment for the time of low.
skilled men. Moreover, prison and felony convictions can serve as barriers
to employment. The cost to the individual has gone up in the last 30 years
as computerized criminal history records have made background checks
easier at the same time that a criminal history record has joined teenage
pregnancy as a (more) common life experience. Researchers and policy-
makers need to more fully come to grips with the role that the criminal

justice system plays as a competitor to, and an impediment in, the labor
market for the time of adult men.

YOUTH WORK AND STABILITY

The classroom and the workplace are two of the most important develop-
mental contexts for youth in American society. Until well into the early
twentieth century, adolescents were likely to mix school attendance and
employment on the family farm, inside the home, or in factories, with
employment generally taking up at least as much time as their schooling
(Bremner et al. 1971; Kett 1977, 1978). Even children whose primary
“occupation” was attending school were likely to have jobs in close prox-
imity to the home, for example, running errands, selling papers, shining
shoes, or other forms of informal work. Although the relative importance
of education in the lives of America's youth grew with compulsory
attendance laws, employment and schooling were always closely interwo-
ven and have historically competed for the time and energy of young
people. While concern was expressed about the working conditions of
children, there was little doubt that, like schooling, employment was
good for them.

Demand for reform grew slowly over the years, and the U.S. Congress
finally passed the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) in 1938, which estab-
lished a minimum age of 16 years for non-agricultural employment but
did allow 14- and 15-year-olds to work, as long as their employment did
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interfere wi ir schooling and was not under conditions that
ot mrl{gtl;'?m\;:?alt};: their 'neal}:h and well-being. Efforts to further
rovAef. '(dolescent access to work characterized both federal and state
l«‘c'.spﬂll-‘utl-i;ra until the 1970s. In 1974, however, the Panel on Yout:h of the
Iegls‘;ent's Science Advisory Committee (Coleman et al. 1974) signaled a
o ¢ in thinking about adolescent employment. This and other blue-
C-hahngn commissions, such as the National Commission on the Reform of
g dary Education (1973), the National Panel on High School.and
i?i::lr;scent Education (1976), the Wurk-Educatiop Consorﬁcm.m of lt.he
National Manpower Institute (1978), the Carnegie Council on .Po 1cr);
Studies in Higher Education (1979), and the Natiolne:‘ll Commlfs‘sflxonecr:i‘
‘Ycuth (1980), were highly critical of the.age-segregate natu;e o n:n;ved
can high schools and noted that youth in school were too far re t ine,d
from work. With minor variations, each of th'ese conmnssmnzrqan:ta{:r -
that working would enhance youths’ edl.fcatmn rather thag etra : oh
it. would better prepare them for the future, apd thereforifurge }:-IZ
ré}axation of rules imposing limits on youth entering the workforce whi
Stlllli.;n ij"lcr}llii?g,lin the mid-1980s, the pendulum shifted again. Critics of t'n.e
letf work movement, armed with empirical data to sup}c)lor.t lfhm;
position, advocated careful consideration of th.e dar‘lgers ?In ns} sdo_
adolescent employment. The first empirical studies of the effect o ado
Jescent work indicated that employment during the school year,z%a}rltlcu-
larly what was called “intensive work” (an average of more t}ian to.ur:si
per week), was related to poor school performance and invo velr(nen. in
host of antisocial and “pseudo-adult” behaviors. Rerllewejd s ept1c1§rﬁ
about adolescent employment was given full expression in 19’86‘4\}\1;
the publication of Ellen Greenberger an(.l Laurence Steinberg sE lerf
Teenagers Work: The Psychological and Social Costs of Adolesgerczlt mp t()ﬁ/
ment. Based on their extensive research on youth who worke burmg 3
school year, especially those who worked_ inten‘swely, Green erg;:r an
Steinberg found that adolescents often paid a high develqp;nenta p]::c.e
for working. The areas where youth were at greatest risk were ¢ C{au‘
performanc-e in school as well as participation in antisocial and pSE;..l o-
mature” behaviors (e.g., smoking, drinking, using drugs, early sexuality).
In rejecting the notion that high-school employment shoulddbe encog;
aged, Greenberger and Steinberg suggest that ac%o!e.suints nee }: space ¢
“daydreaming, fantasy and harmless irresponsibility” (Greenberger an
: 86, 167-173). |
Ste;? l\)rce){tglrlfi)nous amount)of research published from the 1980s cl)lnward,
reviewed by Paternoster and colleagues (2003), :Apel ax}l}d co elagl‘i:_‘s
(2008), and Uggen and Wakefield (2008), only confirmed t EFOI]C uSL.th
of these developmental scholars that adolescent emp.loym ent t(_lomwes ‘l:in
high psychological and social costs and should be‘. dls.-::ourage . ;)r‘ tesg
too much during the school year appeared to lead to hlgher ropcm1 ra c,l
poorer school performance, lower educational aspirations, and an elevate
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risk for delinquency and other problem behaviors s S
drinking, and illicit drug use. Itpwas in Ieu;i1 vatec:;suizcguibtiai}r : mﬂkipg.
consensus in the social science literature that intensive working i’i“'ugr{Ung
;{::S(:;i ieg wasﬂpotentially harmful for adolescents that the N:;:?u;hflz
e ) e st sl
o work during the schoal vear. Spec;
E;Hi'gil}ﬁ i\lJ_RCa recorE:Cnended (1998, 226) that the federalygovenl::felﬁ;
aunw‘ed % Wi;t:kt:wor olr young people ages 16 and 17—a group presently
bl aihmany hours as they choose under the federal child lab
no more than 20 hours per week. o
Despite the Ia_rg? body of literature, the NRC conclusion was not byj
on a strong causal foundation. Intense workers are more deling ““()t -}Tﬂt
non-intense workers even before they begin to work. To deal] \S:ILL 2k
real pnssﬁ.nlity of selection bias, researchers prior to thle NRC re oﬂt e
ﬁgss-sectlonal comparisons with multiple control variables. iﬁrerui;ed
@ report, researchers have used panel data with fixed effects d
g;)g:lr;?:‘y scc:{ing tec}iniques,] both of which provide étronger CO;“?S]‘:
lton. A general pattern emerged in the i
.‘Etzrgg?j h.y Pa}tfr?]os?i'er and colleague§ (2003) :Edr ei‘gﬁe ar:‘:cczle{‘};](j::;;
07), in which the positive correlation between intense w
?elm?uer.ny is ﬁrst we.akened and then eliminated by stronger (c};l:lt?:l(i
or selection in the National Longitudinal Study of Youth, 1997 Cohort
r}l;‘;gn?:llll{tr}:epresentative sarrp]l@ of youth who were ages iZ through 16 ’irz:
997. ermore, research has shown that much of the negati
ciations of work and crime are driven by informal work and sugl;gr:’: only
- r-
]:;}::fl,ctr;glz :}5\ lyse of {’ormal employer jobs that are the subject of 1223
iy ?OOSL eﬁ Aa . 2006). .W]nle not everyone agrees (Uggen and
e ..r )»L the r.ese:m:h is now clear that the conclusion of the
e “;))uer:im u}l}'e——l.ntc?nse work is not criminogenic. On crime pre-
i d?sco,:r. s, t erek:s little support for the notion that policymakers
ctogld cec age yout ; who are often detached from school and moving
ard delinquency to stunt their growing attachment to the labor mark
Another' serious flaw with the literature that informed the NRérr:t.
meendatlgn is that no study actually looked at the impact of the feder‘;i
awls governing work on adolescent delinquency. These federal laws seri-
g:stz;;rzg thihnonl-:égricultugal employment and work hours of adoles-
ger than 16 years of age. Starting at age 16, state rules tak
The state rules vary from restricting 16-year-o l s of work to
;mpos:ing no restrictions at all, esseitiaﬂi treatliisgtfﬁ%)?egf-ill‘ilsoﬁsm%rllfl‘:;
,;;{ :nct 1g}pn(11::;:1 tgpég:,tﬁzf_;le znd ;:oIleagues (2008) look at the treatmenf
: Tovity eral regime at age 15 to the different state
regimes that exist at age 16. The results are unambi iffere
> 1 guous. The differ
:‘ti?t[esliw;;rljzrg fv ((i;;ir;rastlz :(?[t}ﬁct OE the formal labor market involvemz:zi
| : , and that change is associated with a decrease i
iellﬂ?ugmy, Thc opportunity for “harmless irresponsibility” aFFordede}l);
ght labor restrictions on 16- and 17-year-olds might not be so harmless
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Youth who are allowed to work more, do work more, and commit fewer
delinquent acts as a result.

Working more has no impact on school performance (see also Roth-
stein 2007), but it does appear to increase school dropout. This latter
result is troubling, and points to the competing nature of work and school.
From a crime-prevention perspective, however, this trade-off does not
appear to lead to increased crime, at least in the short run. It is also
consistent with research that shows that dropout for economic reasons
is associated with a drop in delinquency, while dropout motivated by a
dislike of school, with no subsequent movement into the labor market,
may be criminogenic (Sweeten et al. 2009; Jarjoura 1993).

The use of the state labor laws to statistically identify the causal impact
of work also has the important advantage of beginning to move the
discussion to the process by which people move into the labor market.
The data from National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (1997) show quite
clearly how the change in work rules leads to a doubling in the percentage
of workers from 20 percent to 40 percent in the first six months after the
individual's sixteenth birthday. But very little research has been done on
describing the nature of the transition into work.

While working during the school year is normal for American teen-
agers, it might be developmentally disruptive if it is initiated too early or if
attachment to the labor force occurs at too young an age. Further, while it
is normative for workers who have finished their schooling to engage in a
certain amount of developmentally healthy “job-shopping” as they try to
better match their interests and skills with their jobs, “floundering” or
“churning” during high school may be developmentally disruptive (Neu-
mark 2002: Yates 2005). Sampson and Laub (1993) suggest that the
stability of one’s work is particularly important in inhibiting criminal
offending because it could increase social control. The stable accumula-
tion of work experience may also allow for the development of the kinds

of human capital (hard skills, such as fluency with numbers or writing
ability, and soft skills, such as punctuality and dependability) that can be
called upon later as a resource for youth either in their transition to a full-
time job after high school or post-secondary education (Staff and Morti-
mer 2007; Mortimer et al. 2008).

There are a number of empirical studies which suggest that work
timing and stability may be important correlates of delinquent and crimi-
nal offending. Sampson and Laub's (1993) reanalysis of the Glueck data
on the development of young boys in Boston provides some support for
the importance of work stability (length of time in present or most recent
job), though their interest was not in adolescent but young adult job
stability. They found that those with low job stability between the ages
of 17 and 25 were more likely to be involved with crime, more likely to be
arrested, and more likely to have problems with alcohol than those with
greater job stability. Job stability between the ages of 17 and 25 was one of
the most important predictors of successful adjustment up to age 45.
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Mortimer (2002) combined the dimensions of work intensity and work
duration and found that a consistent pattern of low-intensity em ploymeng
during school was beneficial (see also Mortimer and Johnson 1998). In
follow-up study that directly appealed to a life-course perspective, Staff
and Mortimer (2007) found that steady low-intensity work over the high
school years was positively related to educational attainment, particularly
for a group that they called “low-promise” youth.

Although not related to crime, Alon and colleagues (2001) investigated
the relationship between the timing and volatility of work experience for
young women and their subsequent labor force attachment. They found
that the more labor force experience that a woman acquires, the more
likely she is to be attached to the labor force as an adult. With respect to
whether the timing of that experience matters, they also found that high-
school work experience increases the chance that a woman would attach
to the labor market as an adult. With respect to volatility, Alon and
colleagues found that the greater the number of work to non-work
transitions, the less likely a woman was to be attached to the labor force
as an adult.

Paternoster and colleagues (2009) have also studied the stability of
adolescent work with the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997
data set. They found that those adolescents with more job transitions
were at greater risk of young adult crime. In contrast, they found no
evidence that youth who enter work or attach to work at an earlier age
than “normal” during the years 14-18 are at any greater risk of crime in
young adulthood (ages 18-20).

These results dovetail with earlier results suggesting that working may
actually lead to less, rather than more, delinquency for adolescents (Apel
et al. 2008). Although adolescents are at a different developmental stage
from adults, the same work-crime relationship that exists for adults is also
applicable to youth. Youth and adults who work more commit less crime
than they would otherwise, and at the very least, an unstable work history
for adolescents is a risk factor for young adult criminal involvement.
Attachment to and involvement in pro-social activities appears to be the
key factor, regardless of the age of the individual. In a nutshell, “work is
work” regardless of when it occurs, and what matters for both adolescents
and adults is stable accumulation of work-related capital.

