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Foreword

Daniel B. Kennedy

Emeritus Professor of Sociology and Criminal Justice
University of Detroit Mercy

It is with great pleasure that I welcome you to what may be the only contempo-
rary textbook devoted to an explication of forensic criminology. I suspect that
many of you already have practiced forensic criminology for some time now or
will do so in the future even if you would not normally characterize your efforts
by this name. In other words, while the criminological subspecialty known as
forensic criminology has not been widely known or readily identified as such,
its actual practice permeates both criminal and civil justice courts throughout
the common law world. This innovative text will not only help clarify this real-
ity, but I expect it will also provide a basis for future scholar-practitioner con-
tributions to forensic criminology for years to come. At this point, however,
discussion of some concepts seems to be in order.

Criminology is concerned with the social and functional origins of law, the eti-
ology and patterns of criminal behavior, and societal responses to and control
of this behavior. In other words, criminology is the scientific study of the mak-
ing of law, the breaking of law, and control of the lawbreakers. Criminology
may be academic, as when it is taught and studied. It may be practical, as evi-
denced by the daily efforts of legislators, law enforcement officers, prosecutors,
and defense attorneys, the judiciary, and corrections professionals both in the
field and in correctional institutions. Criminology is also forensic, as when
criminological knowledge is provided to and utilized by both criminal and
civil courts in order to decide the issues before them. It is this last application,
of course, which constitutes the substance of this impressive text.

As an evolving field of study, forensic criminology is currently multidisciplinary in
nature. Its continuing evolution, however, will no doubt take it to a truly interdis-
ciplinary and perhaps even transdisciplinary level. Even now I am impressed with
the abundant common ground I am able to find with my colleagues in psychol-
ogy, anthropology, political science, law, biology, physics, and even information
technology as we discuss forensic criminological issues of mutual interest. Further
evidence of the multidisciplinarity of forensic criminology may be gleaned from a
review of the impressive biographies of those who contributed to this book.

XV



It should be noted, however, that the practice of forensic criminology is not for
everyone. Given the volatility of the issues under litigation, the gravity of the
stakes, and the powerful personalities which dominate court systems world-
wide, forensic criminologists can be subjected to a great deal of stress. To effec-
tively render professional analyses and opinions under these circumstances,
forensic criminologists are advised to remain both flexible and principled.
Although they are subject matter specialists within some area of criminology,
effective forensic scientists must be able to value and appreciate the contribu-
tions offered by a variety of other disciplines. Disciplinary boundaries must
willingly be crossed. This flexibility is further demonstrated by the forensic sci-
entist who remembers that while he or she may rule the lab or the classroom,
the courtroom is ruled by judges and lawyers. As forensic scientists, we prepare
evidence; the judges and lawyers control its application.

By principled, I mean simply that the forensic criminologist should clearly
limit himself or herself to the role of expert rather than advocate. Our role is
to apply criminological analysis to the issues at hand through the use of main-
stream methodologies. Effective forensic criminologists will avoid the pitfalls
of advocacy research and emotive statistics. Although some attorneys will read-
ily accept demonstrably slanted testimony, the vast majority of legal profes-
sionals want simply to know the ground truth so they can best prepare their
cases from that foundation.

The publication of Forensic Criminology could not have come at a more excit-
ing and propitious time for this evolving field. As knowledge in the physical
sciences, life sciences, and social sciences accumulate at an increasing pace,
courts in the United States and other common law countries are demanding an
improvement in the reliability of scientific testimony. The Daubert, Kumho, and
Joiner cases decided by the U.S. Supreme Court have gone a long way toward
keeping junk science out of the courtroom, much to my delight and to the
delight of the contributors to this volume. As the evidentiary quality of foren-
sic criminology continues to improve, it may be possible to stem the troubling
growth of cases involving miscarriages of justice. However, just as the innocent
must be set free, the guilty must be appropriately sanctioned. Likewise, the
goals of civil justice are to compensate those who suffer unjustly while at the
same time denying enrichment to the undeserving. The continually improving
contributions of forensic criminology to both criminal and civil courts go a
long way toward achieving these goals.

Finally, I must point out that forensic criminology does more than respond to
criminal depredations by providing both knowledge and opinions to crimi-
nal and civil courts. Effective forensic criminology also deters criminal and
tortious acts by assisting the courts in their attempts to dispense justice in a
timely, efficient, and appropriate manner. Forensic criminology allows for both



general and specific crime deterrence. Forensic criminology encourages profes-
sionalism in police and correctional services by ensuring that the truth of their
actions will be known while at the same time discouraging frivolous litiga-
tion against public servants. Forensic criminology is a driving force behind the
continued improvement in the security posture of mass private property, par-
ticularly as the civilized world faces the threat of terrorism. The value of this
volume to those endeavors should be readily apparent to those who are perspi-
cacious enough to read and learn from it.
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Preface

The Origins of Forensic Criminology
Brent E. Turvey and Wayne A. Petherick

Criminology is generally defined as the scientific study of crime and criminals. If
this comes across as overly inclusive, that's because it is meant to. This defini-
tion, which is consistent with the majority of criminology texts in use around
the world, indeed swells the jurisdiction of criminology further than most out-
side the community are generally prepared to acknowledge. As described in
Reckless (1955, pp. 6-7):

...[I]t is clear that criminology is not only a behavioral science but also
an applied science and science of manipulation and social control.

...It receives contributions from experts in such disciplines as biology,
anthropology, physiology, medicine, psychiatry, psychology, social
administration, economics, law, political science, and penology and
corrections.

