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5. Provide training and education to
police officers, prosecutors, defense
attorneys, judges, victim service
providers, medical personnel, and
other criminal justice personnel

6. Support DNA research and devel-
opment

While many in the justice community
would surely consider a decrease in the
backlog of untested DNA samples a pos-
itive occurrence, others have pointed

out that some serious issues are raised
by the collection, analysis, and, perhaps
most troubling, long-term storage of
such personal information. What statutes
or regulations are in place regarding
usage of these samples, now or in the
future? Does the individual have control
over how his or her genetic information
is used? Is our right to genetic privacy
protected by the U.S. Constitution as are
other types of privacy? 

FEATURE ARTICLE

On March 11, Attorney General
Ashcroft announced a $1 billion initia-
tive, Advancing Justice Through DNA
Technology, proposed by President
Bush to improve the use of DNA in the
criminal justice system. Stretching over
five years, the initiative would provide
funds, training, and assistance to local,
state, and federal forensic labs to
improve their technology, increase their
efficiency, and, as a result, reduce a
backlog of untested samples that many
see as impeding the ability of law
enforcement to apprehend offenders.
The initiative also calls for the use of
DNA to protect innocent people, such
as those wrongfully convicted or those
who might be wrongfully accused, and
supports the use of DNA analysis in
cases of missing persons.

In its “Report to the Attorney General
on Delays in Forensic DNA Analysis”
published in March of this year, the
National Institute of Justice (NIJ) says
that “there is a significant backlog of
casework samples that has been caused
by a massive demand for DNA analy-
ses without a corresponding growth in
forensic laboratory capacity” (p. 2). The
report offers six recommendations as
part of a broader strategy for increasing
the effectiveness of DNA analysis in the
justice system. 

1. Improve the DNA analysis capacity
of public crime laboratories 

2. Help state and local crime labs elim-
inate casework backlogs

3. Eliminate existing convicted offend-
er DNA backlogs

4. Support training and education for
forensic scientists

Genetic Privacy in the Justice System:

Issues Surrounding DNA Collection and Analysis 

(See BOOK REVIEW, p. 6)

Sir Thomas Gresham, a successful English
merchant and financier of the sixteenth
century, is best remembered today as the
man who coined the phrase “bad money
drives out good” The implications of
“Gresham’s Law” for human behavior are
that the easy drives out the hard, the sim-
ple drives out the complex. This is cer-
tainly seen in criminal justice, where easy
policies drive out hard choices, and sim-
ple slogans drive out complex explana-
tions. Although criminal justice research
and modeling have traditionally taken the
“simple” paths of linear statistics and
proximate causes for effects, fortunately
a number of books on complexity and
complex adaptive systems (CAS) have
appeared, touching on criminal justice
directly and indirectly and laying a foun-
dation for more realistic and mature
understanding and policymaking.

Complexity and Criminal Justice 

(See DNA COLLECTION, p. 8)

BOOK REVIEW

The Rule of Epidemics

One of the most recent and popular of
these books is Malcolm Gladwell’s The
Tipping Point: How Little Things Can
Make a Big Difference. Gladwell
includes the “ebb and flow of crime
waves” (p. 7) as an example of what he
calls “the rule of epidemics” (p. 9).
According to Gladwell, epidemics have
three characteristics:“one, contagious-
ness; two, the fact that little causes can
have big effects; and three, that change
happens not gradually but at one dra-
matic moment” (aka “The Tipping Point”)
(p. 9). As he explains, “[e]pidemics are a
function of the people who transmit
infectious agents, the infectious agent
itself, and the environment in which the
infectious agent is operating. And when
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One of the primary methods that the
Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center (JJEC)
uses for training is traditional, in-person,
classroom-style presentations. Over the
years this has been a very useful means
for teaching about evaluation. Howev-
er, the demand for introductory train-
ings on evaluation and a desire to meet
requests quickly and economically led
JJEC to develop an online tutorial based
on the training. The tutorial, “Evalua-
tion: A Tool for Program Improvement,”
will not replace all in-person trainings,
but will reduce the need to conduct
introductory trainings. 

The tutorial was developed in Macro-
media Flash. It can be taken by anyone
with access to the Internet or a com-
puter with a CD-ROM. It simply
requires users to have access to Flash

Player, which can be downloaded for
free. It is approximately one-hour long
and covers the basics of evaluation using
the JJEC 7-step evaluation process. Users

follow the experiences of a fictitional
program manager, Dorothy Benton, on
her quest to evaluate a community-based
juvenile justice program.

JJEC Introduces a Web-Based Tutorial on Evaluation
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Progressing through the tutorial feels
like going through a PowerPoint pres-
entation with some added enhance-
ments. Users click on arrows at the bot-
tom of the screen to work through the
tutorial or they can go directly to cer-
tain topics by accessing the menu at
the upper right-hand corner of each
page. Pre- and posttests allow JJEC to
track how well users performed on the
tutorial. Anonymous tests results are
emailed automatically to JJEC, but
users can request a copy of results by
providing their e-mail address. At the
end, users can fill out and print a cer-
tificate to document that they com-
pleted the tutorial. To access the tuto-
rial or learn more about it, go to the
JJEC Web site: www.jrsa.org/jjec. 

BJA Evaluation Web

Site Gets New Look

The Justice Research and Statistics
Association is completing implemen-
tation of its newly designed evaluation
Web site for the Bureau of Justice Assis-
tance (BJA). The Web site has been
managed by JRSA since its inception. 

Program-specific topic areas were
added to provide easily accessible
resources for evaluating specific crim-
inal justice programs. The topic areas
will provide information on evaluation
studies conducted in that area as well
as other useful information relevant to
the topic. The first area to be developed
on the site will be on multijurisdic-
tional task forces. Other areas will be
determined by BJA and JRSA. 

Another new feature of the Web site is
an evaluation library, which will
include information evaluators can use
to guide them through the program
evaluation process. Users will be able
to obtain information in areas such as
“Benefits of Evaluation” or “Consider-
ations Before Beginning an Evalua-
tion.”  The goal of the evaluation library
is to provide a comprehensive guide to
program evaluation that will assist state
and local criminal justice planners,
practitioners, State Administrative
Agencies, researchers, and evaluators
in conducting evaluations that will
address the effectiveness and efficien-
cy of their projects.