This commitment is at least partially dependent on the demand for
workers. At-risk and low-skill youth are at the end of the line when it
comes to jobs, and therefore should be particularly sensitive to changes in
the labor market (Gould et al. 2002). Although there may be little that
governments can do to increase demand for labor in ways that reduce the
crime rate (Bushway and Reuter 2002), macro-level changes in the econ-
omy nonetheless have the potential to affect employment (and thus the
crime rate) (Apel et al. 2008). The next section reviews research docu-

menting the relationship between the economy and crime at the aggregate
level.
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Researchers have long wanted to know if the national crime rate delpge2n7ds
i any substantial way on the national labor market (e.g., Thomas . )h
rthe labor market is typically measured by the unemploymer.lt rate, wh%c
s the percentage of those individuals in the labor market (either wgrkmg
: Jooking for work) who do not have ajob. A large number of ambiguous
orsults in the aggregate unemployment and crime literature has ”led to
rwe]mt Chiricos (1987, 188) referred to as the “consensus of d(?ubt.d -
In a seminal series of papers, Cantor and Land (.1985, 199‘1, Lagl etal.
1995) argued that the generally null and/or mcogsmtent ﬁn.dmgs etwgenl
unemployment and crime that have charaf:tenz.ed.prewous Tmpfutma
work is due to the fact that the basic relatl(?nshlp is th§ result o lw?
competing forces. In the standard ratior.1a1 chO}ce explaqau.oni unemptf)y
ment has a positive effect on crime by increasing the crimina (rinotwa ion
of both unemployed and employed persons. The unemploye .karedrﬁore
highly motivated to commit crimes because they are o.ut of wor and ave
financial needs. The employed are also at greater r1s.k of crime during
periods of high unemployment because periods of high ]oblessneis arle
indicative of a poorly performing economy. When unemployment evels
are high in a sluggish economy, even the employed are in a precarious
economic position because they often are undgremployed, haveltc})1 rem}zlnn
in jobs they are unsuited for or dissatisfied with, and often feel that they
will be the next one to be laid off. o ;
Cantor and Land (1985) further argue that this motivational effeidt k())
unemployment is not expected to be immediate, but should be lagge 1{
some time period. This is because those recently made ]obless.have z 'StO(i
of resources (savings, unemployment, welfare) that they can 1rprlrle iate 3;
draw upon and first must exhaust before feeling the ﬁnancmffcozts o
unemployment. The motivational shift from c?nformer to offen erd is
gradual, becoming more acute as one’s €CONOMIC resources become de-
pleted. . .
Cantor and Land also argue that there is a contemporaneous negative
relationship between unemployment on crime that 1s.based on routine
activities theory. This argument hypothesizes that an immediate conseé
quence of unemployment is to reduce crime because the unempb}oyed
generally find themselves in routine activities that are more hqme- a.seb.
As a result of their unemployment, the argument goes,‘those without ]OhS
are less likely, at least in the short term, to be in ‘pubhc places wc}ll'ere ‘cf e
risk of being victimized is greater and are more 11.kely to bg guar 1ancsli or
their residences. Cantor and Land refer to these cr1me-reduc1ng immediate
consequences of unemployment as the guardian_shxp ar.ld. system 1actlv.1t1}l
effect, respectively. This introduction of the routine activities exp anatlod
(Cohen and Felson 1979) for the relationship b.etw‘een employm;:nt ag
crime represents an important theoretical contribution to the de atg,no};
suggesting that the relationship between labor markets and crime nee
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operate strictly through economic need. Labor markets can also change how
people live, creating and destroying opportunities for crime.

Cantor and Land’s re-specification of the problem spurred a whole
new body of empirical research on the unemployment and crime rela-
tionship, although it also generated a continuing debate about the prop-
er specification and the identification strategy (Rosenfeld and Fornango
2007; Greenfield 2001; Cantor and Land 2001; O'Brien 2001; Britt 2001;
Paternoster and Bushway 2001). The results point to a weak motivation
effect, particularly for property crime, with even weaker or nonexistent
opportunity effects (Arvanites and Defina 2006). Paternoster and Bushway
(2001) report that a 1 percentage point increase in the unemployment rate
will lead to a 2 percent increase in property crime (see also Freeman 1999;
Piehl 1998; Levitt 2001), a small effect size. Not all reviewers are willing to
discount the opportunity effect based on the current evidence. Uggen and
Wakefield conclude that “unemployment has a lagged and contemporane-
ous effect on crime” (2008, 204), suggesting support for both the rational
choice and routine activities mechanisms for a relationship between the
labor market and crime.

Alternatively, Paternoster and Bushway (2001) suggested that aggre-
gate research on the national-level time series® has failed to show the
expected strong relationship between the business cycle and crime be-
cause the research has not studied business cycle fluctuations. On average,
business cycles have lasted 5.5 years since 1945 (NBER 2009). Table 7.1
provides the National Bureau of Economic Research data on U.S, business
cycle expansions and contractions. According to this data, the average
contraction since 1945 has lasted 10 months, while the average expansion
has lasted 57 months, leading to an average cycle of 67 months. One-year
changes do not adequately capture the change described by the business
cycle,

Cook and Zarkin (1985), in contrast to Cantor and Land (1985), present
an analysis that focuses explicitly on the business cycle using U.S. data
covering roughly the same period as Cantor and Land’s research (1933
1981). They perform two analyses. The first is a clever non-parametric test
based on the changes in criminal activity during the entire business cycle.
They show that robbery and burglary increase more during economic
contractions than expansions, indicating evidence for a motivational theo-
ry of crime. There is no observed motivational effect for homicide. More
auto theft occurs during expansions relative to contractions, suggesting
that opportunity might be an especially important factor for auto theft
(Paternoster and Bushway 2001). An expansion of this approach to include
the most recent business cycles has been able to replicate these results—
business cycle booms correspond with declines in burglary and robbery,
and increases of auto theft. Booms and busts appear to have no relationship
with violent crime (Bushway, Cook, and Phillips 2009).

Cook and Zarkin (1985) also try to quantify this analysis using trends
in the unemployment rate, and these results are supportive of the more
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Table 7.1. U.S. Business Cycle Expansions and Contractions (1945 to 2001)

Length (months)

Contraction Cycle (trough
Trough (peak to Expansion (prev. from prev.
Peak Date Date trough) trough to this peak) trough)
Feb. 1945 Oct. 1945 8 80 88
Nov. 1948 Oct. 1949 11 37 48
July 1953 May 1954 10 45 55
Aug. 1957 Apr. 1958 8 39 47
Apr. 1960 Feb. 1961 10 24 34
Dec. 1969 Nov. 1970 11 106 117
Nov. 1973 Mar. 1975 16 36 52
Jan. 1980 July 1980 6 58 64
July 1981 Nov. 1982 16 12 28
July 1990 Mar. 1991 8 92 100
Mar. 2001 Nov. 2001 8 120 128
Average (10 Cycles) 10 57 67

http://www.nber.org/cycles/cyclesmain html

descriptive analysis. The problem, as noted by Greenberg (2001), Arvanites
and Defina (2006), and Rosenfeld and Fornango (2007), is that unemploy-
ment is not a good measure of the business cycle. The National Bureau of
Economic Research determines the timing of the business cycle primarily by
the gross domestic product, with input from measures of income and
employment. Specifically, the NBER states on its web site that:

Unemployment is generally a lagging indicator, particularly after the trough in
economic activity determined by the NBER. For instance, the unemploymfant
rate peaked 15 months after the NBER trough month in the 1990-91 recession
and 19 months after the NBER trough month in the 2001 recession. The
unemployment rate (which the committee does not use) tend.s to lag behind
employment (which the committee does use) on account of variations in labor-
force participation. (http://www.nber.org/cycles/recessions_faq.html)

Arvanites and Defina (2006) try to construct a more realistic quantitative
model of the business cycle by redoing Cantor and Land (1985) using state-
level measures of gross domestic product and a panel data structure from
1986 to 2001. They find a strong and negative lagged relationship between
gross state product and property crime rates, and no contemporaneous
effect. Their results support motivational theory over opportunity theory
and highlight the potential power of moving to a truer measure of the
business cycle.

Rosenfeld and Fornango (2007) replicate these results for robbery and
larceny over a longer time period (1970 to 2003) using regional rather
than state measures. But Rosenfeld and Fornango (2007) also suggest
using a measure of consumer sentiment rather than a measure of gross
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domestic product. The argument here is similar to the question about
perceptual deterrence. What matters is not the objective experience of
the economy, but people’s perceptions of that experience. Consumer
sentiment is not used to identify business cycles by the NBER, but it has
proven predictive ability (Gelper et al. 2007) and it is explicitly used by
banks, manufacturers, and the government to gain real-time insight into
the direction and current state of the economy.

Rosenfeld and Fornango (2007) find strong evidence for a negative
relationship between consumer sentiment and property crime, even
when controlling for GDP and unemployment. Indeed, they conclude
that improvement in consumer sentiment can explain a third of the drop
in robbery during the 1990s. This conclusion contrasts sharply with
Levitt's (2004) dismissal of economic explanations of the crime drop,
and serves as an upper bound on the estimates provided by others such
as Grogger (2000). Moreover, they begin to tell an important theoretical
story, continued by Rosenfeld (2009), for how opportunity theory can
also explain how crime increases during recessions, as the underground
demand for stolen goods increases.

There are at least two reasons to be excited by this renewed discussion
about the relationship between the business cycle and crime. First, it
reflects a renewed belief in the existence of a national time trend in
crime. There is undoubtedly local variation in crime, and local factors
matter for both crime and the economy (Levitt 2001). But routine activity
theory (Cohen and Felson 1979; Felson 2002) relies on large-scale social
changes that facilitate and impede criminal opportunities. Large-scale
social factors—such as the loss of high paying U.S. manufacturing jobs,
the increase in incarceration as a policy choice, the increase in female labor
supply, and the rise of illegal markets such as crack—all affect the mix of
motivated offenders, suitable targets, and available guardians in such a way
that might affect crime. The absence of a meaningful national trend in
crime would necessarily put the lie to such national level theories. Yet
actually identifying a national trend is no simple matter, and it is relatively
easy to show that there is substantial variation in crime trends across cities
(Brownstein 1996).

McDowall and Loftin (2009) take on this challenge using 45 years of
annual data on 134 U.S. cities with populations of more than 100,000
people. Using a variety of techniques, they find conservatively that the
national trend can explain at least 20 percent of the overall variation of
crime rates across places over time. At least in theory, this national trend
can be explained by other national-level trends, such as the national
business cycle.

The second reason to get more excited about explaining national trends
comes from the movement to other measures of the economy besides
unemployment. The focus on unemployment rates raised a difficult con-
ceptual problem. Crime rates and unemployment rates are the products of
fundamentally different stochastic or probabilistic processes (McDowall
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and Loftin 2005). Aggregate crime rates follow a random walk process,
which means that crime does not return to a common mean, or equilibri-
um position (McDowall and Loftin 2009). Crime goes up or down in
response to shock, and it stays up or down, without necessarily returning
to the previous level. Itis inherently unpredictable and tends to follow long
meandering paths. Unemployment, however, is stationary—moving up
and down in a rhythmic or cyclical way. Unemployment rates are more
predictable than crime rates—simply checking where the unemployment
rate is relative to its historical average provides a reasonable prediction
about what will happen in the next year.

This difference in process implies that crime and unemployment do
not track, or move together. Their relationship, if it exists, must be more
complicated, perhaps with changes in unemployment affecting changes in
crime in a non-linear way, or with structural breaks (meaning that the
causal relationship changes over ‘cirne).3 In contrast, the economic evi-
dence suggests that both consumer sentiment (Gelper et al. 2007) and
GDP (Rapach 2002) also do not move around a common mean (like
unemployment), even after taking into account the standard upward
trend in measures such as GDP.* The key insight here is that the process-
es generating GDP and consumer sentiment are similar in structure to the
processes generating crime (unlike unemployment). Beyond resolving
some of the confusion dealing with trends that follow different processes
(Paternoster and Bushway 2001), this result means that national crime
trends could legitimately be caused, in the conventional sense, by these
Jarge-scale economic forces. This could also explain the apparently stron-
ger relationship between crime and GDP and consumer sentiment in
standard regressions relative to unemployment and crime.’