A similar and contemporary view is found in McMillan and Roberts (2003,
pp. 317-318):

On one view, criminology characteristically addresses itself to the
discipline-defining question: what is crime? Other researchers and
theorists would extend the definition to cover all or most aspects of
official responses to crime, including policing, prosecution, trial and
penal treatment. One might break down this expansive conception
of criminology into subdisciplines such as criminal process, penology
or victimology, or reconstitute its component parts in terms of
intersecting and overlapping concepts such as regulation, risk, trust
or restorative justice. The simple rule to remember when confronted
with this apparent riot of theorizing is that disciplinary differentiation
and rival conceptualizations should be retained and employed if,

and only to the extent that, they serve to promote understanding of
the issues, questions or phenomena under discussion. The present
project calls for a broad, inclusive conception of ‘criminology’, to set
against traditional conceptions of international legal scholarship.



So, setting possibly idiosyncratic terminological preferences and
quibbles aside, our advocacy of criminology in ICrimJ [International
Criminal Justice] will extend to research on law enforcement, criminal
proceedings and penal treatment, in addition to core work on the
definition, meaning and causes of crime. Moreover, we mean this
conception to embrace pertinent empirical research and theorizing
across the broad spectrum of the social and behavioural sciences,
regardless of whether particular researchers consider themselves to
be ‘criminologists’ rather than, say, anthropologists, social historians
or political sociologists.

This view is repeated in Reid (2003, p. 20) which explains:

Criminology is the scientific study of crime, criminals, criminal
behavior, and efforts to regulate crime.

Most early teachers of criminology and related subjects were educated
in sociology, psychology, political science, or some other related
discipline or were practitioners in various fields of criminal justice.
Today many professors in the field have a Ph.D. in criminal justice

or criminology, although the emphasis on interdisciplinary studies
remains strong among many scholars. Perhaps, however, we will never
dispute the statement of noted theorist Thorsten Sellin, who stated in
1938 that the “criminologist does not exist who is an expert in all the
disciplines which converge in the study of crime.”

These conceptual definitions of criminology create myriad intersections
between crime, criminality, and scientific study that have made criminolo-
gists out of practitioners and researchers from almost every background—
some intentionally and some otherwise. For professionals who engage in the
study of crime environments and causes, criminology is a social science; for
those who study the actions, choices, psychology or personality of criminals,
it is a cognitive or behavioral science; and for those who study the correla-
tions between biological factors and criminal behavior, it is a science rendered
from chemistry and genetics. To the subject of this textbook, for those seeking
to answer investigative and legal questions, criminology is a forensic behav-
ioral science. Each type of scientist approaches crime and criminals within
the limits of their scope and means, sometimes crossing purposes with that
of another.

This is an excellent time to point out that because the study of crime and crimi-
nals is multidisciplinary, no one profession, discipline, or type of scientist may
lay a sole claim to the vestments of criminology.



The objective of this textbook is to provide readers with the basic tenets and
core disciplinary relationships within Forensic Criminology: the scientific study
of crime and criminals for the purposes of addressing investigative and legal
issues. The vast majority of criminology literature is statistical and theoretical
in nature. It deals with groups of offenders and broad crime theory as opposed
to applied case examination. This textbook is intended to educate students in
an applied fashion regarding the nature and extent of forensic casework that is
supported by, dependent on, and interactive with research, theory, and knowl-
edge derived from criminology. It is also intended to act as a preliminary guide
for criminologist practitioners working with and within related criminal justice
professions—particularly when they are involved with assisting investigations,
administrative inquiries, legal proceedings or providing expert findings or tes-
timony under oath. It is offered as an applied scientific subdiscipline within
the domain of general criminology, as well as a roadmap to the forensic realm
for the uninitiated.

Forensic criminology exists as a discipline within criminology separate from
any legal system that may employ its practitioners. It is a science, it is a behav-
ioral science, and it is a forensic science. The underlying theories and methods
are not meant to be constructs developed in the courts of law but rather in the
courts of science (Thornton, 1994). Like any other scientific practice, it exists
beyond legal or national borders as a realm unto itself as it must to be a true
discipline. While the scope of its practice and admissibility by different courts
around the world can and does vary, the core of forensic criminology and its
best practices do not change.

The authors have collaborated on this work with the contributors of this text
for the following reasons: despite numerous courses on the subject at colleges
and universities all over the world, there is much excitement yet confusion
about the specific nature and place of forensic criminology—with no unifying
philosophy or guide. Moreover, criminology subjects are often taught by the-
oretical sociologists without a forensic orientation to large groups of students
seeking employment in the areas of forensic science, corrections, law enforce-
ment, and the law. In other words, it is often taught by an abstract group with
one philosophy to an applied group that requires another—which can lead
to miscommunication, uncertainty, and ignorance. When taught criminol-
ogy subjects by pure academics and theoreticians (sociologists and criminal
justice researchers), students are left without a sense of the practical forensic
nature of their work; when taught solely by criminal justice practitioners (law
enforcement, lawyers, and forensic technicians), those same students are left
without a sense of the relevant theoretical and even scientific underpinnings.
The mismatch should be clear, and it is the purpose of this text to bridge
this gap in a way that no other has, with a diverse collection of contributors



that none other has assembled. Forensic criminology is a bridge between the
broad construct of multidisciplinary criminology and forensic examination
of individual cases.

Let us explain.