TJSAC Examines Crime Data Issues

Among New Mexico Tribes
Reliable and representative crime statistics
from Indian Country have been lacking on
both the local and national levels. At the
inception of JRSA’s Tribal Justice Statistics
Assistance Center (TJSAC) project, it was
thought that the lack of reliable and repre-
sentative crime statistics was a problem at
the local tribal level. However, numerous
meetings with both tribal and federal rep-
resentatives suggests that the real problem
with acquiring reliable crime statistics stems
from a lack of communication, manpower,
and resources among and between the fed-
eral and tribal governments.

The American Indian Development Associ-
ates (AIDA), a 100 percent American Indi-
an-owned organization whose primary
focus is research-guided program develop-
ment for tribal justice systems and pro-
grams, informed TJSAC of an interest in
New Mexico in developing a strategy for
addressing the issue of crime data sharing
and use with the New Mexico tribes and
pueblos.

Through a combined effort with AIDA and
the New Mexico Indian Affairs Department
(NMIAD), a meeting was held at the Santa
Ana Pueblo to discuss crime data issues. All
22 tribes and pueblos of New Mexico were
invited to attend and were requested to
bring a representative who would be, or
who is, involved in collecting or using crime
statistics. In addition, the FBI’s Criminal Jus-
tice Information Services Division (CJIS), the
FBI Indian Country Unit, the Bureau of Indi-
an Affairs (BIA), the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics (BJS), and the Assistant United States
Attorney’s (AUSA) Office were invited to
attend and participate at this meeting. This
preliminary meeting was designed to bring

together those people involved in collecting
and/or using tribal crime statistics in order
to provide information on crime data use
and to gather information from the tribes
that would facilitate the design and imple-
mentation of a data management plan.

The meeting brought together 15 of the 22
pueblos and tribes, along with FBI’s CJIS and
Indian Country Unit, a representative from
the AUSA, the NM State SAC Director, and
other state program representatives interest-
ed in helping to resolve the tribal crime data
management problem. After a brief presen-
tation on what can and is being done with
crime statistics on both the local and nation-
al levels, attendees broke into three smaller
groups to engage in an open dialogue about
the barriers to data collection, management,
and sharing. From the information collect-
ed in these break-out sessions, a strategy for
the next step in the process will be devel-
oped. This will entail a second meeting of
key personnel from the state, federal, and
tribal governments to discuss and fashion a
method to address the concerns brought out
in the first meeting. In addition, TJSAC will
take what tribal crime data are already
available in the form of the BIA’s Annual Law
Enforcement Reports and fashion reports
that could be useful to the meeting partici-
pants. The meetings and reports will serve
as a foundation on which to begin fashion-
ing a solution to the problem of a lack of
reliable and representative crime statistics
from Indian Country. With the help of all of
the meeting participants, TJSAC hopes to
develop a system that will improve com-
munication and information flow between
all three of the sovereign governments
located in the state of New Mexico.

New JJEC Publication on Evaluating 

Mental Health Programming
The first publication in a new JJEC Guide-
book Series, “Evaluation Issues in Mental
Health Programming in the Juvenile Justice
System,” was released in August. Targeted
to juvenile justice program administrators
or state-level juvenile justice personnel, the
guidebook gives readers an overview of
mental health issues facing the juvenile jus-
tice population, reports on the state of evi-
dence-based mental health programming

in juvenile justice, and emphasizes evalu-
ation issues of particular concern for juve-
nile programs delivering mental health
services. It considers how to approach
evaluating the effectiveness of mental
health services in a juvenile justice setting
by presenting a running example of the
design and implementation of an evalua-
tion. A copy of the publication can be
downloaded from www.jrsa.org/jjec.
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improved administration of warrants,
(2) identification of frequent offenders
in records checks, (3) better recording
and publicizing of crimes against offi-
cers, and (4) division of data collection
along more points in the justice process
(incident, booking, etc.) to cut amount
done by field officers

• Emphasis on criminal justice “activity,”
not just “crime,” and on data more
timely than UCR

• Importance of common offender iden-
tifiers (biometrics, standard fingerprints,
etc.) to track offenders from booking
through corrections

• Use of disinterested sources of data
(such as from emergency rooms or
treatment programs), despite possible
difficulties, for inclusion in triangulat-
ed index or indicator system

• Development of longitudinal data,
rather than current “snapshot” data, on
both offenses and offenders, including
outcome information such as associat-
ed costs (which is always a great con-
cern of policymakers)

• Improvement of availability and acces-
sibility of all the incident-related data
recorded by all law enforcement agen-
cies, not just that required by NIBRS

• Lack of a mission statement for all sys-
tem participants to guide in the collec-
tion and reporting of data relevant to all
of them

• Encouragement of the use of criminal
justice advisory boards

• Importance of having alternative analy-
sis resources (such as university statis-
tics and policy classes)

• Fear of more sophisticated systems
“taking a step back” if/when forced to
integrate with less sophisticated sys-
tems

• Fear of more sophisticated systems not
investing in newest technologies due to
legacy systems

• Possible politicization of results and
competition of data sources

• Problem of multiple systems with mul-
tiple vendors lacking enforceable stan-
dards

• Ambiguous bases for comparisons of
statistical data, that is, deciding whether
large jurisdictions compare best to
other state jurisdictions or to other large
jurisdictions or whether small jurisdic-
tions are similar enough to those of sim-
ilar size to make comparisons mean-
ingful

As described in the April 2003 JRSA
Forum, the Justice Research and Statistics
Association (JRSA) is partnering with the
Great Cities’ Universities (GCU) consor-
tium on an Improving Crime Data (ICD)
project. The GCU has a multiyear grant to
develop technical capacity and statistical
indicators in criminal justice that will
serve the same function for policymakers,
particularly in urban jurisdictions, as indi-
cators in other policy areas, such as eco-
nomic policy. JRSA has a one-year sub-
contract to gather data and information on
current sharing/integration efforts and
their uses for policymaking. In August,
JRSA staff conducted focus groups in Illi-
nois, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania to
gather perspectives for national surveys of
law enforcement and policy participants
to assess the efforts and their use or
nonuse. 