It may also help that these models (Rosenfeld and Fornango 2007,
Arvanites and Defina 2006) are estimated using data from after 1970, a
period that contains what is the arguably the most important macro-level
trend in the United States with respect to the labor market and crime: the
shift away from the heavy dependence on less-educated male workers
that began in the 1970s.° From the early 1900s through the 1960s, the
real earnings of less-educated male workers grew markedly (Mishel, Bern-
stein, and Boushey 2003). Increased productivity gains, relative shortages
of less-educated workers, as well as expanding unionization and the federal
minimum wage legislation all seemed to ensure decade by decade increases
in the economic fortunes of less-educated male workers in the United
States over this period.

But a shift in this trend began to occur in the 1970s and 1980s as the
wages paid to less-educated male workers began to decline in both real
terms and relative to the earnings of more educated (i.e., college trained)
workers. These declines accelerated during the 1980s, especially for
young males with a high school degree or less (Blackburn, Bloom, and
Freeman 1990). These trends were especially pronounced for young black
men. Not only did the earnings and employment of less-educated young
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men decline more generally over the late 1970s and 1980s, but less-
educated young black men's outcomes also fell relative to those of com-
parable whites (Bound and Freeman 1992).

The declining labor market fortunes of less-educated male workers and
the growing concentration of the poor in urban areas, especially the black
poor, over the 1980s could clearly have influenced criminal activity in the
United States over a long period. This is especially true, given recent
research on the long-term earnings shocks of layoffs during recessions
(von Wachter et al. 2009). The effect on earnings for the individuals
directly affected is long term, and it outlasts the recession itself. But, if
the changing economic conditions faced by less-educated young men
influenced their propensity to engage in criminal activities over the
1980s, then surely the relative improvements in earnings and employ-
ment that were observed during the economic boom of the mid-1990s for
this age group should have reduced crime as well. While there is some
evidence that the economic boom did benefit less-educated young black
men by modestly increasing the wages of those who were in the labor
market (Freeman and Rodgers 2001), the secular downward trend in their
employment and labor force participation continued over this period.”

Male labor force participation in the 16-24 age group, the peak age
group for criminal activity, has declined 18 percentage points from
83 percent since 1989 (BLS 2009). Only half of the men in this age
group worked during July 2009, and only 36 percent of blacks worked
during this month, the peak month of work for this age group. These
numbers would be even worse if blacks in prison and jail were counted as
part of the population (Petit 2009). This unprecedented level of detach-
ment from the labor market should raise red flags about the potential for
crime. Even if one does not believe that these potential workers will
change their criminal behavior in response to changes in the economy,
the fact that almost two-thirds of the non-institutionalized population of
blacks in the United States did not work in July 2009 raises important
questions about their “routine activities.” Is this population “working” in
the drug markets, or off the books in the informal economy? Have these
workers, particularly the men, been displaced by welfare reform, which
successfully moved thousands of women into the workforce (Blank
2002)? What is clear is that the United States has experienced a funda-
mental shift in the degree to which individuals in the country, particularly
populations at risk for crime, are attached to the formal labor market.
At the same time, the United States has experienced an unprecedented
and well-documented growth in the prison population. On any given
day, more black male high school dropouts aged 20-35 are incarcerated
than employed (Western and Pettit 2000). Given that incarceration is
now a major factor of life for large numbers of people and communities,
the next section examines ways in which incarceration and employment
interact.

b .
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INCARCERATION

A fundamental fact of incarceration is that people who are incarcerated
are not employed. But, the causal impact of incarceration on employment
depends on whether new inmates come from the population who are in
the workforce itself. The exact answer is difficult to determine definitely,
since incarcerated people are either not counted or counted poorly in
most official counts of the U.S. population (Pettit 2009). Such an under-
count would lead to an overestimate of the percent of people in the
workforce, and an underestimate of the impact of incarceration on the
labor force participation rate.®

Despite these challengers, Holzer and colleagues (2005) create a cred-
ible estimate that every one percentage point increase in the incarceration
rate for black men leads to a one percentage point decline in labor force
attachment. If the imprisonment rate for black men has increased from
2 percent to 5 percent from 1979 to 1999, then incarceration can account
for, at most, 4 percentage points of the overall 13 percentage point
decline in labor force attachment among young black men during this
same period. This estimate suggests that the increased incarceration in the
United States has not included employed men, but rather, the unem-
ployed and detached workers who were marginalized by the economic
restructuring of the 1970s and who were most susceptible to the lures of
the drug markets that grew up around crack cocaine in the 1980s.

This interpretation is supported by a description of the average incar-
cerated offender. Close to 70 percent are high school dropouts, for
example, and most are unemployed at the time they are arrested (Peter-
silia 2001). Studies of employment for incarcerated offenders using offi-
cial data find only 30 percent employed in the quarter before
incarceration (far below the 57 percent self-reported rate), a figure that
includes part-time (but not informal) work, with yearly earnings among
those employed of less than $8,000 (Holzer 2009).

This low starting point means that it is also difficult for incarceration to
have a dramatic impact on the earnings and employment on those who are
incarcerated. The question of the impact of incarceration on earnings and
unemployment was reviewed extensively and competently by Holzer
(2009). He concluded that “while the credible empirical evidence is
quite mixed, the preponderance of it points to negative effects of incarcera-
tion on the subsequent employment and earnings of offenders” (2009, 2).

Holzer makes it clear that not everyone agrees with this conclusion. A
reasonable person could conclude on the basis of this evidence that
incarcerating someone (rather than putting them on probation) has no
causal impact on employment and earnings for the average offender after
they are released (white collar offenders are a noteworthy exception;
Nagin and Waldfogel 1996).” Individuals convicted of felonies are in the
secondary labor market with unstable employment and {lat wage trajec-
tories before they are incarcerated (Bushway 1998, 2004).
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It is possible, however, to put too much weight on the causal .imp‘act of
incarceration on employment and earnings a&erbrelease, Even 1‘f the
incarcerated offender is not in the labor market before the spell of incar-
ceration, the incarcerated offender spends yet more time out of the formal
labor market while he or she is incarcerated. Or, to put it anothfer way,
prison unquestionably has a causal impact on thf—: lifetime earning and
employment of people who are incarcerated. This is a dead weight loss to
society and to this individual, which may or may not be compem:nsated by
the corresponding drop in crime associated with his or her prison sen-
tence. 1o

Prison work industries can try to mimic employment, but e_mpl{)yment
inside and outside a prison will always be fundamentally different enter-
prises, Prison is not work—and it is telling that for ke}.r demogr)aghw
groups, incarceration is a more common experience than is work. Prison
work programs have promise (Wilson et al. 2001; Jensen and Read 2006),
but few rigorous evaluations have shown positive outcomes. Mostly what
criminologists know is that there are some people in prison who want to
participate in vocational programs—and these people do better in both
the labor market and commit less crime when released.

As prison sentences become longer (Raphael and Stoll 20{?9), Fhere are
more and more people reentering society at older ages wx!:h little {eal
experience in the labor market, meaning that even these motivated oﬁe.n-
ders face bigger challenges than in years past. Bu:;}}way, Tsaq, and Smith
(2009) show that the median age of the average prisoner has 1ncre§5ed by
about 8 years from 1974 to 2004, and the median age of released prisoners
increased S years from 1984 to 1994 (Langan and Levin 2002). Tw.enty-
seven-year-olds with no job experience have a better chance of attachplg to
the labor market than do 34-year-olds with no job experience. Mass incar-
ceration has taken a group of people who were detached from the labor
market and extended that detachment. Even if one doubts the evidence
supporting the claim that incarceration causally increases emtployment' pro-
blems after release from incarceration, it is hard to argue that incarceration is
a solution to the problem of growing detachment of adults from the lal?or
market. Policymakers should be particularly concerned about any policy
that further isolates individuals and communities from the labor market.

Mass incarceration is not the only such policy. An even more prevalent
problem is the use of criminal history records by employers. Itis absolutelyl
indisputable that employers are using criminal history records to bar
offenders from employment at ever higher rates (Stoll and Burshway
2008; Holzer 2009; Pager 2003; Bushway 1998; Uggen et a].. 2906; I.‘raws
2002). There is a strong consensus in the literature that a criminal history
record showing a conviction of a felony, independent of an arrest or
criminal activity, has a sizable, causal, negative impact on employment
and earnings. The debate in this literature centers on what to do about the
problem given the tension between protecting the public against the threat
of ex-felons and the rights (and possible rehabilitation) of ex-felons.

b |
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Ex-felons are at a higher risk of crime, and while change can and does
happen, the reality is that the social science evidence in support of work, for
example, as a change agent for ex-offenders is relatively weak (Bushway and
Reuter 2002; Raphael and Weiman 2007; Fagan and Freeman 1999). The
last time SEARCH, the consortium of state criminal history records, re-
viewed its standards for conduct by the repositories, they did not choose to
restrict employer access to even arrest records because social science re-
search “suggest(s) that even where employers do use arrest information as a
bar to or a restriction on employment opportunities, this may not be
significant from a rehabilitation standpoint because recidivism statistics
suggest that rehabilitation is seldom achieved regardless of offenders’ em-
ployment prospects” (SEARCH 1988 29). Recent reviews on desistance
(Laub and Sampson 2001) reach a different conclusion regarding the power
of work to aid recidivism, but there is still no strong consensus about the
causal mechanisms underlying the desistance process (NRC 2008).

Of course, governments could simply ban background checks. Yet
employers and other policy agents clearly believe that information on
criminal history records is valuable for making informed decisions about
future risk. The widespread proliferation of private criminal history record
checks in the last 15 years is a testimony to the demand for this informa-
tion, as are the steps that agents will take to circumvent restrictions on
access to official repository data (Bushway et al. 2007). Agents who believe
that this information might be relevant could also resort to statistical
discrimination on the basis of race, which is highly correlated to criminal
history records (Bushway 2004; Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll 2005). This
type of discrimination not only hurts minority ex-offenders, it also hurts
minority non-offenders. For example, Pager’s (2003) audit study in Mil-

waukee revealed that race is as salient as criminal history record among
employers who do not check for a criminal history record. All things equal,
it might make more sense to develop rational guidelines for the use of
criminal history records than advocate a policy that could well lead to
much wider employment problems for non-felons (SEARCH 2006).

One standard would limit the use of old criminal history records and
eliminate lifetime bans on the basis of risk of recidivism (Kurlychek et al.
2006, 2007; Blumstein and Nakamura 2009; Bushway and Sweeten 2007).
Recent research has shown that ex-offenders eventually "look like” non-
offenders in terms of recidivism after 7 to 10 years. Good policy could
include sunset clauses for individuals who meet certain standards of con-
duct, like staying “straight” for 7 to 10 years. It is possible that this sunset
clause could be conditioned on age or other factors correlated with recidi-
vism. For example, perhaps older offenders need not stay straight for that
long before they can claim that they have desisted (Bushway et al. 2009).

Other policy experiments include the “ban the box” movement, in which
employers are not allowed to ask about criminal history records at the begin-
ning of the process (Henry and Jacobs 2007). This policy—which has been
implemented for local government jobs in San Francisco, Chicago, Boston and
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statewide in Minnesota—moves the background check to a later step in the
process, essentially preventing employers from asking about a crimin al history
record on the application. The belief is that the information will matter less
when taken in the larger context of the employee's qualifications, essentially
forcing employers to evaluate the record relative to other job qualifications and
the characteristics of the job. No evaluations have yet been completed of this
policy, but it represents an innovative attempt to encourage employers to
avoid using the criminal history record as the only measure of risk.

Private employers, however, have not followed the lead of public
employers in cities with “ban the box” initiatives (Gebo and Norton-
Hawk 2009). The primary reason appears to be concerns about liability.
Negligent hiring lawsuits allow claimants to hold companies liable if they
hire someone who does harm to the claimant if the act was “reasonably
forseeable.” The key is the meaning of the phrase “reasonably forseeable,”
which is usually interpreted in layman'’s terms by juries. This concept is
usually not applied in a statistical sense.