DEFINING THE PROBLEM

Criminology in general suffers from a number of ills that we have long observed
and now recognize as both serious and pathological. First, we have observed
that many criminologists no longer have a sense of where they came from, or
why that is important (let alone that they are even criminologists). Second,
we have observed that criminology has been conceptualized and presented
at university in the same general fashion for at least 60 years, perhaps more,
with few significant developments or advancements. Third, as already men-
tioned, criminology has an applied forensic component despite being taught
in large numbers by nonforensic theoretical social scientists. This means stu-
dents get only a limited picture of criminology, and sometimes without the
high standards and ethical mandates that forensic practice requires. We have
also observed a level of forensic ignorance regarding the nature, extent, and
implications of criminological research and opinions. That is, if the forensic
component of criminology is acknowledged at all. The net result of these con-
ditions at colleges and universities around the world is an ever-growing pop-
ulation of criminology graduates—whether they be police officers, forensic
scientists, corrections officers, paralegals, lawyers, or criminological experts—
with little or no comprehension of their forensic roots, roles, responsibilities,
and opportunities.

These problems have been allowed to suffuse because, over the years, we crimi-
nologists have forgotten where we came from, we have forgotten how to act
like scientists, and we have repeatedly chosen the path of least political resis-
tance and consequently the least intellectual advancement within the study of
crime and criminals. As the reader will soon understand, these problems are
pathological, interconnected, and solvable.

The Problem of Origins

In discussing the basic issue of origins with our contemporaries, it becomes
clear that we criminologists have forgotten who we are and where we come
from.

For example, recently, in a discussion about forensic evidence on a forensic
science listserv, a seasoned forensic chemist responded to a news article about
crime lab ethics and integrity wherein a crime lab worker was referred to by
a reporter as a “criminologist.” The forensic chemist offered the following



correction: “For the uninformed, Criminalists are physical/natural scientists
who analyze physical evidence in forensic labs. Criminologists are social sci-
entists who have nothing to do with the analysis of physical evidence, and
do not usually work in crime labs.” This response belies a narrow view of the
relationship between criminology and forensic science. There are many foren-
sic sciences. A criminalist is a particular type of forensic scientist who performs
objective testing on physical evidence in a crime lab. Indeed, there are more
than a few different subspecialties within laboratory criminalistics. So in fair-
ness this part of the explanation is accurate and even helpful. However, the ref-
erence to criminologists being purely social scientists is false. All the forensic
sciences are, in fact, subdisciplines of criminology.

Criminology owes its existence to a diverse convergence of professions that
attempted to join and then ultimately fractured, causing a broken consensus of
precisely what it was and is. Today's students, enrolled in criminology course-
work, need only look at the title of their degree program to get a sense of
the community: criminology and criminal justice programs tend to be housed
within sociology departments, within law schools, or within schools of social
science. Full-time instructors tend to be social scientists; part-time faculty tend
to be current and ex-law enforcement adjuncts. And that is pretty much how
things have been in recent history. However, that's not how things started out.

The origins of criminology as they intersect with formal scientific inquiry are
found in a blend of medicine, psychiatry, and criminal anthropology. We are,
of course, referring to the work of Cesare Lombroso (1835-1909), an Italian
professor of legal medicine at the University of Turin. Lombroso’s research in
the area of criminal physical and psychological types has led many to refer to
him as the “father” of criminology. This history is presented in every introduc-
tory criminology text and does not need repeating here.

Shortly after Lombroso published his theories, from the perspective of criminal
anthropology and psychiatry, the Austrian Jurist and Professor of Criminology
Dr. Hans Gross published his treatises on Criminal Investigation (1906) and
Criminal Psychology (1911)." These two works provide explicit instruction for
the general investigation of crime, the scientific examination of physical evi-
dence, and the classification of criminal behavior; in addition, they discuss
crime causes and criminal motives. Dr. Gross is in essence the “grandfather” of
forensic criminology, which includes subspecialties such as criminalistics and
criminal profiling (Turvey, 2008). His works remain of utmost importance to
both theoreticians and practitioners alike.

As shown in Figure 1, the field of criminology was defined by Gross as broad
and inclusive. In Criminal Investigation, Gross (1906, p. xxvii) argues, “We may
remind our readers that the subject with which this book deals in part, Criminal
Phenomenology, is but one branch of the wider science of Criminology.”

"These works were originally
published in the late 1800s,
in Gross’s native Austrian-
German. The dates given refer
to the first editions of English
translations.
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FIGURE 1
The Branches of Criminology, taken from Gross (1906, p. xxvii).

This same philosophy was also adopted to great extent by August Vollmer
(1876-1955), the first chief of police in Berkeley, California, and the leading
figure behind early efforts to professionalize and modernize law enforcement
training and criminal justice education in the United States.

Law Enforcement Education

The true origins of criminal justice education in the United States are found in
the groundwork laid by law enforcement educators as they attempted to profes-
sionalize the vocation of policing in the early twentieth century (Morn, 1995).

It is indisputable that “the history of policing in the nineteenth-century was
characterized by corruption, inefficiency, and partisan politics” (Morn, 1995,
p- 26). In an attempt to gain control over this chaos in their individual jurisdic-
tions, some joined forces in the International Association of Chiefs of Police
(IACP) to mandate acceptance of scientific advances in crime detection and
more rigorous training regimens for police recruits. This was in no small part



owing to the negative portrayal of police officers as “keystone cops” in the bur-
geoning genre of motion pictures. Joined with corruption, cronyism, nepotism,
and the long-held practice of hiring officers based on their size rather than abil-
ity, an unfavorable public image had emerged, and unfortunately it wasn’t far off
the mark. Something needed to be done, and that something was formal educa-
tion and training.