The Illinois and Pennsylvania focus
groups, organized by the state Statistical
Analysis Centers, convened participants
from broad cross-sections of their states’
criminal justice community. Participants
included representatives of information
technology, policymaking, line agencies

such as state and local police and parole
and probation offices, prosecutors, and
academics. These focus groups discussed
topics concerning the types of data used
for policy and program planning; data
users and obstacles to data use; relation-
ships between data providers and poli-
cymakers; examples of cross-jurisdic-
tional use of data; use of data to explain
actions to citizens, interest groups,
media, academics, and others; specific
policy and program crime problems
helped by data analysis; and design of an
ideal system of data provision for policy
and program planning. The observations
from these two groups included:

• Identification of four basic problems of
law enforcement “buy-in” in data col-
lection efforts: (1) inadequate re-
sources, (2) increased demands on
time, (3) fear of bad publicity as a result
of new data not strictly comparable to
old data, and (4) continual changes in
direction in collection and use of data
(from police pursuit to profiling to hate
crimes to next high visibility problem)

• Identification of four potential benefits
to emphasize to improve buy-in: (1)

JRSA Conducts Focus Groups for Improving Crime Data Project

Justice Trivia
Test your knowledge of recent justice facts. These questions are based on infor-
mation found in the Bureau of Justice Statistics reports “Prevalence of Impris-
onment in the U.S. Populations, 1974-2001,” “Prisoners in 2002,” “Intimate
Partner Violence, 1993-2001,” and “Money Laundering Offenders, 1994-
2001.” See page 8 for answers.

1. At the end of 2001, what percentage of adult black males were current or
former inmates?  

■■ a. 12.7% ■■ b.  15.1% ■■ c.  16.6%

2.  As of December 31, 2002, women made up 6.8% of all federal and state
prison inmates.  

■■ True or ■■ False

3.  During 2001, how many females were victims of intimate partner violence?

■■ a.  333,524 ■■ b.  588,490 ■■ c.  601,219

4.  What percentage of the 10,600 defendants charged with federal money
laundering from1994 through 2001 were convicted?

■■ a.  76% ■■ b.  86% ■■ c.  96%

5.  If the 2001 rates of incarceration remain consistent, a white male would
have a 1 in 12 chance of going to prison in his lifetime.

■■ True or ■■ False
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With the insights and 
information gained from these
focus groups, JRSA staff will

coordinate with the ICD 
project managers to develop
survey instruments for police

chiefs and their top policy 
and information staff.

❝

❝

• Inadequate recognition of data inte-
gration as an ongoing process, not an
end

• Increased interest presently in data
integration, as a result of 9/11 and
other factors, that may make it easier
to accomplish than in the past.

JRSA held two focus groups with the
Oklahoma Criminal Justice Resource
Center, one organized by the managers
of the Oklahoma Data Information Sys-
tem (ODIS) and the other by the state
SAC. The first meeting was with county
sheriffs and small-town police chiefs
who use the Oklahoma Criminal Justice
Resource Center’s ODIS program (not all
jurisdictions use it and none of the urban
ones do). This program evolved from a
jail management program created with
a Byrne grant into an integrated data-
sharing system incorporating the offi-
cials’ particular needs (jail logs, profil-
ing, pawn shop data, wandering cattle,
etc.) and NIBRS record keeping. It par-
tially pays for itself through the tracking
of outstanding warrants on offenders
who show up in checks done on the sys-
tem. The law enforcement users were
unanimous in their praise for the system
and expressed little concern about hav-
ing to compile and report NIBRS data.
Most important to the users was the abil-
ity to obtain real-time data sharing prac-
tical to their daily operations. (Readers
can find a greater description of the pro-
gram at the ODIS Web site, www.odisok.
net). The discussion demonstrated that
models exist linking the smaller juris-
dictions to the grander scale reporting
that the ICD project is considering with-
out bringing on many common imple-
mentation problems. In a prior interview,
the ODIS program director stressed
being proactive with his “customers,”
encouraging their input to alert him to
program needs, and taking their requests
for new elements seriously. Users have
acted as willing pilots for system changes
to troubleshoot and refine new applica-
tions. This has allowed ODIS to evolve
constantly toward user applications and
has built a constituency with “buy-in”
willing to contact funders for its contin-
ued life. 

The second Oklahoma focus group was
with staff from the Oklahoma Criminal
Justice Resource Center (which houses
the state SAC), some members of the
state sentencing commission, and a
retired director of the state department of
corrections’ research and evaluation sec-
tion. They talked in depth about the

translation of data from the field into pol-
icy based on their experiences, what pol-
icymakers are looking for and how they
use it, and the problems that the ICD
project might encounter moving im-
proved data and indicators into mean-
ingful decisionmaking. They pointed out
how important these kinds of data are
now for communities seeking grants (not

just criminal justice grants) and the unin-
tended consequences when better
knowledge about offenders and offens-
es is available. For example, if “three
strikes” provisions are more applicable
due to better data recording and sharing,
that may have an impact on offenders
(and their victims) when they commit
new offenses, change the context of plea
bargaining, and mean longer sentences,
with obvious effects on prison beds.
Above all, they emphasized the impor-
tance of resources as incentives to par-
ticipate and as means to afford to do so.

With the insights and information gained
from these focus groups, JRSA staff will
coordinate with the ICD project man-
agers to develop survey instruments for
police chiefs and their top policy and
information staff. JRSA may also follow
up previous SAC call-arounds to identi-
fy exemplary projects in data sharing and
integration and to seek SAC director
responses to the group results and those
from the surveys after they are adminis-
tered. The surveys will be sent in early
fall, with the final report due around the
beginning of 2004.