But, statistically, violent acts committed on the job are rare, and
therefore hard to foresee, even by people who have done such acts before.
Suppose that the chance of serious harm by an employee is .1 percent,
meaning that one out of every 1,000 employees will commit a serious
violent act on the job in the coming year. Predicting this outcome is
incredibly difficult, and even a good predictor might only identify people
that are two or three times more likely to commit a crime (.3 percent
rather than .1 percent) (Gottfredson and Gottfredson 1994; Gottfredson
and Moriarity 2006). Using such predictors will result in the exclusion of
many people who were in fact never going to commit any such crime.
Legislatures and courts must decide whether this small reduction in risk is
worth the further detachment and isolation of a large subset of the
population from work. Even if such exclusion does not directly cause
crime by the person excluded, it seems inevitable that such exclusion will

heighten the detachment from workin that person's family and community.
Employment exclusion, unlike incarceration, seems unlikely to prevent
much crime—yet, the potential for further harm by continuing to weaken
the link to employment in populations already detached from the legal
labor market might swamp any harm caused by ex-offenders.

CONCLUSION

Only 55.6 percent of youth aged 16 to 24 were working in July 2008. The
percentage of blacks who were working, 41.3 percent, is even lower.
These numbers reflect the steady decline in labor force participation
since July 1989. These trends for the most crime-prone age group are
startling, and particularly alarming for a chapter on labor markets and
crime. The current recession only makes the problem worse, leaving
~ttachment to the workforce at all time lows.
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This trend is worrisome on many levels. The second section of this
chapter made it clear that detachment from the labor market is associated
with crime for all people, including youth. Work competes with school
but attachment to both work and school lowers crime and should bé
encouraged for youth who lack a pro-social major life activity that leads
to non-crime-centric routine activities. More research needs to focus on
the reasons for and the possible solutions to this secular decline in work
attachment among young adults.

Perhaps this secular decline, however, need not concern criminologists
given that the United States has experienced a substantial decline in crime
starting roughly around 1990. This decline has occurred mainly in violent
crime, which historically has had the weakest connection to the labor
market, though property crime has also declined somewhat during this
same period (Levitt 2004; Rosenfeld 2009). The third section of this chapter
reviewed the existing research on the relationship between the economy and
crime and pointed to new research that suggests that the negative relation-
ship between property crime and the economy is stronger than previously
suggested, particularly if researchers use techniques and measures that allow
them to focus both on the business cycle and secular trends such as the
growing detachment of at-risk groups from work.

A discussion of crime and employment since 1989 would be deficient
without a discussion of the massive increase in the prison population that
jaccelerated starting in the 1990s. Most analysts agree that this increase in
incarceration is responsible in part for the resulting decline in crime
during this time period (Rosenfeld 2009; Levitt 2004; Donohue 2009)
But this policy of incarceration, in combination with the increased con-.
cern about criminal history records checks by employers, has exacerbated
the detachment from the labor market. The fourth section of this paper
discussed the mechanisms by which this might occur.

As the United States begins a national discussion about de-incarcera-
tion, researchers and policymakers need to come to grips with the low
levels of labor-market participation among young adult men. Commu-
nities in which the majority of young men are either in prison or are
unemployed are not healthy places. The Welfare Reform Act of 1996
showed that a governmental and societal commitment to work could
create positive outcomes for women who were detached from work
(Blank 2002). Future work needs to focus on finding equally effective
strategies for men who are detached from work.
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my research with several different sets of co-authors with whom I have beep
fortunate to work over the last 10 years. Special thanks belong to Robert Apel,
Arjan Blokland, Robert Brame, Phil Cook, Megan Kurlychek, Daniel Nagin, Pay]
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School of Criminal Justice; University at Albany; Albany, NY 12222.

1. Fixed-effect models control for all unobserved, time stable differences that
might exist between people, which represents an improvement over controls for
observable differences only. Propensity score models try to mimic an experiment
by matching people who look otherwise similar on observable variables, but differ
on work status. They have the conceptual advantage of comparing similar people.

2. A one percentage point increase in the unemployment rate when the
unemployment rate is 6 percent represents a 17 percent increase in unemploy-
ment. The corresponding 2 percent increase in crime rates reflects a low elasticity
of .11.

3. But see McDowall and Loftin (2005) for evidence against the possibility of
structural breaks.

4. There is a substantial literature on this question of the stationarity of macro-
economic trends. The basic tests are relatively low power, making it hard to reject
the null hypothesis of non-stationarity. New tests are constantly being invented
with more power, so that there is some controversy about whether or not these
trends are truly non-stationary. See Fleissig and Strauss (1999) for a paper that
claims that GDP is stationary. This ambiguity does not surround unemployment
rates, which are clearly stationary, even with low power tests.

5. A reasonable person might begin to question whether a movement to these
broader economic indicators reflects an abandonment of labor markets, the ostensible
focus on this chapter. Does consumer sentiment really reflect labor market outcomes?
Rosenfeld (2009) provides a partial answer by focusing on the relationship between
consumer sentiment and consumer choices rooted in the rational choice or economic
model of behavior. People with less income or with real concerns about the future
might buy fewer legal goods, and begin to look for illegal goods to buy. This boost in
demand leads to increased demand for thieves, which should result in an increase in
theft, in much the same way that an increase in copper prices has led to a spike in scrap
copper theft (Rondeaux and Morse 2007). The discouragement reflected in the
consumer sentiment could also be reflective of a loss of income, perhaps through
detachment from the legal labor market, as employment becomes more difficult to
find and maintain. In other words, consumer sentiment can predict both the demand
for and the supply of labor in both the legal and illegal markets—and these factors
could well influence crime.
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6. For a more complete treatment of this trend, see Weiman. et al. 2007.
7. It is also worth noting that the crime drop during this per19d was concen-
¢rated in violent crime. Property crime, which has a stronger tie to the labor
rket, has stayed relatively constant (Levitt 2004).
iy 8 In fact, numbers used in Western and Pettit (2005) suggests that labor
markl;‘t participation among black males has stayed co.nstan'F. The BLS numll)aers
reported in the last section using alternative sources raise serious questions about
these numbers. See also Weiman et al. 2007. . o '
9. Much of the disagreement hinges on the welg}}t one is w11111‘1g to give a
rominent article by Bruce Western (2002), which, un.hke other studies, rehe? on
self-reported employment data. Because of the lack of information on conv1c:t1ori,1
arrest, or criminal activity, Western's work compares mcarceréted offenders to al
other individuals, including those who are not convicted. This strz.ate.gy mak.es. it
hard to isolate the impact of incarceration over and above that of c.r1mmallact1v1ty
or conviction and probation. The same problem limits demand-side studies such
a5 the well-known audit study by Pager (2003).
10. See an excellent article by Donchue (2009) on the cost and benefits of

prison for a discussion of whether lost wages should be included in the cost-benefit

equation.
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Chapter 8
The Community

Robert J. Sampson

Public crime policy at the dawn of the twenty-first century was domi-
nated by the ever-greater use of penal control—especially in the i'Oltnl of
mandatory sentences and imprisonment. The results were dramatic, as
rates of incarceration in the United States skyrocketed to unprecedented
historical levels (Western 2006). With the costs of incarceration rising
and municipal resources for police services stretched thin after 9/11,
community-based policy alternatives became widely debated across thF
political spectrum. Most prisoners usually return home, after all [.Trav.ls
2005), so whether in the context of the etiology of committing crime in
the first place or the reintegration of offenders upon release, the role of
local communities has assumed increasing importance.

In this chapter, | advance a community-level approach as a promising way
to think about explaining and preventing crime, with a specific focus on
urban neighborhoods. It is not the only or ‘necessarily most effecti\.fe ap-
proach, of course, but it has the advantage of being an intellectually diS}:lnC-
tive one. Namely, instead of seeking to predict or change individual
behavior—the traditional criminological approach—the neighborhood
level of social inquiry asks how community structures and cultures produce
differential rates of crime. What characteristics of neighborhonds‘ are asso-
ciated with high rates of violence? Are communities safe or unsafe becmgse
of the persons who reside in them or because of community properties
themselves? Perhaps most important, by changing communities can we
bring about changes in crime rates? As implied by these questions, the goal
of community-level research is to explain variations in rates of crime across
neighborhoods and other social-ecological units of analysis. A community-
level perspective also aims to uncover how federal, state, and local govern-
mental policies not directly concerned with crime may nonetheless bear
indirectly on crime rates through their influence on neighborhood structures
and cultures. .

My argument synthesizing research on neighborhood social characteris-
tics, crime rates, and policy implications may be summarized as follows:
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o There is substantial inequality between neighborhoods in terms of
economic status and correlated social resources. There is particularly
strong evidence that links concentrated poverty, unemployment,
and family disruption to the geographical isolation of racial minority
groups—what is called concentrated disadvantage.

e Crime, violence, arrest, and incarceration are all spatially clustered
in the same neighborhoods that are characterized by severe
concentrated disadvantage. There are neighborhood “hot spots”of
crime and criminal justice intervention, in other words.

o Although neighborhoods are constantly in flux, with individuals
moving in and out, there is simultaneously a general durability or
stability in the relative social positions that neighborhoods hold;
disadvantage is both concentrated and cumulative in nature.

e In turn, mechanisms such as informal social control, trust, moral
cynicism, network ties, and organizational capacity are hypothesized
to explain violence rates, mediating in part neighborhood structural
characteristics and durable concentrated disadvantage.

e A community-level approach to crime prevention implies
intervening in neighborhoods, changing places not people. I outline
ten strategies, focusing on: neighborhood "hot spot” policing,
reducing disorder, building collective efficacy, housing-based
stabilization, deconcentration of poverty, municipal services, child
development, increasing organizational capacity, community-based
prisoner reentry, and an “eco-metrics” for evaluation.

In short, a long tradition of research yields important clues about why
communities matter for crime. I begin by highlighting the broad continu-
ities that characterize research to the present day, and I then turn to the
implications of a community-level approach to crime policy.

DEFINITIONS AND PATTERNS

Although there are many types of communities that one could define in
terms of shared values or primary group ties, I define neighborhoods and
local communities in spatial terms, letting properties of social organiza-
tion vary. Sometimes neighborhoods make a community in the traditional
sense of shared values, but often they do not—neighborhoods are variable
in the nature and content of social ties, and they are nested within
successively larger communities.

This conception is consistent with the classic view that a neighborhood
is a collection of both people and institutions occupying a spatially defined
area influenced by ecological, cultural, market, and political forces (Park
1915). Suttles (1972) refined this view by arguing that neighborhoods do
not form their identities or composition as the result of free-market
competition or internal dynamics only, the usual emphasis. Instead,
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some neighborhoods and local communities have their identity and
boundaries imposed on them by outsiders.

Virtually all empirical studies of neighborhoods employ operational
definitions that depend on geographic boundaries set by the government
(e.g., the Census Bureau) or other administrative agencies (e.g., school
districts, police districts). Although administratively defined units such as
census tracts are reasonably consistent with the notion of nested ecologi-
cal structures and permit the analysis of rich sources of linked data,
researchers have become increasingly interested in strategies to define
neighborhoods that respect the logic of street patterns and the social
networks of neighbor interactions (Grannis 1998). Still, there is no one
correct definition of neighborhood that enjoys universal support, nor
should there be—definitions vary according to the research question and
theory, just as they do for other social phenomena.

Research conducted in Chicago in the early part of the twentieth
century provided the impetus for modern American studies of neighbor-
hoods and crime. In their classic work—Juvenile Delinquency and Urban
Areas—Shaw and McKay (1969 [1942]) argued that low economic sta-
tus, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential instability led to the disruption
of local community social organization, which in turn accounted for
variations in crime and delinquency. They also demonstrated that high
rates of delinquency in Chicago persisted in certain areas over many years,
regardless of population turnover. More than any other, this finding led
Shaw and McKay to question individualistic explanations of delinquency
and to focus on the processes by which criminal patterns of behavior,
especially group-related, were transmitted across generations in areas of
poverty, instability, and weak social controls (Bursik 1988).

Neighborhood Stratification

Neighborhood research in the post—Shaw and McKay era has tended to
focus on the socially structured dimensions of disadvantage, especially the
geographic isolation of the poor, and, in the United States, the racial
isolation of African Americans in concentrated poverty areas (Massey
and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987). The range of outcomes associated
with concentrated disadvantage extends well beyond crime and violence
to include infant mortality, low birth weight, teenage childbearing,
dropping out of high school, and child maltreatment (Brooks-Gunn
et al. 1997; Sampson et al. 2002). The evidence thus suggests that there
are geographic hot spots for crime and problem behaviors, and that such
hot spots are characterized by the concentration of multiple forms of
disadvantage that are surprisingly stable over time (Sampson 2009b).