One of those seeking this kind change within policing was August Vollmer, a
progressive reformer who believed that law enforcement could and should be
professionalized to meet its mandates (see “Key Historical Figures” in Chapter 1
of this text). Vollmer developed police training academies and courses of
study by fostering relationships with a number of different colleges and uni-
versities over the span of his career, but in the end he was frustrated by the
academic community. Two things in specific caused friction. First was the ten-
dency of academics to focus on social work as a primary function of policing
while investigations and investigative concerns were sidelined. Vollmer held
the opposite to be true: he wanted to train crime fighters. Second was the ten-
dency of academics to be critical of every aspect of policing despite knowing
very little about its actual practice (Morn, 1995). While he was not above criti-
cizing the obvious shortcomings and even laziness among his fellow police
chiefs, along with the rank and file, Vollmer had little use for those who did
nothing else.

Regardless, colleges and university were viewed as necessary for the pro-
fessionalization of law enforcement—to alter general perception of police
officers as ignorant, unprincipled, and heavy handed. This situation posed
a problem of control. Understandably, those in law enforcement wanted to
maintain control over the instruction of any future applicants. They wanted
to regulate and dictate the subjects students were being taught, how they
were being taught to view the world of crime and policing, and also to
engender a sense of loyalty to police culture. College and university pro-
grams, on the other hand, tend to be populated by academic scholars who
have been taught to think critically and with no allegiance to law enforce-
ment traditions. Few in law enforcement had sufficient credentials to teach
in higher education, but if they handed the reins over to those in academia,
then graduates would not necessarily be all that desirable. This conflict
in higher education remains a problem to this day and will be discussed
further throughout this text.

Despite their ignorance of the practical concerns of police officers and
police culture, Vollmer still maintained a healthy respect for academic schol-
ars because he understood both the necessity and the merits of involve-
ment in higher education. As a consequence, in 1941, when he agreed to
participate with a group of his former students (by then well-respected



2 Wiltberger was one of
Vollmer’s early students
(referred to as “V-Men” or
“college cops”). At the time

of this meeting, he already
had a long career in both law
enforcement and academia,
and served as head of the two-
year police school program at
San Jose State. He practiced
what has been referred to

as a “Wiltbergering Model”

of education wherein police
schools exist at a college or
university separate from the
bureaucracy and student body
of scholarly programs in order
to “train people to do police
work, to act as a placement
service for its graduates, and
to be a center of service for the
various police departments in
the area” (Morn, 1995, p. 45).

police educators in their own right) in the formation of an organization
to effect the professionalization of law enforcement by virtue of advance-
ment in education and training, he lobbied for the involvement of those
outside law enforcement. There was open disagreement, as explained in
Morn (1995, pp. 70-71):

Almost immediately Vollmer and [William] Wiltberger? split over the
fundamental direction of the proposed organization. The San Jose
contingent felt that association membership should be restricted

to the heads of college police schools. Vollmer, on the other hand,
with strong support from [O. W.] Wilson and [V. A.] Leonard [well
established “V-Men"], felt “that we should include outstanding
professors in the social sciences and criminology,” a position that
was given face acceptance but was modified in the bylaws by
limiting membership to those working in police training programs in
accredited colleges.

The organization that formed was to become the American Society of
Criminology. Originally, it was called the Association of Heads of Police
Schools. Wiltberger hated the name change, arguing to Vollmer in 1949, “My
interest is in turning out expert police officers, not criminologists” (Morn, 1995
p. 71). It could be argued that he saw the coming struggle for control over both
the organization and the professional education of police officers and sought
to avoid it. Or it could be argued that he simply had no use for those in aca-
demia. Either way, he couldn’t stop what was to come.

The American Society of Criminology (ASC)

The organizational meeting of the National Association of College Police
Training Officials (originally called the Association of Heads of Police Schools,
and later to become the American Society of Criminology) was held during
the last days of December 1941 in Berkeley, California—at the home of August
Vollmer. It was attended by Vollmer, who was by then a retired Professor
of Police Administration at the University of California; Robert L. Drexel,
Chief Investigator of the District Attorney’s Office in San Jose, California;
Vivian A. Leonard, Professor and Head of the Department of Police Science
and Administration at Washington State College in Pullman, Washington;
Benjamin W. Pavone, Chairman of the Peace Officers Training Division at
San Francisco Junior College in San Francisco, California; Willard E. Schmidyt,
Director of Police Training at Sacramento Junior College in Sacramento,
California; Orlando W. Wilson, Professor of Police Administration and
Director of the Bureau of Criminology at the University California, Berkeley;
William Wiltberger, Director of the Police School at San Jose State College in
San Jose, California; and Frank Lee, formerly Director of the National Police



Academy in China (Morris, 1975). It was first and foremost a gathering of
“Police Science” educators—old friends and students of Vollmer who shared
a common interest in teaching students entering or working in law enforce-
ment. As explained in Morris (1975):

The organization, thus started, attracted to membership officers of rank
concerned with police training from the major police forces of California
and some neighboring states, as well as those engaged in college
teaching in the field. But if its focus was on police training it was with
the conviction that the professionalism of police forces was its goal

and that this required that police—and especially police administrators
become broadly informed in the entire area of criminology and in the
principles of such related areas as public administration, political
science, psychology, and sociology.

Vollmer's interest in developing a formal organization, concerned

with the extension and improvement of police training, was an almost
inevitable step in his own long-existing personal commitment to that
objective. Probably the most widely known and most innovative police
chief in American police history, August Vollmer (1876—-1955) had

been Marshal of Berkeley (1905-1909) the first Police Chief of Berkeley
(1909-1932) and Professor of Police Administration at the University

of California at Berkeley (1932-1937), and was widely sought as a
consultant in police administration. He was physically an imposing
person (6’4” tall and weighing about 190 lbs.) who always seemed to be
in top physical condition. He was a broadly informed and creative man
with a contagious enthusiasm for making police work a profession with
a highly trained core of persons who had college degrees and who could
teach at the college level. As early as 1916, Vollmer, in collaboration with
law professor Alexander Marsden Kidd, developed a summer session

3Police science is a generic term that is used in reference to any study or discipline that intersects with or informs
police work. It was developed by law enforcement instructors to further delineate police study programs from
scholarly criminal justice programs. As discussed in Williams (1995, p. 181):

...[PJolice science departments preceded criminology departments in colleges and universities.