Veronica Puryear Joins JRSA Staff

Veronica Puryear returned to JRSA in July
2003 after completing her Ph.D. in crim-
inology and criminal justice at the Uni-
versity of Maryland, College Park
(UMCP) in May 2002. She was hired as
a research associate on the Bureau of Jus-
tice Assistance Evaluation Web site proj-
ect and the Juvenile Justice Evaluation
Center project. Dr. Puryear previously
was a program assistant with JRSA from
May 1997 to May 1998, assisting with
various research projects, publications,
and the annual JRSA conference. While
completing her Ph.D., she worked as a
research assistant with the Strengthening
Families Program, which was an empiri-
cally based, family-focused substance
abuse prevention program. The Strength-
ening Families Program was a collabora-
tive research project between the Uni-
versity of Maryland, University of Utah,
and the Metropolitan Washington, DC
Council of Governments designed to
reduce drug abuse and precursors of
drug abuse in high-risk children. 

Dr. Puryear also worked as a research
associate with the Bureau of Govern-
mental Research at the University of

Maryland, College Park. While with
BGR, she spent the majority of her time
working on a process evaluation of
Maryland’s Intensive Aftercare Project
(IAP), which required her to work with
the Maryland Department of Juvenile Jus-
tice (DJJ) Headquarters and jurisdiction-
al offices to conduct focus groups with
staff and juveniles assigned to IAP. Dr.
Puryear managed intake data for juve-
niles committed to the Maryland Depart-
ment of Juvenile Justice. She also moni-
tored completion and submission
requirements for a classification tool
used by Maryland’s DJJ case managers
and investigators to determine risk levels
and placement decisions for adjudicat-
ed juveniles in the state of Maryland. 

Dr. Puryear’s research interests include
field research, program evaluation, and
family factors related to the development
of problem behaviors. Her interests while
completing her Master’s degree at UMCP
were in sentencing and corrections. She
has delivered several presentations relat-
ing to these areas at professional confer-
ences. 



6 The JRSA Forum

an epidemic tips, when it is jolted out of
equilibrium, it tips because something
has happened … in one (or two or three)
of those areas” (pp. 18-19).

Gladwell identifies three agents of
change in “epidemics” such as crime
waves. The first deals with the Law of the
Few (symbolized by the famous 80/20
rule in which 80% of something is
done/caused/created/etc. by 20% of the
actors). Epidemics are driven by a few
agents proliferating actions profligately.
These “few” include “connectors” (who
link people to people), “mavens” (who
link others to ideas and information),
and “salesmen” (who persuade others
who might be uncertain about the peo-
ple or ideas and information) (pp. 30-
88). 

The second agent of change is referred
to as the Stickiness Factor:  what is once
“infected” stays “infected.”  As Gladwell
explains, in social “epidemics,” people
are moved to action through memorable
(“sticky”) messages, usually simple mes-
sages delivered distinctively (pp. 89-
132).

The third agent of change is the Power
of Context, featuring the exquisite
human sensitivity to environment. Epi-
demics, Gladwell says, are sensitive to
conditions and circumstances of the
time and place in which they occur. He
uses the “broken windows” theory to
illustrate behavioral change as a func-
tion of and dependent on context.
According to Gladwell, a criminal is
“someone acutely sensitive to his envi-
ronment, who is alert to all kinds of cues,
and who is prompted to commit crimes
based on his perception of the world
around him” (p. 150). Therefore, crime
waves feature a small group of people
committing the bulk of crimes; simple,
contextual motivators; and threshold
points at which disorganized behavior
leaps to a new level of activity and order.
This is not news to people in criminal
justice, but it demonstrates the relevance
of CAS to crime.

The Critical State

Rather than “tipping points,” Mark
Buchanan emphasizes “critical states”
and “upheavability” in his more aca-
demic Ubiquity: The Science of Histo-
ry . . . or Why the World Is Simpler than
We Think. As he indicates, upheavabili-

ty (Gladwell’s tipping point) “clearly has
something to do with the way things
work when out of equilibrium. . . . The
key idea is the notion of the critical state,
a special kind of organization charac-
terized by a tendency toward sudden
and tumultuous changes, an organiza-
tion that seems to arise naturally under
diverse conditions when a system gets
pushed away from equilibrium” (p. 16,
emphasis in original), that is, into com-
plexity. He, too, cites epidemics, along
with traffic jams and organizational
information flows, as examples of sys-
tems that reach a critical state, then tip
into upheavability.

Essential to understanding the impact of
critical states and subsequent upheav-
ability is knowing that, “if the world is
organized into a critical state . . . then
even the smallest forces can have
tremendous effects” (p. 23). This leads to
unpredictability and the same 80/20
power law (wherein most of what hap-
pens is related to a few agents or events)
referred to by Gladwell, but applied
throughout the book to earthquakes, for-
est fires, deaths in wars, measles epi-
demics, solar flares, price changes,
species extinction, city sizes, wealth dis-
tribution, and research publication ref-
erences. In other words, the principle
cuts generally across the working of the
world and underlies all complex, wave-
like behavior.

Connections and Networks

The linkage of CAS to social behavior is
made by Albert-Laszlo Barabasi in his
book Linked: The New Science of Net-
works. In it he echoes “connectors,”
“power laws,” and “phase transitions”
(aka tipping points or critical states and
upheavability). He explains that “[t]he
construction and structure of . . . networks
is the key to understanding the complex
world around us” (p. 12). In a similar
recent work, Six Degrees: The Science of
a Connected Age, Duncan Watts defines
a network as “a collection of objects con-
nected to each other in some fashion” (p.
27),  “an integral part of a continuously
evolving and self-constituting system” (p.
28). His work also stresses “cascades”
and “epidemics,” non-linear history, and
interconnectedness, particularly the
famous “six degrees of separation.”  He
reiterates and expands on Barabasi’s key
points, including how, as Barabasi states,
self-organized networks “offer a vivid
example of how the independent actions
of millions of nodes and links lead to
spectacular emergent behavior” (p. 221).
However, according to Barabasi, they
“are only the skeleton of complexity, the
highways for the various processes that
make our world hum. To describe socie-
ty we must dress the links of the social
network with actual dynamical interac-
tions between people” (p. 225).