To a lesser extent, research has considered aspects of neighborhood social
differentiation other than concentrated disadvantage, including life-cycle
status, residential stability, home ownership, population density, and ethnic
s The evidence on these factors is mixed, especially for density
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and ethnic heterogeneity (Morenoff et al. 2001). Perhaps the most extensive
area of ecological inquiry about disadvantage, dating back to the early
Chicago school, concerns residential stability and home ownership. There
is research showing that residential instability and low rates of home owner-
ship are durable correlates of many problem behaviors (Brooks-Gunn et al.
1997), but also that residential stability interacts with poverty. In contexts of
deprivation and poverty, residential stability has been shown to correlate
with negative rather than positive outcomes (Ross et al. 2000), which makes
theoretical sense if long-term exposure to concentrated disadvantage is a risk
factor. Another object of inquiry is concentrated affluence. Brooks-Gunn
and colleagues (1993) argue that it is the positive influence of concentrated
socioeconomic resources and educated neighbors, rather than the presence
of low-income neighbors, that matters most for adolescent behaviors. Ac-
cording to this view, the common tactic of focusing on disadvantage may
obscure the potential protective effects of affluence and education.

In brief, empirical research on neighborhood differentiation has estab-
lished a reasonably consistent set of facts relevant to crime. First, there is
considerable social inequality between neighborhoods in terms of socioeco-
nomic resources and their link to racial/ethnic segregation. Second, a
number of social problems tend to come bundled together at the neighbor-
hood level, including, but not limited to crime, adolescent delinquency,
social and physical disorder, low birth weight, infant mortality, school
dropout and child maltreatment. Third, these two sets of clusters are them-
selves related—neighborhood predictors common to many child and ado-
lescent outcomes include the concentration of poverty, racial isolation,
single-parent families, and, to a lesser extent, rates of home ownership and
length of tenure. Fourth, these results tend to persist over time, and the
empirical results have not varied much with the operational unit of analysis.
Stratification of local communities with respect to crime and disadvantage
is a robust phenomenon that emerges at multiple levels of geography
(Sampson et al. 2002).

SOCIAL MECHANISMS AND PROCESSES

The empirical evidence points to a number of durable neighborhood-level
correlates of crime rates but it does not answer what is potentially the
most important question: Why does community structure matter? Put
differently, what are the mechanisms and social processes that help
explain why factors such as concentrated poverty lead to increases in
crime and violence? It is to these questions that criminologists have
increasingly turned their attention.

The most famous approach to mechanism-based theory can be traced
back to those working in the Chicago-school tradition of social disorganiza-
tion theory, including Shaw and McKay. Social disorganization has been
defined as the inability of a community structure to realize the common
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interests of its residents in maintaining effective social controls (Sampson
and Groves 1989). The social disorganization approach views local commu-
nities and neighborhoods as a complex system of friendship, kinship, and
acquaintanceship networks, and formal and informal associational ties root-
ed in family life and ongoing socialization processes. From this view, both
social organization and social disorganization are inextricably tied to system-
ic networks that facilitate or inhibit social control. ! When formulated in this
way, social disorganization is analytically separable not only from the pro-
cesses that may lead to it (e.g., poverty, residential mobility), but from the
degree of criminal behavior that may be a result. This conceptualization also
goes beyond the traditional account of community as a strictly geographical
phenomenon by focusing on social networks and voluntary associations.

A major emphasis in social disorganization is the ability of a communi-
ty to supervise and control peer groups—especially adolescent gangs.
Delinquency is primarily a group phenomenon, suggesting that the
capacity of the community to control group-level dynamics is a key
theoretical mechanism linking community characteristics with crime.
Cultural heterogeneity is another, related mechanism. A venerable
finding is that the majority of gangs develop from unsupervised, sponta-
neous play-groups (Thrasher 1963 [1927]). Shaw and McKay thus argued
that residents of cohesive communities with greater agreement on nor-
mative rules were better able to control the teenage behaviors that set the
context for gang violence. Examples of such controls include the supervi-
sion of leisure-time youth activities, intervention in street-corner congre-
gation (Thrasher 1963, 339; Shaw and McKay 1969, 176-185), and
challenging youth “who seem to be up to no good” (Skogan 1986, 217).
Socially disorganized communities with extensive street-corner peer
groups are also expected to have higher rates of adult violence, especially
among younger adults who still have ties to youth gangs.

A different dimension of community social organization is the density
or “connectivity” of local friendship and acquaintanceship networks. Sys-
temic theory holds that locality-based social networks constitute the core
social fabric of human ecological communities (Bursik 1988). When
residents form local social ties, their capacity for social control is in theory
increased because they are better able to recognize strangers and are more
apt to engage in guardianship behavior against victimization (Taylor et al.
1984, 307; Skogan 1986, 216). The greater the density and overlapping
nature of interpersonal networks in a community, therefore, the greater
the constraint on deviant behavior within the network, according to
disorganization theory.

The social networks among adults and children in a community are
particularly important in fostering the capacity for collective socialization
and supervision. In a system involving parents and children, communities
characterized by an extensive set of obligations, expectations, and social
networks connecting the adults are better able to facilitate the control and
comervicion of children. The notion of intergenerational closure helps us
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to understand parent-child relations that extend beyond the household.
For example, when closure is present through the relationship of a child
to two adults whose relationship transcends the household (e.g., friend-
ship, work-related acquaintanceship), the adults have the potential to
“observe the child’s actions in different circumstances, talk to each other
about the child, compare notes, and establish norms” (Coleman 1990,
593; Coleman 1988). This form of relation can also provide reinforce-
ment for disciplining the child, as found when parents in communities
with dense social networks and high stability assume responsibility for the
supervision of youth that are not their own (Coleman 1990, 320). The
closure of local networks can therefore provide the child with norms and
sanctions that could not be brought about by a single adult alone, or even
married-couple families in isolation.

Collective Efficacy

Social networks and closure are not sufficient to understand local commu-
nities, however. Networks are differentially invoked, and dense, tight-knit
networks may impede social organization if they are isolated or weakly
linked to collective expectations for rules of action. At the neighborhood
level, the willingness of local residents to intervene on behalf of public
safety depends, in large part, on conditions of mutual trust and shared
expectations among residents. In particular, one is unlikely to intervene in
a neighborhood context where the rules are unclear and people mistrust or
fear one another. It is the linkage of mutual trust and the shared willingness
to intervene for the common good that defines the neighborhood context
of what Sampson et al. (1997) term collective efficacy. Just as individuals
vary in their capacity for efficacious action, so too do neighborhoods vary in
their capacity to achieve common goals. Moreover, just as self-efficacy is
situated rather than global (one has self-efficacy relative to a particular task
or type of task), neighborhood efficacy exists relative to collective tasks
such as maintaining public order. Collective efficacy with respect to crime
is thus a task-specific construct that refers to shared expectations and
mutual engagement by residents in local social control.

Moving from a focus on private ties to social efficacy signifies an emphasis
on shared beliefs in neighbors’ joint capability for action to achieve an
intended effect, and hence an active sense of engagement on the part of
residents. As Bandura (1997) argues, the meaning of efficacy is captured in
expectations about the exercise of control, elevating the “agentic” aspect
of social life over a perspective centered on the accumulation of “stocks"
of social resources. Distinguishing between the resource potential repre-
sented by personal ties, on the one hand, and the shared expectations
among neighbors for engagement in social control represented by collective
efficacy, on the other, helps clarify the systemic model: social networks
foster the conditions under which collective efficacy may flourish, but
they are not sufficient for the exercise of control. In this way, collective
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efficacy may be seen as a logical extension of systemically based social
disorganization theory. The difference is mainly one of emphasis: locality-
based networks may enhance neighborhood social organization, but the
collective capacity for social action, even if rooted in weak personal ties,
constitutes the more proximate social mechanism for understanding
between-neighborhood variation in crime rates.

A theory of social organization and collective efficacy can ill afford to
ignore institutions or the wider political environment in which local
communities are embedded. Indeed, many neighborhoods exhibit intense
private ties (e.g., among friends, kin) and yet still lack the institutional
capacity to achieve social control (Hunter 1985). The institutional com-
ponent is thus crucial and refers to the resource stock of neighborhood
organizations and their linkages with other organizations both within and
outside the community. Kornhauser (1978, 79) argues that when the
horizontal links among institutions within a community are weak, the
capacity to defend local interests is weakened. Bursik and Grasmick
(1993) highlight vertical links, or the capacity of local community orga-
nizations to obtain extra-local resources (police, fire services, block
grants) that help sustain neighborhood social stability and local controls.

Empirical Evidence

[ focus in this section on research that examines neighborhood social
mechanisms and collective processes linked theoretically to crime.
There is a large research on land use and other aspects of the physical
environment that I do not address because of space constraints.

In one of the first “social process” studies of its kind, Taylor and collea-
aues (1984) examined variations in violent crime (e.g., mugging, assault,
murder, rape) across street blocks in Baltimore. They constructed block-
level measures of the proportion of respondents who belonged to an
organization to which co-residents also belonged, and the proportion of
respondents who felt responsible for what happened in the area surround-
ing their home. Both dimensions of informal social control were signifi-
cantly and negatively related to rates of violence, exclusive of other
ecological factors (1984, 320). These results support the hypothesis that
organizational participation and informal social control of public space
depress criminal violence. Around the same time, Simcha-Fagan and
Schwartz (1986) collected survey-based information on over 500 residents
of 12 different neighborhoods in New York City. Although the number of
neighborhoods was small, they found a significant negative relationship
between delinquency and rates of organizational participation by local
residents. A multivariate analysis provided further support for this pat-
tern—"level of organizational participation and residential stability have
unique effects in predicting survey-reported delinquency” (1986, 683).

In a study conducted in Great Britain in 1982 and 1984, Sampson
and Groves (1989) showed that the prevalence of unsupervised teenage
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peer-groups in a community had the largest effect on rates of robbery and
violence by strangers. The density of local friendship networks also had a
significant negative effect on robbery rates, while the level of organiza-
tional participation by residents had significant inverse effects on both
robbery and stranger violence (1989, 789). Central to present concerns,
variations in these structural dimensions of community social (dis)organi-
zation transmitted in large part the effects of community socioeconomic
status, residential mobility, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption in
a theoretically consistent manner. Notably, socioeconomic status signifi-
cantly predicted organizational participation.

Elliott and colleagues (1996) examined survey data from neighborhoods in
Chicago and Denver. A multilevel analysis revealed that a measure of “infor-
mal control” was significantly and negatively related to adolescent problem
behavior in both sites. Like the British results, informal control mediated
the prior effects of neighborhood structural disadvantage—declining poor
neighborhoods displayed less ability to maintain social control, and they in
turn suffered higher delinquency rates. Similarly, several studies have used
survey data from over 5,000 Seattle residents living within 100 census tracts to
investigate the connection between social control processes and crime. Warn-
er and Rountree (1997) found a significant negative association between
assault rates and the proportion of respondents in white neighborhoods who
engaged in neighboring activities with one another—including borrowing
tools or food, having lunch or dinner, or helping each other with problems.
In a subsequent study, Bellair (2000) approached the neighboring question
from a somewhat different perspective on mediating processes. He assumed
that neighboring activities affect crime rates only indirectly, by increasing
the likelihood that neighbors will engage in informal surveillance of one
another’s property. These causal paths were consistent with the empirical
results he obtained.

A large-scale research program in Chicago (Project on Human Devel-
opment in Chicago Neighborhoods, or PHDCN) proposed as a primary
objective the study of criminal behavior in community context. A major
component of this study was a community survey of 8,782 residents of
343 Chicago neighborhoods in 1995. Sampson and colleagues (1997)
developed a two-part scale from this survey to examine rates of violence.
One component was shared expectations about “informal social control,”
represented by a five-item Likert-type scale. Residents were asked about
the likelihood (“Would you say it is very likely, likely, neither likely nor
unlikely, unlikely, or very unlikely?”) that their neighbors could be
counted on to take action if: (1) children were skipping school and
hanging out on a street corner, (2) children were spray-painting graffiti
on a local building, (3) children were showing disrespect to an adult, (4) a
fight broke out in front of their house, and (5) the fire station closest to
home was threatened with budget cuts. The second component was
“social cohesion,” measured by asking respondents how strongly they
agreed (on a five-point scale) that “People around here are willing to



218 Crime and Public Policy

help their neighbors”; “This is a close-knit neighborhood”; “People in thjg
neighborhood can be trusted”; and (reverse coded): “People in this neigh.
borhood generally don’t get along with each other”; “People in this
neighborhood do not share the same values.” Social cohesion and informa]
social control were closely associated across neighborhoods, suggesting
that they tapped aspects of the same latent construct. Sampson et a],
(1997) combined the two scales into a summary measure termed “collec-
tive efficacy.”