While often difficult to distinguish from each other, police science departments usually focus more on

the technical aspects of police: administration, management, crime analysis, and the “doing” of law
enforcement. Criminology, when it deals with the police province, more often uses the “system in action”
focus. Thus criminological approaches to the problem of policing are apt to be sociological in nature and to
focus on informal structures and relationships.

Those studying police science at college or university are necessarily preparing for careers associated with the
process of policing and not the scientific study or examination of evidence. Police science subjects and texts
intersect only somewhat with forensic science in terms of police use of technology. This relationship will be
discussed further in the first chapter, as well as in the chapter on forensic science.



program in criminology at the Berkeley campus in which courses were
given from 1916 to 1931, with the exception of the 1927 session.

It was Vollmer and Kidd who in 1928 proposed the establishment of a
school of criminology, a proposal that led in 1931 to criminology course

in the regular school year sessions at the University of California at
Berkeley, the development of a major in criminology in 1933, a Bureau

of Criminology in the Department of Political Science in 1939, a Master's
program in Criminology in 1947, and the establishment of the nation’s first
and only formally designated university “School of Criminology” in 1950.

Vollmer regarded the absence of education and proper qualification as law
enforcement’s greatest weakness, as detailed in Vollmer (1971, pp. 3-4):

The poor quality of the personnel is perhaps the greatest weakness of
police departments in the United States. In departments of all sizes,
the percentage of men suited to police work is woefully small. Far

too many policemen are purely political appointees, with no technical
knowledge of the work and quite unsuited to it. Even among those

who may be considered fit, some have been unable to get all the
training that is requisite to the adequate discharge of their functions....
The greater number of these men are badly placed and inadequately
trained, yet they are charged with a task that would be difficult for men
of the highest quality and skill.

Thus, Vollmer not only sought to professionalize the ranks of law enforce-
ment and its many support staff, he sought the development and nurturing
of university programs that would ensure educated police applicants with an
appreciation for all that logic and science could bring to bear in their work. It
was holistic, it was forward thinking, and it was inclusive. Scientific analysis
and rational problem solving were things that police officers should under-
stand and incorporate into their methods of operation. Consequently, a col-
lege education was something to be viewed with high regard and not ridiculed
as irrelevant to the task of policing.

This was the legacy of August Vollmer, and it can still be found in the work of
many criminology practitioners to this day.

Unfortunately, within a decade the ASC became overrun with academic sociol-
ogists—the very ones that Vollmer had invited over the protestations of those in
support of a “Wiltbergerian Model” of police education. Consequently, by the
early 1960s, more than a few police professors felt “sufficiently alienated from
the Society they had helped to found that they contemplated forming a new one”
(Morn, 1995, p. 81). The organization that they formed was the International
Association of Police Professors, which later became the Academy of Criminal
Justice Sciences (ACJS), and it became home to the displaced Vollmerites.



Presently, criminal justice educators remain critical of the ASC, arguing that it
is an organization of “Ivory Tower” sociology-oriented intellectuals and statis-
ticians consumed by theoretical empiricism that lacks real-world application
or utility. This is a far cry from where it began—as a practitioner’s organization
governed by caseworkers who were grounded by the relevance of their educa-
tion on the one hand and the breadth of their experience on the other. The
organizational shift has been so great that it has changed the way that we con-
ceive, culturally, of criminology and criminologists in our immediate present.

There are more than a few reasons for this, and they are related to the problem
of authority to be discussed presently. In essence, there was a shift away from
formal education within law enforcement. Many of those in the rank and file
did not respect those at university and consequently did not want to be edu-
cated by them. They viewed college courses as a waste of time and experience
as the only true teacher of anything. Education was viewed with disdain in no
small part by those who had done the job for years without it. They sought to
“professionalize” themselves with “law enforcement only” professional orga-
nizations, often excluding those teaching or educated at university. Shades of
this unfortunate attitude and practice remain for some to the present day.

Theoretical Criminology vs. Crime Fighting

The separation between theorist and practitioner is often nothing short of con-
temptuous. Law-enforcement-oriented practitioners see themselves at odds
with those they view as working only with theory, and those who study theory
see themselves as intellectually superior to the variety of practitioners they are
meant to provide research support for. Too often, neither side seems to appre-
ciate that they are working toward the same goal: to enrich the scientific study
of crime and criminals to be able to detect, identify, apprehend, and adjudicate
suspected criminal offenders.

Perhaps this is owing to the utter ignorance of crime theorists about the true
nature of crime and the everyday needs of those seeking to investigate it for
lack of actual exposure to either.

Perhaps, also, the reason is that the methods and assumptions of these oppos-
ing groups are at odds. Law-enforcement-oriented practitioners seek to “build
cases” against suspects through the lenses of authority and suspicion, while
the scientist seeks to understand events and is meant to embrace the scientific
examination of criminal behavior. Law enforcement practitioners seek to cre-
ate an aura of certainty and confirmation regarding their theories; scientists
are intended to be skeptical and expose doubt. When suspects must ultimately
be convicted by court-worthy evidence, beyond a reasonable doubt, it is not
impossible to understand why scientific inquiry has been generally unwelcome
by many criminal justice practitioners.