Society as a Living Organism

The effort to “dress the links” has been best
made by Paul Ormerod in Butterfly Eco-
nomics: A New General Theory of Social
and Economic Behavior. Ormerod’s basic
point is that society is not “a machine,
whose behaviour, no matter how compli-
cated, is ultimately predictable and con-
trollable. On the contrary, human society
is much more like a living organism …
whose behaviour can only be understood
by looking at the complex interactions of
its individual parts” (p. vii). According to
Ormerod, “[t]he key to a better under-
standing of many economic and social
phenomena lies in a seemingly innocuous
observation .... Namely, that the behaviour
of an individual can be directly affected by
the behaviour of others” (p. xi). Recogniz-
ing society as a “complex, living system,”
we can understand better why “much of
the control which governments believe
they exercise over the economy and soci-
ety is illusory” (p. xi).

Ormerod does not believe that govern-
ments are helpless; “[t]here is regularity

(BOOK REVIEW, from p. 1)
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and self-organization, but not in the con-
ventional ways” (p. xiii, emphasis in orig-
inal). He denigrates the “check-list men-
tality” of policymakers—“Do A, B, and
C, and the consequence will be X”—as
“the illusion of control rather than the
reality” (p. xiii, emphasis in original). As
a result, he says that a change in percep-
tion of the role and power of government
is needed. “Much government interven-
tion is motivated by specific, short-term
ends, and depends crucially on the idea
that the … society is a predictable
machine. But accurate short-term pre-
diction is at best difficult and at worst
impossible” (p. xiii). Understanding the
organic and complex nature of society,
however, will increase government’s
powers while reducing its role.

Central to these organic CAS is feedback,
positive (“the initial impact of actions or
events tends to be magnified over time”)
and negative (“initial effects are damp-
ened and smoothed away”), with posi-
tive feedback generally dominating (p.
3). This feedback affects individual choic-
es of action in a particular situation, and
those choices consist of three basic
types—staying with a current course,
changing course of one’s own accord, or
changing course due to the influence of
others (p. 6). As agents influence each
other, the familiar concept of “epi-
demics” fed by positive feedback loops
among agents comes once more into
play.

Ormerod explicitly ties all this to crimi-
nal justice, equating crime with disease,
and crime waves with epidemics, since,
he says, crime is “in part a social
process.”  Given the power of influence,
“the more criminals there are in a given
population, the higher the probability
that any particular individual will also
decide to be a criminal” (p. 34). He then
presents a model of “the process by
which people become criminals” (p. 37).
He divides the population into three dis-
crete groups differing in their crime
potential—not susceptibles, suscepti-
bles, and active criminals. He asserts that
“an individual at any point is in one or
other [sic] state, defined by the propen-
sity to carry out criminal acts” (p. 38).

“The key ingredient” of the model, he
states, “is to describe the flows between
these groups, the overall effect of which
describes the evolution of crime rates”
(p. 38), that is, the proportion of people
in each group at different points in time.
He realizes that the flows “depend upon

factors such as demographics, the impact
of negative incentives such as the deter-
rent effects of the criminal justice system,
and general social and economic condi-
tions” (p. 39). The difference between his
and other economic models is “the influ-
ence of social interaction on the behav-
iour of agents” (p. 39). He proceeds to
demonstrate how, in different contexts,
initial proportions of population in each
of the three groups will move into high
or low crime behavior. He concludes
that “even if individual rules of behaviour
are known exactly, the resulting behav-
iour of the system still cannot be pre-
dicted and controlled in a precise man-
ner” (p. 182).

This does not mean that government can
have no impact. It means, rather, that it
“should develop much less in terms of
detailed, short-term intervention [and] …
much more thinking about the overall
framework of whatever particular prob-
lem is at issue” (pp. 183-184). Particu-
larly, but less helpfully, Ormerod says
government should focus on influencing
individual decisions toward the low-
rather than high-crime paths through cre-
ating effective environments (p. 186).
While policymakers and practitioners
may be nonplussed by this ending, they
should appreciate the demonstration
both of CAS’s relevance to their activities
and of why so much criminal justice pol-
icy seems like déjà vu.

CAS and Criminal Justice

The signs of CAS illuminated in these
books are evident and familiar to all
associated with criminal justice. We see (See BOOK REVIEW, p. 8)

Indeed, a major theme in 

criminology is the complexity 

of interactions among  four 

elements in a criminal event—

the offender(s), the contextual

opportunity, protectors/

defenders, and the victim(s)….

❝

❝

“tipping points” in prosecutorial or judi-
cial decisions when one more offense on
a prior record justifies prison rather than
probation, in minority communities that
begin steep declines with the loss of one
more professional or that actually see
crime rise with the incarceration and loss
of one more adult male, in the one addi-
tional “broken window” that tips a neigh-
borhood into disorder or, when fixed,
restores order. We see complex networks
of adapting individuals with every case
of crime displacement or substitution of
offenses or drugs in response to law
enforcement crackdowns. We are cer-
tainly aware of CAS as we try to improve
our anti-terrorism networks against adap-
tive, networked terrorists; take out one
node, a new one sprouts; we fortify
buildings against rental trucks, they use
planes, we defend air perimeters, they
use … ?  We seek the benefits of positive
feedback through community policing
and prosecution and attempt to avoid
potential disadvantages, such as escalat-
ing gang violence or drug abuse. We
punish to implement negative feedback,
but try to inhibit any unintended conse-
quences, such as effects on plea bar-
gaining success when altering sentenc-
ing penalties or practices.

Indeed, a major theme in criminology is
the complexity of interactions among
four elements in a criminal event—the
offender(s), the contextual opportunity,
protectors/defenders, and the victim(s)—
a characterization that closely resembles
Gladwell’s “rule of epidemics.” The
offenders and the protectors, at least,
usually operate in networks that con-
stantly adapt to the actions of the other.
The (potential) victims themselves, while
not generally well networked, often
adopt preventative responses to possible
offenses. Property and drug offenders
must have buying/selling networks, and
the law enforcement community often
must network and develop strategies to
disrupt them, which in turn cause adap-
tations in the offenders’ networks. Preda-
tor-prey relationships hallmark offenses
such as stalking and domestic violence.
Some sex offenders are strange attractors,
literally and figuratively, demonstrating
repetitive patterns of behavior that tend
to be triggered by confluences of partic-
ular factors and require external disrup-
tions of their “equilibrium.” Finally,
much of the discussion of crime gener-
ally speaks of “waves” and their rises and
falls, inexplicable using current theories
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and explanations due to the intercon-
nectedness and tight coupling of all the
influences on them.