The PHDCN study found that collective efficacy varied widely across
Chicago neighborhoods and was associated with lower rates of violence
measured by independent methods, all the time controlling for concen-
trated disadvantage, residential stability, immigrant concentration, and a
comprehensive set of individual-level characteristics (e.g., age, sex, SES,
race/ethnicity, home ownership) as well as indicators of personal ties and
the density of local organizations. Whether measured by homicide events
or violent victimization reported by residents, neighborhoods high in
collective efficacy consistently had significantly lower rates of violence.
Even after adjusting for prior violence, a two standard-deviation elevation
in collective efficacy was associated with a 26 percent reduction in the
expected homicide rate (Sampson et al. 1997, 922). In addition, the
association of concentrated disadvantage and residential instability with
higher violence declined after collective efficacy was controlled, suggest-
ing a potential causal pathway at the community level. This pathway is
presumed to operate over time, wherein collective efficacy is undermined
by the concentration of disadvantage, racial segregation, family disrup-
tion, and residential instability, which in turn fosters more crime. A later
study in Chicago using the same PHDCN collective efficacy scale found
that robbers were less likely to choose high efficacy neighborhoods to
carry out robberies, controlling for racial and economic composition
(Bernasco and Block 2009). Morenoff et al. (2001) also used PHDCN
to show that the density of personal ties was associated with higher
collective efficacy but did not translate directly into lower crime rates—
the association of dense ties with lower crime was entirely indirect.

We must bear in mind that social ties are neutral in the sense that they
can be drawn upon for negative as well as positive goals. With this in
mind, Browning and colleagues (2004) found that dense networks atten-
uate the effect of collective efficacy on crime, adding a twist to the idea
that strong ties are not necessarily a good thing. In what is termed a
negotiated coexistence model, collective efficacy is negatively associated
with the prevalence of violent crime in urban neighborhoods, but the
density of exchange networks interacts with collective efficacy such that
as network density increases, the regulatory effect of collective efficacy on
violence declines. However, adding to the complexity, another study by
Browning (2002) showed a direct association between collective efficacy
and lower partner violence.
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What are the kinds of structural and normative contexts that promote
(or undermine) collective efficacy and non-exclusive social networks
other than those already considered? This is a question that cannot be
answered easily, but there is evidence that the civic infrastructure of local
organizations and voluntary associations helps sustain capacity for social
action in a way that transcends traditional personal ties. Organizations are
equipped to foster collective efficacy, often through strategic networking
of their own or by creating tasks that demand collective responses (Small
2009). Whether disorder removal, school improvements, or police
responses, a continuous stream of challenges faces contemporary com-
munities, challenges that no longer can be met by relying solely on
individuals. Effective action can thus be conceived as depending in part
on organizational settings and connections that are not necessarily reflec-
tive of the density of personal ties in a neighborhood. PHDCN-related
research supports this position by showing that the density of local
organizations as reported by residents, along with their involvement in
voluntary associations, predicts higher levels of both collective efficacy
and collective civic events, controlling for poverty, social composition,
and prior crime rates (Morenoff et al. 2001).

There is evidence from beyond Chicago that supports these general
observations on collective efficacy. Rather than provide a review of the
evidence from individual studies, I rely on an independent review of more
than 200 empirical studies from 1960 to 1999 using meta-analysis (Pratt and
Cullen 2005). Collective efficacy emerged with an overall correlation of
—.303 with crime rates across studies (95 percent confidence interval of
—.26 to —.35). By meta-analysis standards this is a robust finding, and the
authors’ rank collective efficacy number 4 when weighted by sample size,
ahead of traditional suspects such as poverty, family disruption, and race.
Although the number of studies and hence the empirical base is limited, and
while there is considerable variability in units of analysis across studies, the
class of mechanisms associated with social disorganization theory and its
offspring, collective efficacy theory, shows a robust association with lower
crime rates (Kubrin and Weitzer 2003; Sampson et al. 2002). Moreover,
comparative research in Stockholm using similar measures suggests a gener-
al mechanism is at work in the collective efficacy—crime rate relationship
(Sampson and Wikstrém 2008).

Recent studies have also shown a direct link between violence and hetero-
geneity in age-appropriate cultural scripts (Harding 2010) and moral cyni-
cism about whether laws or collective moral rules are considered binding. For
example, PHDCN respondents were asked to report their level of agreement
with statements such as “Laws were made to be broken”; “It's okay to do
anything you want as long as you don’t hurt anyone”; and “To make money,
there are no right and wrong ways anymore, only easy ways and hard ways.”
In communities with high levels of cynicism and a perceived lack of legitima-
cy of normative and legal rules, violent offending was significantly higher
after controlling for demographic composition (Sampson et al. 2005). These
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findings bear on the larger theoretical assertion of social disorganizlat.ion
theory: Where there is greater normative heterogeneity and moral skepticism
or legal cynicism, violence is higher.

Summarized briefly, 1 would argue that the cumulative results of
research support the theory that neighborhoods characterized by (a) Il’.lis-
trust, (b) perceived lack of shared expectations and cultural heterog.enmty,
(c) sparse acquaintanceship and exchange networks among r?51dtt‘nts,
(d) attenuated social control of public spaces, (e) a weak orgamz.atl.onal
and institutional base, (f) low participation in local voluntary associations,
and (g) moral/legal cynicism are associated with an increased risk of
interpersonal crime and public disorder within their borders. Moreov‘er,
the data suggest that key dimensions of social organization and collective
action are influenced (although not determined) by neighborhood struc-
tural differentiation. Collective efficacy in particular appears to be under-
mined by concentrated poverty that is coupled with long-term patterns of
racial subjugation, family disruption, and residential instability.

Effects of Crime on Social and Economic Organization

It is important to recognize that crime and its consequences may them-
selves have important reciprocal effects on community structure and
process. Skogan (1990) has provided an overview of some of th.e feed-
back” processes that may further increase levels of crime. These include:

o physical and psychological withdrawal from community life because
of fear o

o weakening of the informal social control processes that inhibit crime

e decline in the organizational life and mobilization capacity of the
neighborhood

e deteriorating business conditions '

e importation and domestic production of delinquency and deviance

o further dramatic changes in the composition of the population.

For example, if people shun their neighbors and local facilities out of
fear of crime, fewer opportunities exist for local networks and organiza-
tions to take hold. Street crime may be also accompanied by residential
out-migration and business relocation from inner-city areas. Asa re51.11t,
crime can lead to simultaneous demographic “collapse” and a weakening
of the informal control structures and mobilization capacity of commu-
nities, which in turn fuels further crime. .

Although the number of empirical studies is relatively small, the evidence
is consistent that crime can undermine the social and economic fabric of
urban areas. One of the most important findings is that crime generates fear
of strangers and a general alienation from participation in Commur‘:jty’life
(Skogan 1986, 1990). Besides weakening neighborhood social organization,
high crime rates and concerns about safety may trigger population
out-migration. For example, delinquency rates are not only one of the out-
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comes of urban change; they are an important part of the process of urban
change. Studying Chicago neighborhoods, Bursik (1986, 73) observes that
“although changes in racial composition cause increases in the delinquency
rate, this effect is not nearly as great as the effect that increases in the
delinquency rate have in minority groups being stranded in the community.”
In a study of 40 neighborhoods in eight cities, Skogan (1990) found that high
rates of crime and disorder were associated with higher rates of fear, neigh-
borhood dissatisfaction, and intentions to move out. Using the PHDCN,
Morenoff and colleagues (2001} found a dynamic process where prior
violence depressed collective efficacy (presumably because of fear or cyni-
cism), even as collective efficacy helped stave off later crime. Similarly,
Sampson and Raudenbush (1999) found a reciprocal negative relationship
between collective efficacy and rates of violence in Chicago neighborhoods.
While businesses may be less sensitive to crime than individual residents,
they too are not immune from the social disorganization, fear, and social
incivilities associated with street violence (Skogan 1990).

Although the empirical base is limited, the overall picture painted by
prior research on the effects of crime is one of population abandonment of
urban neighborhoods, business relocation to the suburbs, loss of economic
revenue, a decrease in economic status and property values, and escalating
levels of fear in central cities. Consider that many cities in the North and
Midwest that lost population in the 1970s and 1980s became increasingly
poorer and racially isolated (Wilson 1987). An important part of this racially
selective decline in population and economic status apparently stems from
violent crime. Interestingly, however, many of these same cities recovered
and even thrived during the most recent era of the great crime decline
(Blumstein and Wallman 2000). New York City is perhaps the “poster
city” for how low crime rates serve as a leading indicator of urban vitality.
As Skogan (1990) has emphasized, crime is a salient event that has impor-
tant symbolic consequences for perceptions of the inhabitability and civility
of city life. Breaking the cycle of violence in communities and maintaining
the declines in crime that have blessed many central cities in recent years is
thus crucial to a general strategy for urban policy.

LIMITATIONS OF THE COMMUNITY APPROACH

Like any complex phenomenon, numerous challenges confront research
on neighborhoods and crime. Among other limitations, the use of admin-
istrative and sometimes highly aggregated units of analysis, potentially
biased sources of information on violence (e.g., police data), indirect
measures of key social mechanisms, feedback or reciprocal effects from
crime, widely varying analytical techniques, selection effects, and high
correlations among ecological variables all hinder the attempt to draw
causal inferences about the unique explanatory power of neighborhood
characteristics (Sampson and Lauritsen 1994, 75-85; Sampson et al.
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2002). "Selection bias” has drawn the most concern: if area differences in
violence rates result from the characteristics of individuals selectively
located in those communities, the findings derived from community-
level research may be confounded and thus hard to interpret. For exam-
ple, is the correlation of concentrated poverty with rates of violence
caused by an aggregation of individual-level effects of poverty, a causal
community-level effect, or is it a differential selection of individuals into
communities based on some prior (e.g., antisocial) behavior? Or do
common third factors cause individuals to both commit violence and
end up in poverty? And if violent and antisocial tendencies are formed
in childhood, what plausible roles can community labor markets and
economic stratification play in understanding violence?

Simply put, the level at which a causal relation occurs is a complex
issue that is not solved simply by the nature of how variables are measured
or the unit for which they are measured. To make matters more compli-
cated, the concrete actions of individuals feed back to shape the collective
environment itself. Thus the unit of analysis does not define the level of
causal explanation, and social processes do not necessarily generate the
information contained in aggregate data. But it is likewise true that
individual-level data are not necessarily produced by individual level
causal processes. The difference is that the assumptions embodied in
individual-level research are usually accepted at face value. Consider
that many individual or group-level correlates of crime (e.g., race, family
supervision) may in fact stem from community-related processes (Samp-
son and Wilson 1995). The “individualistic fallacy” and individual reduc-
tionism are just as problematic as the so-called selection bias in
neighborhood research.

Even if the analytic problems of neighborhood research were solved,
there seems to be a consensus in evaluation research that community
crime-prevention programs have achieved only limited success. Probably
the most common crime-prevention approach has been the “neighbor-
hood watch,” where attempts are made to increase residents’ participa-
tion in local efforts at social control (e.g., community meetings,
neighborhood patrols). Other interventions have tried to increase social
interaction among neighbors and instill concern for the public welfare of
local residents. There have also been even more general efforts to change
neighborhood opportunity structures, such as the classic Chicago Area
Project patterned after Shaw and McKay's original theory. Yet evaluations
of these programs are for the most part pessimistic about concrete reduc-
tions in crime (Bursik and Grasmick 1993, 148-175; Hope 1995; Rosen-
baum 1986).