Early on, this division left those working in police crime labs with a problem of
branding. They needed a scientific education; they needed police science, crim-
inology, and criminal justice programs offered at university. But unfortunately,
they were operating under a label that officers on the street had lost respect for:
that of criminologist.

Criminologists and Criminalists

As we mentioned at the beginning of this section on the problem of origins,
the current popular view is that criminologists as professionals are limited to
the ranks of theoretical sociologists. By now it is evident that this perception is
overly narrow and uninformed by the diverse history of criminology practice.
Criminology was and remains an applied discipline for many, as we will dem-
onstrate throughout this text.

Truth be told, the first crime laboratory scientists were actually referred to by
job title and general description as “criminologists.” This is reflected in the
pages of what is arguably the very first forensic science textbook published in
the United States, Crime’s Nemesis (May, 1936). In this groundbreaking text,
the author refers to the practice of crime detection and evidence examination
as the field of “scientific criminology” (p. ix) and to those working in it as
“scientific criminologists” (p. 2). He further refers to himself, in bold letters
on the cover page, as “LUKE S. MAY, CRIMINOLOGIST, Director, The Scien-
tific Detective Laboratories; President, The Institute of Scientific Criminology.”
The word criminalist is absent, while the works of Hans Gross are cited repeat-
edly within.

As explained by the late criminalist Lowell Bradford (1918-2007) in his paper
regarding the origins of the California Association of Criminalists, founded in
1954 (Bradford, 2007, p. 5):

...I first entered into the field of criminalistics in 1947 in the California
State Crime Laboratory in Sacramento.... In those days, the terms
criminalistics and criminalist were not in use. Those of us in the state
crime laboratory had civil service position titles of criminologist.

It remained for James P. Osterburg to publish “An Introduction to
Criminalistics” in 1949, which marked the beginning of the usage of
the terms in this country. “Crime Investigation” by Paul L. Kirk in 1953
closely followed and gave full meaning to “criminalistics.”

Duayne Dillon, then Chief of the Criminalistics Laboratory for the Office of the
Sheriff-Coroner in Contra Costa County, California, wrote the foreword to the
second printing of Osterburg’s text mentioned in Bradford (2007). He sheds
light on the issue of precisely how the criminalist is defined as separate from the
criminologist, while crediting the authors of An Introduction to Criminalistics with
helping engender community acceptance for the term (Dillon, 1972):



The authors were not only responsible for introducing many of the
principles and practices of Criminalistics in an organized manner,

but were a prime factor in the subsequent acceptance of the term
“criminalistics” to describe the profession engaged in the examination,
evaluation, and interpretation of physical evidence.

Most forensic science authors have actually credited the formulation of mod-
ern criminalistics as a discipline to the aforementioned Jurist and Professor
of Criminology Hans Gross, in no small part because he coined the term
Kriminalistik, from which our use of the terms criminalistics and criminalist
were derived (Chisum and Turvey, 2007; DeForest, Gaennslen, and Lee, 1983;
Inman and Rudin, 2000; Turner, 1995). However, it must be admitted that
the term Kriminalistic translates literally from Austrian-German to English as
Criminology. Moreover a Kriminalist, by Gross’s definition, was a generalist who
studied the causes of crime, the behaviors and motives of criminals, and the sci-
entific methods of their identification, apprehension, and prosecution (Gross,
1906). The concept was intended to be inclusive of police officers, investiga-
tors, crime lab personnel, forensic pathologists, and forensic psychologists—
anyone involved in the practice of applying criminology to casework (criminal
investigation, forensic detection and identification, etc.). It was wholly mim-
icked and repeated by early criminology practitioners in the United States such
as Luke May upon the publication of English translations of Gross’s works.

Regardless of the original definition and intent, the term criminalistics was bor-
rowed from the works of Gross in the late 1940s. The burgeoning forensic
science community needed a way to conceptually separate those criminolo-
gists working in police crime labs from future police officers (and social scien-
tists) studying in criminology, criminal justice, and police science programs at
university. Their aim was to help professionalize the scientific examination and
interpretation of physical evidence with specific principles and practice bor-
rowed from criminology as well as the natural sciences. They began referring to
themselves as criminalists and to their work as criminalistics. This rebranding
was widely accepted within the police lab community, as evidenced by the lit-
erature and the formation of associated professional organizations, including
the California Association of Criminalists.

All of this bears mentioning because modern-day criminalists and criminologists
alike appear to have forgotten their history of association and interdependence.
As a result there has been confusion within both communities and inconsisten-
cies in reference to either by those professions looking in from the outside.

Criminology, it must be understood, is a vast field with many subdisciplines.
History teaches us that forensic science and the subdiscipline of criminalistics
are among them, alongside others such as criminal investigation, forensic psy-
chology, victimology, criminal profiling, and many, many more. The failure to



recognize and embrace these relationships is a manifestation of professional dis-
sociation and isolationism that fosters interdisciplinary ignorance and prevents
professional development.

The Problem of Authority

Compounding the problem of professional identity among criminologists is the
ignorance of those who are generally asked to teach it. Unfortunately, the vast
majority of university-based criminologists who lecture on the subject, largely
from a narrow theoretical perspective, reinforce the view that criminology is
limited to the confines of a theoretical sociological discipline. This oversimpli-
fies things dramatically. As warned by Vollmer (1949, p. 19): “Absence of a clear
understanding of the vastly complex nature of crime and criminality is not con-
fined to the layman.” Consider further the admonition offered regarding the
contemporary characterization of criminology in Williams (1995, p. 179):

Criminology is generally understood to be an offspring of the discipline
of sociology. While this is arguably the case, such a statement slights
both the history of criminology and the various disciplines that comprise
the breadth of the field... in spite of this sociological focus, it should be
recognized that criminology is characterized by a relative integration
of materials from several disciplines. The advent and rise, through the
last three decades, of the multidisciplinary field of criminal justice has
challenged sociology as the training round for criminology, and many
criminologists are now either working in or receiving their academic
training from criminal justice departments. This movement promises to
more directly integrate sociological criminology with other disciplines.