What does a greater awareness of CAS
mean for criminal justice decisionmak-
ing?  For one thing, policies intended to
be effective cannot be considered in iso-
lation from the overall CAS in which
they operate. “Check-list” policies are
certain signs of CAS ignorance and inad-
equate attention to context. For exam-
ple, more prisons and “do the crime, do
the time” will not mean greater long-
term crime reduction if the offender’s
contexts do not change when released
or if the money for them comes from law
enforcement, prosecution, and courts,
much less from other social functions
necessary for a minimal-crime environ-
ment, such as education, mental health,
or economic development. While indi-
vidual agencies or interest groups may
profit, as Ormerod notes, it is a short-
term benefit and even then tenuous.

Secondly, greater attention to CAS
should utilize Gladwell’s Law of the
Few. Researchers and practitioners
already know the “power law”—that
most offenses committed will be com-
mitted by only a few offenders—and a
similar power law may hold for those
people or locations victimized. Identifi-
cation of the “few” offenders has not yet
been successful, even if technology,
such as DNA testing and better comput-
erized record keeping and sharing, does
seem to be making progress, but greater
focus on “connectors,” “mavens,” and
“salesmen” might produce more direct
results. Incapacitating extreme “habitu-
al” offenders is promising and may be
responsible for incarceration’s contribu-
tion to the 1990s “crime drop.”  Remov-
ing “idea and information” sources for
crimes (“who thought up robbing the
convenience store?”) or hardening tar-
gets against being included in shared,
linked information might be a better, less
costly strategy. Certainly, counteracting
messages of successful crime “sales-
men” can have an impact, as indicated
by anecdotes of crime effects in com-
munities in which females stopped frat-
ernizing with thugs, and younger chil-
dren and siblings saw the results of drugs
and prison on relatives.

Finally, greater attention to CAS should
be a high priority for education and
training. Criminal justice programs in

higher education should include cours-
es on CAS and on non-linear statistics
and modeling. Practitioner training
should illustrate all the concepts dis-
cussed here, including the possibilities
of feedback, tipping points, and unin-
tended consequences from their actions.
Any program planning should be based
on CAS and not on limited analyses of
proximate causes and stereotyped situ-
ations.

Study of CAS has grown dramatically in
academia, business, and applied sci-
ences in the last decade. The book on
complexity in criminal justice has yet to
be written. When it is, it will revolution-
ize the field. It will heed Gresham and
drive out the cheap, the easy, and the
simple that have dominated policy and
thinking and brought such limited suc-
cess and déjà vu experience. Until then,
these books will give those who want to
understand CAS a good lead on every-
one else.

— Mike Connelly

DNA Collection in the States

Collection and analysis procedures and
policies for DNA samples within the
justice system differ by state. When a
DNA profile is prepared, it is entered
into a CODIS (combined DNA index
system) database. Most states use a
three-tiered system in which samples
are processed by forensic labs at the
local level and entered into a local data-
base. The profile is then forwarded to a
state database, and eventually to the
national database maintained by the
FBI. Other states have only two tiers, the
state and national. 

Legislative or legal requirements govern
which profiles are allowed to be includ-
ed in the state databases, and who is
included differs widely from state to
state. The National Conference of State
Legislatures has compiled a list of state
requirements for the collection of DNA
samples (see Table 1). Some states col-
lect samples from all convicted felons.
Some collect samples from certain juve-
niles or certain classes of misde-
meanants. All 50 states collect samples
from sex offenders. 

Genetic Privacy Issues 

in Society

The use of DNA technology by law
enforcement and others in the justice
system has aided in the solving of
crimes and the exoneration of innocent
people. It is also a useful tool in the
identification of remains when search-
ing for missing people. But the question
of how to balance the legitimate use of
DNA profiles, such as by law enforce-
ment, and the right to individual priva-
cy is a subject of some debate.

The National Institute of Justice held its
annual Conference on Criminal Justice
Research and Evaluation on July 28–30
of this year. One of the plenary panels,
“DNA and Privacy Issues: What’s the
Balance?” examined many of the issues
related to genetic privacy both within
and outside of the justice system.

Patricia Roche, an Assistant Professor of
Health Law at the School of Public
Health, Boston University, considered
the concept of privacy from a broader
personal and societal perspective rather
than its application in criminal justice
contexts. She defined privacy as “a state

(BOOK REVIEW, from p. 7) (DNA COLLECTION, from p. 1)

ANNOUNCEMENTS

New BJS Publications

Available Online

The Bureau of Justice Statistics has two
new publications on its Web site that are
available for downloading. Criminal Vic-
timization, 2002, can be accessed at
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/cv
02.htm. This report presents national lev-
els and rates of personal and property
victimization for the year 2002. The Cen-
sus of State and Federal Correctional
Facilities, 2000, is available at http://
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/csfcf00.
htm.  The report provides information on
facilities, inmates, programs, and staff of
state and federal correctional facilities
throughout the nation, and of private
correctional facilities housing state or
federal inmates.

Quiz Answers
(The quiz is on page 4.)

1. c    2. True    3. b    
4. b    5. False; 1 in 17
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or condition of our life…free from
unwanted exposure and intrusion. Sim-
ply put, it means being left alone.”
While we may have an “intuitive or
moral sense” that our right to privacy is
legally protected in the United States, in
fact that protection is dependent on
statutes and other regulations, each of
which protects some aspect of our pri-
vacy, Professor Roche pointed out. “We
have what is often referred to as a bun-
dle of privacy rights or a patchwork of
protection in the United States,” she
said. On the issue of genetic privacy, she
resists the move to think of it as a subset
of medical privacy: “I think genetic pri-
vacy really is a label for private, person-
al, sensitive aspects of our lives…that
are affected by our genetic makeup.”
Among her concerns are “things like
collecting identifiable samples, storage
of identifiable samples, analyzing those
samples, storing the genetic information
from them, and disclosure and access to
that information. I think that all of those
activities need to be addressed if laws
are going to protect genetic privacy.”