Although disappointing results from evaluation research could mean
that neighborhood-level theories are wrong, another possibility is that
programs were not implemented correctly. We know, for example, that
community crime prevention is especially hard to implement in the areas
L . etable neighborhoods with high crime
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rates—and that participation levels tend to fall off quickly once interven-
tions are removed. Efforts to reduce crime are most likely to succeed if
they are embedded in more comprehensive programs for neighborhood
stabilization that local residents support. “One shot” intervergltions ’E)ho t
are externally imposed and simply try to reduce crime in the short rua
without confronting durable aspects of a neighborhood'’s vulnerabilitn
are, not surprisingly, highly susceptible to failure (Hope 1995) Whethe¥
the poor track record of community interventions (not dissirr-lilar from
the poor track record of individual interventions) is due to a failure of
theory or a programmatic failure of implementation is thus unknown. It is
perhaps most likely that neighborhood-level interventions have 1.111 d
the wrong levers of change or targeted non-essential mechanisms e
A.conﬂuence of factors—selective decisions to live in differerllt com
munities, potential misspecification due to population composition ef:
fects, OV(?rlap among ecological variables, a static conceptualization of
.con.lmumty structure, the early onset of individual criminal careers, the
mdlr'ect measurement of neighborhood social processes, and weak i;lter—
vention results-——combine to warrant caution in the interpretation of
community-level research. Nevertheless, I believe that a community-
le\'zel perspective not only improves our understanding of the etiolo zf
crime and violence, but that it expands our conceptual apparatus to ‘ﬁly k
about fresh policies for the public agenda on crime. Indeed, what seler;n
most promising are policies that embed a concern for crime ’reduction in
larger, more systemic efforts to improve the social organizational capa-

cities of the nei i i i
i (11 e1ae.s of the neighborhood. The following section builds on this general

PUBLIC POLICY IMPLICATIONS: CHANGING
PLACES, NOT PEOPLE

Having outlined both the strengths and weaknesses of a community-level
perspective on crime and social organization, I now examine some yolic

rel.ated. implications that attempt to move beyond past efforts ffocz;
prm.mrlly on community-level mechanisms reviewed above that' are the-
oretl.cally related, whether directly or indirectly, to the policy decisions of
pgbhc officials. For the most part, these are policy domains that focus on
crime prevention and the enhancement of community social organization
frorp other than criminal justice agencies. Initiatives that rely on the
police, prisons, and other agencies of social control have been ifeviewed
at length many times, and hence I do not cover them here, except as the

1nte?face with community-level efforts. For example, I dé) not cover thy
trad1.tional literature on neighborhood watch and con"lmunity crime ree-:
vention. Rather, my discussion focuses on alternative neighborhood—12vel
policies most directly related to crime and justice concerns, along with
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more comprehensive strategies that attack “root causes” of crime but that
[ argue are still amenable to community-level policy.

Identify Neighborhood “Hot Spots” for Crime

One area of promise is simple yet powerful. Research has long demon-
strated that crimes are not randomly distributed in space. Rather, they are
disproportionately concentrated in certain neighborhgoqs and' “places”
(e.g., taverns, parking lots). Ecologically oriented criminologists ha.we
dubbed these areas “hot spots” of crime (Sherman et al. 1989). Drawing
on community theory and advances in computer mapping technology, my
argument is that policing strategies can be more effective if they are
implemented using information on neighborhood hot spots.

Consider, for example, a pilot program in Chicago that 1nst1tute.d.an
“early warning system” for gang homicides. By plotting each h9m1c1de
incident and using state-of-the-art mapping and statistical clustering pro-
cedures, the early warning system allowed the police to identify”potentml
neighborhood crisis areas at high risk for suffering a “spurt qf gang
violence (Block 1991). Places may also be mapped and then modified so
as to reduce the opportunities for crime to occur. Sherman and colleagues
(1989, 48) advocated place-based interventions whereby hot spot data are
used to study the effects of differential patrol allocations, selective revo-
cation of bar licenses, and removal of vacant “crack” houses. Recent
experimental-based research shows that policing and situational crime-
prevention strategies targeted to small ecological areas (abogt two blocks
in size) reduces crime. Moreover, crime is not simply displaced else-
where—instead, there is a spatial diffusion of safety (Braga and Bond
2008; Braga et al. 1999; Weisburd et al. 2006).

The evidence on hot spots thus suggests that a neighborhood-level
response may be more effective than policies that simply target individuals
or even families. By proactively responding to neighborhoods (agd smaller
places within them) that disproportionately generate crimes, pohcmlg strate-
gies can more efficiently stave off epidemics of crime and its spatial diffusion.

Reduce Social Disorder and Physical “Incivilities”

Both the logic of social disorganization theory and the extant ev‘ide'nce
suggest that “incivilities” such as broken windows, tr:{5h, public dr}ﬂ}g ng,
and prostitution increase fear of crime (Skogan 1986, IEJI&?O).‘Incmhtles
and signs of disorder may increase not just fear but crime 1tse‘li. One
possibility is that potential offenders recognize such detEI'lf"ll'Bti‘()ll and
assume that residents are so indifferent to what goes on in their neigh bor-
hood that they will not be motivated to confront strangers, inten@gtt ina
crime, or call the police (Wilson and Kelling 1982). Another pofszflblhty is
that physical and social elements of disorder comprise highly \lelble cues
to which all neighborhood observers respond, potentially influencing

The Community 225

migration patterns, investment by businesses, and overall neighborhood
viability (Sampson and Raudenbush 1999; Taylor 2001). Thus if disorder
operates in a cascading fashion by encouraging people to move (increasing
residential instability) or discouraging efforts at building collective
responses, it would indirectly have an effect on crime (Sampson 2009a).
To foster a climate of safety, public order, and social organization, policy
should consider collective strategies that would:

o clean up graffiti, trash, needles, vials, and the like

e stagger bar closing times; enact strict zoning/licensing

e organize against public drinking, open drug use, and street prostitution

o form walking, sports, and other groups for collective activities in
public areas.

Although limited in frequency, there is evidence to support the idea
that neighborhood-based cleanup and disorder interventions increase
perceptions of safety and potentially reduce crime (Braga and Bond
2008; Keizer et al. 2008; Rosenbaum 1986). The Police Foundation also
conducted a study in which a specially trained group of officers performed
disorder-reduction tasks within a Newark experimental area (Skogan
1990). The results were mixed, but they did indicate that crime was
lower under conditions of aggressive field interrogations.

The optimal strategies for reducing disorder would appear to be those
that involve both the police and community residents in the definition of
the specific disorder problem to be solved and the planning of any inter-
ventions. The reason is that disorder is not a unitary concept, and people
living in the same neighborhoods do not always agree on whether disorder
is in fact a problem. Moreover, the evaluation of disorder depends on the
racial and economic status of the neighborhood (Sampson 2009a). It
follows that citizen perceptions or input about the meanings of disorder
and the legitimacy of police efforts are ignored at potentially large cost.

3. Build Informal Social Control and Collective Efficacy

As described earlier, a major dimension of social organization is the ability
of a community to supervise and control teenage peer-groups. Commu-
nities characterized by an extensive set of obligations, expectations, and
social networks connecting the adults are better able to facilitate this task.
For example, when the parents’ friends or acquaintances are the parents
of their children’s friends, the adults have the potential to observe the
child’s actions in different circumstances, talk to each other about the
child, compare notes, and establish norms (Coleman 1988). This form of
relation can provide reinforcement for inculcating positive youth out-
comes, as found when parents in communities with dense or overlapping
social networks assume responsibility for the supervision of youth that are
not their own. Closure of local networks provides the child with social
resource of a collective nature—a social good that is created when relations
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among persons facilitate action. One can extend this model to closyre
among networks involving parents and teachers, religious and recreationg]
leaders, businesses that serve youth, and even agents of criminal justice,

Programs that might foster informal social controls and collectiye
efficacy include:

organized supervision of leisure-time youth activities
monitoring/reduction of street-corner congregation in high crime areag
staggered school closing times to reduce peer-control system
parent surveillance/involvement in after-school and nighttime youth
programs

e adult-youth mentoring systems; create forums for parent
acquaintanceship.

The key here is to increase positive connections among youth and
adults in the community. Stricter sanctions such as curfews for adoles-
cents in public areas may be necessary, but my focus is on informal social
controls that arise from ongoing social interactions and community sup-
port. Consider as a possibility what Meares and Kahan (1998) describe as
the emergence of a “working trust” between the police and residents of
Chicago’s poverty-stricken West Side in the co-creation of zones of
safety. Policies including juvenile curfews and policing of minor disorders
were supported by residents largely because of the leadership role of the
local police commander, who was a longtime resident. In fact, the police
commander led a prayer vigil to protest the occurrence of drug dealing
and crime in the community. Over 1,000 residents participated, and in
groups of ten they marched and reclaimed street corners where drug
dealers had previously dominated. Following the prayer vigil, over
7,000 residents retired to a local park for a celebration. Such a coalition
is surely controversial, but from the perspective of collective efficacy theory,
coupled with the strength of the black church as a site for collective-action
strategies, the Chicago alliance is a fascinating development that bears
watching. Indeed, it appears that participation by residents in a newly
constituted and legitimized community policing effort was in itself an action
that increased community solidarity and collective efficacy.

Promote Housing-Based Neighborhood Stabilization

A more general option for enhancing social organization is to focus on
joint public/private intervention programs to help stabilize and revitalize
deteriorating neighborhoods. My focus is primarily on investment in the
housing structure of declining but still-reachable communities. As noted
above, along history of community-based research shows that population
instability and housing decay are linked to crime and social problems
among youth. This research becomes more salient in the era of housing
foreclosures brought on by the 2008 economic collapse. The implication
is that community-based policy interventions may help to reverse the tide
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of vacancies and deterioration in many neighborhoods across America,
not just the concentrated poverty areas of our large cities. These policies
might include:

resident management of public housing
tenant buyouts

rehabilitation of existing low-income housing
strict code enforcement

low-income and vacancy reduction tax credits.

Inner-city neighborhoods have historically suffered from severe popula-
tion and housing loss of the sort that is disruptive of the social and institu-
tional order. Bursik (1989) has shown that the planned construction of new
public housing projects in Chicago’s poor communities in the 1970s was
associated with increased rates of population turnover, which in turn were
related to increases in crime independent of racial composition. More gen-
erally, Skogan (1990) has noted how urban renewal and forced migration
contributed to the wholesale uprooting of many urban black communities,
especially the extent to which freeway networks, driven through the hearts
of many cities in the 1950s, destroyed viable, low-income communities. In
Atlanta one in six residents were dislocated through urban renewal, and the
great majority of these were poor blacks (Logan and Molotch 1987, 114).
Nationwide, fully 20 percent of all central city housing units occupied by
blacks were lost in the period 1960-1970 alone.

Recognizing these patterns, housing policies should focus more on
stabilization of existing areas—especially those at risk of a tipping point
to widespread vacancy. When considered with the practices of redlining
and disinvestments by banks and “block-busting” by real estate agents
(Massey and Denton 1993), local policies toward code enforcement—
which on the surface are far removed from crime—have nonetheless
contributed to crime through neighborhood deterioration, forced migra-
tion, and instability. By acting to reduce population flight, residential
anonymity, and housing deterioration, the hope is that neighborhood
stabilization and ultimately a more cohesive environment for youth so-
cialization will emerge.

Deconcentrate Poverty; Scattered-Site New Housing

This strategy is linked to that above, but it is more focused on promoting
certain forms of class and race integration. As Wilson (1987) argued, the
social transformation of the inner city in the late twentieth century re-
sulted in the disproportionate concentration and segregation of the most
disadvantaged segments of the urban black population—especially poor,
female-headed families with children. This social transformation was
fueled by macro structural economic changes related to the de-industriali-
zation of central cities where disadvantaged minorities are concentrated
(e.g., shift from goods-producing to service-producing industries; increasing
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polarization of the labor market into low-wage and high-wage sectors). But
perhaps more important, the steady out-migration of middle and upper-
income black families from core inner-city areas may have removed a former
source of institutional supports. Consistent with a social organizational
approach, Wilson (1987, 56; 1996) theorized that the basic institutions of
a neighborhood (e.g., churches, schools, stores, recreational facilities) were
more likely to remain viable if the core of their support came from more
economically stable families.

An understanding of concentration effects must also recognize not just
voluntary migration decisions but the negative consequences of policy
decisions to concentrate minorities and the poor in public housing. Oppo-
sition from organized community groups to the building of public housing
in their “backyard,” de facto federal policy to tolerate segregation against
blacks in urban housing markets, and decisions by local governments
to neglect the rehabilitation of existing residential units led to massive,
segregated housing projects, which became ghettos for the minorities and
disadvantaged (Massey and Denton 1993). The great American crime
decline and the economic boom of the 1990s offered new opportunities
to reverse these changes, and in fact growing evidence shows real progress
on the health of many U.S. cities. Building on the previous strategy,
community-Jevel approaches that merit further investigation are:

e dispersing concentrated public housing

e scattered-site, new, low-income housing

e mixed-income housing development and incentives for mixed-income
neighborhoods.