We regard Williams’s perspective as optimistic, as he does not speak to the con-
sequences of multidisciplinary integration—which we saw with the formation
and fracturing of the ASC.

In the modern university there are indeed few full and distinct criminology
departments—especially in the United States. Rather it is more common for
small criminology programs to be housed within a larger sociology depart-
ment or to exist in concert within a criminal justice program. Full-time fac-
ulty instructors therefore tend to be drawn from a pool of Ph.D.-educated
theoretical sociologists or criminal justice educators. Part-time faculty, con-
versely, tend to be current and ex-law enforcement employees with and with-
out formal education in order to round out the applied subjects. Under the best
circumstances, these instructors would compare notes and curricula, augment-
ing each other’s shortcomings. This kind of cooperation and mutual respect
within criminology is, to put it gently, unusual.

As previously mentioned, there is often enmity between the social scientist and
the criminal justice practitioner. The Ph.D. tends to think that the practitioner



is uneducated, cynical, and even pedantic—acting without knowing; the practi-
tioner tends to think that the Ph.D. is out of touch with real-life problems and
solutions—consumed with all things intellectual and impractical. One is con-
cerned with investigating crime causes and social issues as prescribed by the man-
dates of good science; the other enters higher education having spent a career
concerned with the day-to-day function of protecting citizens and investigating
crime as prescribed by the legal community. Keeping the scholar and the crime-
fighter from working together in higher education is the fact that both have com-
pletely different agendas and harbor well-founded criticism of each other.

Such a teaching environment, which is common, facilitates a practical discon-
nect between many students and their intended careers. Students who seek
degrees in criminology, criminal justice, or criminal justice administration are
very often navigating directly toward a career in law enforcement, forensic sci-
ence, corrections, or law. These are applied professions with practical as opposed
to theoretical issues and concerns. Learning about crime theory, law enforce-
ment, corrections, and law from a theoretical sociologist with limited applied
knowledge or case experience in these areas can be confusing if not completely
frustrating—especially to the student who is already a professional.

Students of criminology and criminal justice need a strong foundation in sci-
ence and crime theory as part of their holistic liberal arts education. That is a
given. However, with respect to criminology, they also need the benefit of an
instructor’s case-based knowledge and experience so that theory can be given
context, meaning, and ultimately be of use when they hit the streets or start
examining cases. If students are taught about crime and criminals only by
instructors inexperienced with casework involving either, for having spent a
life entirely within university, something important is lost. Additionally, when
teaching staff lack the educational and even scientific foundation to effectively
organize and convey the lessons they have learned in the field, all the experi-
ence in the world will not help them teach a classroom full of students.*

What we are left with is the realization that not everyone who teaches crimi-
nology is actually a practicing criminologist, even though he or she may be
employed within a criminology department at a well-regarded university.
Vollmer (1949, pp. 38-39) correctly explains that

Every person who writes or lectures about crime, or who occupies

a position which requires him to deal with crime or criminals is
mislabeled a criminologist. It is assumed, therefore, that he is able to
speak with authority on all phases of the subject. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

Authority and ability in the area of criminology, given its applied origins and subject
matter, must come from an amalgam of education and experience. This is especially

“Best practice, as proscribed in
the recent National Academy
of Science (NAS) Report,
“Strengthening Forensic
Science in the United States:
A Path Forward,” embraces
the fact that experience and
on-the-job training are an
inadequate substitute for a
formal scientific education
(Edwards and Gotsonis, 2009).



true when teaching students who are intent upon entering the many applied pro-
fessions associated with it, to be discussed at length in this text. Currently, this is
an area where many criminology and criminal justice programs may be lacking—
being too heavy in one direction or the other. The consequences to students,
particularly in light of the forensic landscape awaiting them, can be dire.

The Death of Real Magic

The forefathers of modern criminology, and subsequently forensic criminol-
ogy, were practitioners concerned with the peculiar needs of case examination
rather than just broad social research. They were defined by the problems pre-
sented to them in criminal and even civil cases. How, then, did we criminolo-
gists start down the path of studying groups rather than individuals, or broad
theoretical constructs rather than the degree to which they apply in a given
case? The answer, it seems, is magic.

While undoubtedly metaphorical, one of the authors (Petherick) was once told
a story regarding “the death of real magic.” This story has, as its central premise,
the notion that magic was once a reality, and that the “magician” was a real
person who could bend space and time, materialize objects out of thin air, and
transmute the mundane into precious treasure. The story goes that, over time,
the skills of magicians stopped being passed from one generation to the next.
Perhaps this was because of a loss of interest in magic itself, an increase in the
study of the tangible (so a change of focus), religious pressure, or, in the extreme,
the active hunting and eradication of witches or magicians (occurring during the
“witch hunts” around the world). The story can involve any or all of these.

Regardless of reason or cause, magicians lost their skills over successive gen-
erations. This happened to the point that modern “magicians” are so bereft of
actual magical skills that they are, irrespective of technical talent, left to sleight
of hand and misdirection rather than the magic of old.

To the critical thinker or skeptic, the possibility of real magic is absurd. It is,
some will scoff, nothing more than a bedtime story or the ability of one to fool
the eye of another. All of this is true—but there is more to it than that.