At least in the short term, the U.S. Con-
stitution cannot be relied on as a source
of protection for genetic privacy. Edward
Imwinkelried, Professor at the Universi-
ty of California, Davis, Law School, and
also a speaker at the plenary session,
gave an overview of court activity on
this issue. He cited a 1993 poll in which
85% of American respondents said they
thought protection of genetic privacy
was essential. “Can we rely on a sup-
posed constitutional right to informa-
tional privacy,” he asked, “to protect that
sort of information? Simply stated, my
answer is no.” He advised using statutes
and regulations to protect genetic pri-
vacy for a variety of reasons. Any pro-
tection from the Bill of Rights, for exam-
ple, will be enforceable only against
government actions. As a member of the

National Commission for the Future of
DNA Evidence, he learned that there are
over 200 million existing tissue samples,
the vast majority of them in the posses-
sion of medical entities, not the govern-
ment. While some states have passed
laws to protect informational privacy, the
U.S. Supreme Court grappled with the
issue in the 1977 case, Whelan v. Roe.
Most now agree that the opinions issued
in that case should not be construed as
recognizing a constitutional right to
information privacy, Professor Imwinkel-
ried said. 

Sixteen states have passed laws that
require informed consent to perform
genetic testing, according to the Nation-
al Conference of State Legislatures. (See
Table 2 for a list of state genetic privacy
laws.) Four states – Colorado, Florida,
Georgia, and Louisiana – define genetic
information as personal property, and
Oregon repealed its property right to
DNA in 1991. Only 17 states, however,
have established specific penalties for
violating genetic privacy laws.

But the question of 
how to balance the legitimate
use of DNA profiles, such as

by law enforcement, and 
the right to individual 
privacy is a subject of 

some debate.

❝

❝

Unresolved Issues

While collection and use of DNA tissue
samples in the justice system is widespread
and subject to some regulation, standards
for inclusion of a profile in a CODIS data-
base vary. During her presentation during
the plenary session panel, Cecilia Crouse,
Supervisor of the Serology and DNA Section
of the Palm Beach County Sheriff’s Office
Crime Laboratory, one of Florida’s local-
level forensic labs, said that there is no uni-
versal written standard for including profiles
in the database. The national database stan-
dards are very restricted, she said, while
inclusion criteria vary from state to state.
Some profiles retained at the state level are
not allowed in the national database. Simi-
larly, some profiles retained at the local level
are not eligible for the state.

One of the more troubling issues seems to
be related to the storage of samples, and
who has, or will have, access to them. Pro-
fessor Roche expressed concern that years
from now a sample could be tested for some
reason unrelated to that for which it was col-
lected. Professor Imwinkelried added that
the U.S. Supreme Court has not yet said that
samples must only be used for the reason for
which they were collected, and, in fact, in
Indiana, the court ruled that once samples
are collected, they can be used for any legit-
imate law enforcement purpose. 

One of the recommendations included in
the “Report to the Attorney General on
Delays in Forensic DNA Analysis” is that a
national forensic science commission be
created as an ongoing resource of knowl-
edge and considered opinion. NIJ also rec-
ommends the development of a national
strategy to inform and guide the use of DNA
evidence in the criminal justice system. It is
clear that as in so many areas, regulation of
this emerging technology is necessary to
protect the rights of the citizens it is intend-
ed to benefit.

— Nancy Michel

www.jrsa.org
VISIT JRSA ON THE WEBVISIT JRSA ON THE WEB
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State All Other Juveniles Connected with NDIS
Felonies (National DNA Index System

Alabama X X
Alaska X X
Arizona X Includes residential and criminal burglary X X

(by 2004)
Arkansas Includes those persons committed for mental X X

defect or disease for qualifying offense. 
California Includes those not guilty by reason of insanity X X

for qualifying offense; includes those convicted 
of terrorist activity in violation of weapons of 
mass destruction provisions and those convicted 
of a qualifying offense in another state.

Colorado X Includes any person who has a duty to register X X
as a sex offender, including probationers, habitual 
offenders as condition of parole, and those released 
without parole supervision.

Connecticut Includes those not guilty by reason of mental X
disease or defect for qualifying offense.

Delaware X Includes offenders convicted of child endangerment X
or abandonment.

Florida X 2001 legislation incrementally adds crimes in 2002 X X
and 2003 and, effective 2004, includes all forcible 
felonies, contingent on appropriations. Includes 
those excluded from penal responsibility due to 
mental disorder, defect. Also includes persons on 
probation, parole, release or supervision following 
conviction of certain offenses.

Georgia X X X  
Hawaii Includes people who are mentally unfit. (waiting on compliance)
Idaho X X  
Illinois X Includes people held under civil commitment X X

under sexually dangerous law, those found guilty
but mentally ill for a sex offense, persons seeking
transfer to state under interstate compact, stalking
and residential burglary.

Indiana Includes qualifying offenders on probation or parole. X  
Iowa X Includes qualifying parolees and offenders on X

work release. 
Kansas X Includes any crime covered under offender X X

registration law, many serious felonies, some 
drug offenses and certain misdemeanors in which 
the victim is under age 18.

Kentucky Includes those convicted of unlawful transaction X X
with a minor, promoting sexual performance of a 
minor, burglary I and II and class A and B felonies 
involving death or serious injury to the victim.

Louisiana 1999 resolution delayed implementation of 1997 X X
act that extends profiling to those arrested for a 
felony sex offense.

Maine X X  

State Laws on DNA Databanks: Who Must Provide Samples
(Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, www.ncsl.org/programs/health/genetics/DNAoffenses.htm)

Table 1
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State All Other Juveniles Connected with NDIS
Felonies (National DNA Index System

Maryland X Includes some misdemeanors.  X X  
Massachusetts X X  
Michigan X X X  
Minnesota X X X  
Mississippi Includes any person having duty to register as a (waiting on compliance)

sex offender.   
Missouri X  
Montana X X X  
Nebraska X  
Nevada Includes all class A or B felonies, or a category C X

felony that involved use or threatened use of force; 
also includes some drug offenses.