The evidence that dispersion policies and scattered-site and mixed-
income housing can work is small but encouraging (Cisneros and Engdahl
2009; Popkin and Cove 2007). In a major example, the Chicago Housing
Authority embarked on an ambitious plan to “scatter” tens of thousands of
units of high-rise public housing in the city’s ghetto as a means to break
down the severe segregation that was firmly in place. The infamous
Robert Taylor Homes that became a national symbol of urban despair
no longer exists—in its place, a black middle class is now emerging. There
is also quasi- and experimental evidence that offering poor mothers
on welfare the opportunity to relocate to more thriving neighborhoods
improves their mental health and many of the outcomes uf?hcir children
(Kling et al. 2007; Turner and Rawlings 2005). Safety and fear reduction
appear to be key (see also Popkin and Cove 2007). These results suggest
the positive outcomes of housing policies that incentivize or promote
increased integration by class and race. To these I would add immigrant
status. Counter to public perceptions, increases in the foreign-born pop-
ulation have revitalized many inner-city neighborhoods while concen-
trated immigration has contributed to lower rates of violence (Sampson

2009b; Sampson et al. 2005).
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Maintain and Build Municipal Service Base

The provision of city municipal services for public health and fire safety—
decisions presumably made with little if any thought to crime and vio-
lence—appear to be salient in the social (dis)integration of poor commu-
nities. As Wallace and Wallace (1990) argue based on an analysis of the
“planned shrinkage” of New York City fire and health services: “The con-
sequences of withdrawing municipal services from poor neighborhoods, the
resulting outbreaks of contagious urban decay and forced migration which
shred essential social networks and cause social disintegration, have become
a highly significant contributor to decline in public health among the poor”
(1990, 427). The loss of social integration and networks from planned
shrinkage of services may increase behavioral patterns of violence, which
cause further social disintegration (1990, 427). This pattern of destabilizing
feedback (see Skogan 1986) is central to an understanding of the role of
municipal service policies in fostering the downward spiral of low-income,
high-crime areas, and by implication, their wrnaround and stabilization.
Housing and community-based policies in the previous two categories
should thus be coordinated with local policies regarding fire, sanitation,
and other municipal services.

Integrate Community and Child Development/Health Policy

Research has demonstrated a substantial connection between structural
disadvantage and childhood development. One link comes in the form of
physical abuse and maltreatment. In a study of 20 sub-areas and 93 census
tracts within a city, Garbarino and Crouter (1978) found that poverty,
residential mobility, and single-parent households accounted for over
50 percent of the variation in rates of child abuse. Coulton and colleagues’
(1995) analysis of Cleveland showed that children who live in neighborhoods
characterized by poverty, population turnover, and the concentration of
female-headed families are at highest risk of abuse. The influence of concen-
trated poverty extended to adolescent risk factors as well, including the teen
birth rate, delinquency, and high-school dropout rate. Similar to Shaw and
McKay (1969 [1942]), they suggest that child maltreatment is a manifesta-
tion of community disorganization and that its occurrence is related to the
same underlying social conditions that foster other urban problems.
Additional evidence consistent with social disorganization theory is
found in a series of studies by Wallace and colleagues of community-
level variations in low-birth-weight babies and infant mortality (Wallace
and Wallace 1990). These authors document the strong upsurge in infant
mortality and low birth weight in the late 1970s in New York City,
especially in devastated areas of the Bronx. In particular, they found
that poverty, overcrowded housing, and rapid population change were
the main predictors of increased rates of low birth weight starting in 1974,
Community instability, coupled with concentrated poverty, predicted
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increased infant mortality beyond what was expected based on migration,
There is thus evidence that concentrated urban poverty and social disor.
ganization combine to increase child abuse/neglect, low birth,weight,
cognitive impairment, and other adjustment problems, which in turp
constitute risk factors for later crime and violence. For these reasons,
community-based interventions are needed to foster prenatal health
care, infant/child health, and support programs for effective family man-
agement (e.g., child-rearing skills; conflict resolution).

The science is clear that human capital interventions are important for
children, the earlier the better (Heckman 2006). I would argue the same
for community-level interventions. The good news is that these formerly
disconnected ideas are being combined in innovative programs such as the
Harlem Children’s Zone, with encouraging early results. The initiative of
President Obama to create “Promise Neighborhoods” and “Choice Neigh-
borhoods” in multiple cities is a concrete affirmation of the goal of safe,
educationally intensive communities with a commitment to the human
and social capital development of the next generation.?

Increase Community Organizational Base

Stable interlocking organizations form a major linchpin of building social
capital, collective efficacy, and effective social control (Small 2009). When
local organizations are unstable and isolated, and when the vertical links of
community institutions to the outside are weak, the capacity of a community
to defend its local interests is thus weakened. As Bursik and Grasmick (1993)
argue, along similar lines, public control refers to the regulatory capacities
that develop from the networks among neighborhoods and between neigh-
borhoods and public/private agencies. More specifically, this dimension
“refers to the ability to secure public and private goods and services that are
allocated by groups and agencies located outside of the neighborhood” (1993,
19). It follows that interventions promoting public control might:

e increase local involvement in community organizations

e promote the vertical integration of local institutions with extra
local resources

e promote collective civic action and awareness of resource
allocation strategies.

Although it cannot be said with certainty that large changes will result
from this type of mobilization, success at the margins produces cumulative
changes that may ultimately promote a more stable and long-lasting social
organization.

Community Justice and Re-entry

As I noted in the introduction, imprisonment rates have soared, but most
prisoners return to a home community (Travis 2005). The logic of this
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chapter is consistent with recent calls for a community-level approach
that seeks to reintegrate offenders and help counteract the hardships that
already disadvantaged neighborhoods face when unemployed ex-telons
return home. Not only might concentrated incarceration have the unin-
tended consequence of increasing crime rates through its negative impact
on the labor market and social capital prospects of former prisonsers
(Clear et al. 2001; Western 2006), there is evidence that neighborhood
context plays a major role in the recidivism rates of ex-prisoners (Hipp
et al. 2010). It follows that a policy of integrating prisoner release pro-
grams with efforts to build community capacity and achieve community
justice is an important step for policy (Clear and Karp 1999; Clear et al.
2001). I think of this as “collective efficacy meets prisoner re-entry.”

“Ecometrics”—Toward a National Strategy
of Community Monitoring

Finally, community-based policy is not complete without a rigorous sys-
tem of measurement and evaluation. One of the most important “first-
order” findings from recent research is that community-based surveys can
yield reliable and valid measures of neighborhood social and institutional
processes. However, unlike individual-level measurements, which are
backed up by decades of psychometric research into their statistical prop-
erties, the methodology needed to evaluate neighborhood mechanisms is
not widespread. Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) thus proposed moving
toward a science of ecological assessment, which they call “ecometrics,” by
developing systematic procedures for directly measuring neighborhood
mechanisms, and by integrating and adapting tools from psychometrics
to improve the quality of neighborhood-level measures. Leaving aside
statistical details, the important procedural point is that neighborhood
processes can and should be treated as ecological or collective phenomena,
rather than as stand-ins for individual-level traits. A national or codified
system of measurement, with standard protocols for evaluation, would
enhance the science behind any community-based policy. Furthermore,
local communities could use standardized measures for benchmarking or
monitoring their progress or capacities in meeting stated goals.

CONCLUSION

What seem to be “non-crime” policies—that is, where or if to build a housing
project, enforcement of municipal codes, reduction in essential municipal
services, rehabilitation of existing residential units, the breakdown of
concentrated poverty, building social connections among adults and
youth, increasing collective efficacy to achieve common goals, and commu-
nity monitoring through “ecometrics"—may nonetheless have important
bearing on assessing communities and preventing crime. As detailed
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above, for example, residential instability and the concentration of poor,
female-headed families with children appear to have been shaped by
planned governmental policies at local, state, and federal levels. This cop.
ceptualization diverges from the natural market assumptions of the early
Chicago school theorists by considering the role of political decisions i
shaping local community structure. Crime also generates a reciprocal feed.
back effect by undermining social and economic organization, which in tury
leads to further increases in crime. Even decisions to relocate businesseg
appear to be shaped in part by the corrosive impact of serious crime on the
quality of life for workers and customers alike. Hence policies on urban
development can ill afford to ignore the symbolic and economic conse-
quences of crime for the habitability, civility, and economic vitality of city
life.

On the positive side, the implication of this paper’s community-level
perspective is that realistic policy options may help reverse the tide of
social disorganization in concentrated poverty areas and maintain
the crime declines in communities that are now well underway. The
unique value of a community-level perspective is that it cautions against
a simple “kinds of people” analysis by suggesting a focus on how social
characteristics of collectivities are interrelated with crime. Based on the
theory and research reviewed here, it seems that policymakers should pay
special attention to integrating crime-targeted interventions (e.g., early-
warning systems, “hot spot” identification; reduction of social disorder;
community prisoner re-entry) with more general “non-crime” policies
that address mediating processes of social organization (e.g., intergenera-
tional closure, control-of-street-corner peer groups, organizational partici-
pation and mobilization, collective efficacy), the political economy of plz.lce
(e.g., how concentrated poverty and vacancy rates are iﬂi‘luence_d by housgg
policy and municipal services), and community investments in Earl.y child
development. Only then can we expect a more lasting effect of neighbor-
hood-based interventions on the reduction of crime and disorder and the
enhancement of community social infrastructure. The widespread return
migration to U.S. cities and the broad crime reductions of the early twenty-
first century suggest that community-level approaches are not utopian and
may even be responsible for some of the observed gains.
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Notes

1. This conceptualization of community addresses the early criticism that
Chicago-school social ecologists over-emphasized disorganization and dysfunc-
tion. In Street Corner Society, W. F. Whyte (1943) argued that what looks like
social disorganization from the outside is actually an intricate internal organi-
zation. That is, he maintained that the real problem of slums was that their
social organization failed to mesh with the structure of the society around it.
However, public and parochial dimensions of informal social control (e.g.,
collective supervision of youth; density and strength of local organizations)
may be weak even when certain forms of internal social organization (e.g.,
dense primary group relations; organized crime) are present. Social disorgani-
zation theory thus does not assume that there is no organization in high crime
areas. It assumes variability in the ability of residents to achieve a crime-free
environment.

2. Asoflate 2009, Congress has signed legislation to spend over $65 million to
replicate the Harlem Children’s Zone in 20 neighborhoods across the United
States. This represents a major opportunity for criminologists who are interested
in child development and neighborhood context. See also http://www alliancel.
org/Public_Policy/Neighborhoods/Tipping_neighborhoods.pdf.

Chapter 9

Race and the Administration of Criminal
Justice in the United States

Randall Kennedy

Racial politics have made a deep imprint on the administration of criminal
justice in the United States. From the founding of the nation until Recon-
struction, there existed virtually no legal constraints on the authority of
the central government or the states to discriminate invidiously on racial
grounds against blacks and other peoples of color. Officials at every level
availed themselves of this power. States that permitted Negro slavery
typically created separate laws and institutions to govern those deemed
to be mere human chattel (Flanigan 1987; Morris 1996). In many con-
texts, slaves were subjected to a separate judicial system and regime of
punishments. Long after branding, ear cropping, whipping, and castration
had been retired as modes of correction for whites deemed to be crim-
inals, they remained available for use against blacks deemed to be crim-
inals. Even more telling than the way in which the legal system subjected
people of color to hyper-punishment was the way in which it subjected
them to under-protection. In State v. Mann (13 NC 263 [1829]), for
example, the North Carolina Supreme Court reversed the conviction of a
white man who had wantonly shot and injured an enslaved woman.
Noting the absence of a statute expressly prohibiting such conduct, the
Court held that the shooting posed no violation of common law. In
George v. the State (37 Miss 316 [1859]), a state supreme court reversed
the conviction of a male slave convicted of raping a female slave under the
age of ten, observing that there existed no statute that criminalized the
rape or attempted rape of a female slave. Addressing what it perceived to
be a deficiency highlighted by this ruling, the Mississippi legislature en-
acted a law criminalizing the rape or attempted rape of “a female negro or
mulatto’—but only if the victim was under twelve years of age and only if
the perpetrator was also “a negro or mulatto.”

Although virtually all slaves in the antebellum United States were
“black” (a designation capable of various meanings but typically denoting
a person with apparent African ancestry), not all blacks were slaves. Yet