New Hampshire Includes violent crimes. X X  
New Jersey Includes those found not guilty by reason or X X

insanity for a qualifying offense.
New Mexico X  X X  
New York Includes many serious felonies and some controlled 

substance offenses. X  
North Carolina X  
North Dakota Many serious felonies, including burglary. X  
Ohio X X X  
Oklahoma X 2001 law requires planning to incrementally add X

qualifying felonies to the database, to include all 
felony offenses by 2006. 

Oregon X X X  
Pennsylvania Includes violent and sexual offenders. X X  
Puerto Rico NA X  
Rhode Island Includes any violent crime and serious felonies (waiting on compliance)

including burglary, and some drug offenses. 
South Carolina X X  
South Dakota X X  
Tennessee X  Includes those persons seeking transfer to the state X X

under interstate compact who have committed 
qualifying offense. 

Texas X Expanding collection to all felons is contingent upon X X
federal funding. A 2001 law provides for post-
indictment samples of those charged with certain 
sex crimes. 

Utah X Includes persons convicted in another state or under X X
federal law and those committed as mentally 
incapable, both with a qualifying offense.

Vermont X  
Virginia X  X X  
Washington X Includes those who have been convicted out of state X X

or under federal law of a violent offense.
West Virginia X 
Wisconsin X  Includes those found not guilty or responsible by X X

reason of mental disease or defect for a qualifying 
offense. 

Wyoming X  X X  
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Table 2

State Genetic Privacy Laws
(Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, www.ncsl.org/programs/health/Genetics/03pri.htm

Informed Consent Required to Define as Personal Property

Personal Specific
Access to Perform/ Obtain Penalties
Genetic Require Access Retain Disclose Genetic for

Information Genetic Genetic Genetic Genetic Genetic DNA Privacy
State and Statute Required Test Information Information Information Information Samples Violations

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
§20-448.02 √ √

Arkansas
SB764 √

California
Insurance §10149.1 √ √

Colorado
§10-3-1104.7 √ √ √

Connecticut

Delaware
§16.2.1220 to §16.2.1227 √ √ √ √ √

Florida
§760.40 √ √ √ √

Georgia
§§33-54-1 to 8 √ √ √ √

Hawaii
§431:10A-118 √

Idaho

Illinois
§410-513 √ √

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
§22:213.7; §40:1299.6 √ √ √

Maine

Maryland
Ins § 27-909, Labor & 
Emp. §49B-15 and 16  √

Massachusetts
§111.70G √ √ √

Michigan
§333.17020
§333.17520 √

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri
§375.1309 √ √
Montana
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Informed Consent Required to Define as Personal Property
Personal Specific
Access to Perform/ Obtain Penalties
Genetic Require Access Retain Disclose Genetic for

Information Genetic Genetic Genetic Genetic Genetic DNA Privacy
Required Test Information Information Information Information Samples Violations

Nebraska
§ 71-1, 104.1 √

Nevada
§629.101 to §629.201 √ √ √ √ √

New Hampshire
§141-H:2 √

New Jersey
§10:5-43 to §10:5-49 √ √ √ √

New Mexico
§24-21-1 to §24-21-7 √ √ √ √ √ √

New York
CVR §79-L √ √ √ √

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
§659.700, §659.715, SB114 √ √ √ √ √

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island 
§27-18-52, 52.3, §27-19-44, 
44.1, §27-20-39. 39.1, 
§27-41-53, 53.1 √

South Carolina
§38-93-10 to §38-93-60 √ √ √

South Dakota
SB1 √

Tennessee

Texas
Vernon’s Civil §9031 √

Utah1
HB 56 √

Vermont
§18:9331 to §18:9335 √ √ √

Virginia
§38.2-508.4 √

Washington2
SB 5207 √

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Total 4 11 5 6 25 4 0 17  

1 Limits disclosures of and access to genetic information by employers and insurers        
2 Requires written authorization only
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West Virginia SAC
Names New Director
Stephen Michael Haas became the
new SAC Director at the West Virginia
Statistical Analysis Center in August.
His most recent academic appointment
was as Associate Professor and Gradu-
ate Director for the Criminal Justice
Department at Marshall University,
where he also served as a Faculty Sen-
ator. Prior to his position at Marshall
University, Dr. Haas held several aca-
demic positions at different universi-
ties, including Northern Kentucky Uni-
versity, the University of Cincinnati,
East Tennessee State University, and
California State University, Bakersfield.
He is a current member of both the
Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences
(ACJS) and the American Society of
Criminology (ASC). He recently served
on the ACJS Membership Committee

Mississippi SAC
Announces Two
New Reports
The Mississippi SAC, directed by
Alan Thompson, is in the process of
completing two new reports:

1) a study of child abuse and neg-
lect-related homicides over the
past ten years;

2) a survey of all law enforcement
agencies in the state regarding
workload, resources, equipment,
and personnel. The survey is mod-
eled upon the Law Enforcement
Management and Administrative
Statistics Survey conducted by the
Bureau of Justice Statistics.

The SAC intends to conduct a
statewide survey next year of resi-
dents’ beliefs, perceptions, and atti-
tudes about various dimensions of
crime and justice.

and as a technical reviewer on grant
applications submitted to the National
Institute of Justice, Technical Assistance
and Support Program, and is currently a
peer reviewer for the journal Crime and
Delinquency. Although he has pub-
lished in the area of community-based
corrections, he has dedicated the past
few years to the study of educational
issues and the criminal justice system.
Building upon his doctoral research, his
current research continues to focus on
testing criminological theory and its
capacity to explain school-based
aggression, violence, and delinquency.
In addition, Dr. Haas is interested in the
use of technology and student outcome
assessments among higher education
criminal justice faculty. His most recent
work on the use of technology among
higher education criminal justice facul-
ty will appear in a forthcoming issue of
the Journal of Criminal Justice Educa-
tion. He has B.A. degrees in political sci-
ence and psychology from Ohio State
University and M.S. and Ph.D. degrees
in criminal justice from the University of
Cincinnati. 

SAC NEWS