Consider that this story regarding “magic” is actually a metaphor for how skills
are lost over time. Consider now not the magician, but the forensic practitioner;
consider also the history of criminology, where we are now, and where it seems
we may be going. The story becomes less and less far-fetched as we progress.

When criminology was born as a formal area of study, impetus came from the
need to examine particular cases, requiring those involved to bring all that
science could bear in its understanding. The practice was about the gathering
of knowledge; the determination of scientific fact; the answering questions to
determine and contextualize criminal identity and behavior. These practitio-
ners were, for our comparative purposes, the magicians of old.



Over time, with the establishment of forensic units in police agencies and gov-
ernment crime labs, private forensic practitioners and those teaching “scientific
criminology” at university were sidelined in what was and remains a turf war
over authority and expertise in criminology—as already discussed. Fearing the
education that they did not have, which highlighted their lack of knowledge and
proficiency, those involved in law enforcement all but barricaded themselves
away from formal education. The university educators that followed lost their
law enforcement connections and hence their applied component. Successive
generations could only become researchers and academics focused not on indi-
vidual cases (which they no longer had access to), but rather on broad social
problems—such as why one group commits more crime than another, or why
females often commit different crimes than males. Law enforcement practitio-
ners became entrenched in knowledge drawn from experience; academics, con-
versely, became entrenched in empirical research and theoretical knowledge.
Each became irrelevant to the ends of the other—or so they perceive and are
content to repeat as gospel.® This is a myth that we hope to expose.

The Problem of Development in Criminology

Another problem we observe in the field of general criminology is the absence
of development. As mentioned, criminology is largely taught by academics to
current and would-be practitioners, or by those without the educational dex-
terity to go beyond their training. As a direct consequence, there has been little
stake in advancing the core theories and literature of criminology outside spe-
cialized research projects on certain crimes and criminals, let alone an ability
among practitioners to do so. This can be established by opening a sample
of any five criminology textbooks published over the past 40 to 50 years—
starting with the oldest. They will generally have the same chapter sections
and even titles, with only the names of authors varying. In truth, significant
developments in the area of criminology during this time frame are limited
to the origination of critical criminology, victimology, forensic victimology,
and recent research focused on miscarriages of justice by the legal commu-
nity. However, the core theories and subject matter in criminology remain the
same, with few criminology texts covering these burgeoning areas.

This needs to change for the literature to remain relevant and for the field to
advance.

FAILED EDUCATION

We should begin by explaining to students up front that a failed education is
not your fault. You have been prepared inadequately, rewarded inappropriately,
and shaped ineptly with respect to thought and reason. But upon being shown
what is needed in the sciences and in the forensic realm, you are responsible
for engaging in and setting a new educational heading.

5The exception which proves
this rule are those criminology,
criminal justice, and police
science programs that are
designed essentially as trade
or vocational schools for
law-enforcement-related
employment. In such programs,
the average student either
works in law enforcement of
some kind or intends to. Not
all programs are like this, but
many are.



The vast majority of students encountered by the authors, even at university,
do not know how to think rationally. Theirs is a world of belief, emotions, and
reactions—not of deliberate analytical thought. They have, in general, been
pitched into what should be the crucible of higher education based on a “teach
to test” model of instruction that has failed them in every meaningful way.
They often lack the ability to perform meaningful research or understand why
that might be important; they often lack the skill to write a basic thesis paper
in comprehensible language or to support that thesis in a meaningful fashion
with calculated argumentation; and they often lack the intellectual dexterity to
comprehend what they have read or the patience to be bothered with reading
at all. When students are confronted with these limitations, their responses
range from entitlement to hostility, an appreciation of personal responsibil-
ity being the least common. If anything, students arrive at university having
become experts at concealing how little knowledge they have accumulated,
even from themselves.

For those who might suggest such statements are over the top, consider a
2007 study conducted by The State Education Agency, formed by the U.S.
Department of Education, which found that 36% of Washington, D.C., resi-
dents are functionally illiterate. This contrasts with the national rate of func-
tional illiteracy at around 21% (Montent, 2007). Functional illiteracy refers to
those who can read and write, but have difficulty with basic everyday reading
and writing tasks such as understanding bus schedules or navigating the news-
paper, and filling out government forms or resumes.

These findings are even more significant when viewed in the light of results
from a nationwide writing test published in 2008, which found “[a]bout
one-third of America’s eighth-grade students, and about one in four high
school seniors, are proficient writers” (Dillon, 2008). A number of educa-
tors and education administrators have defended these and similar num-
bers as a success story. However, that seems a deeply misplaced, and also
self-preserving, characterization. Put another way, two-thirds of eighth-
grade students and three in four high school seniors lack basic essay writ-
ing proficiency. When discussing these results, the librarian of Congress felt
compelled to question what U.S. students were and were not being taught
that they should achieve so poorly on something so basic (Dillon, 2008):

James H. Billington, the librarian of Congress, drew laughs when he
expressed concern about what he called “the slow destruction of the
basic unit of human thought, the sentence,” because young Americans
are doing most of their writing in disjointed prose composed in Internet
chat rooms or in cellphone text messages.

“The sentence is the biggest casualty,” Mr. Billington said. “To what
extent is students’ writing getting clearer? Is that still being taught?”



The authors would argue, as both frontline university educators as well as par-
ents of children in public schools, that this is no laughing matter. A high school
student who cannot write coherently will necessarily fail to meet the mandates
of good scientific practice—to say nothing of the student who graduates and
is also functionally illiterate. Therefore, it is more than fair to say that high
school education currently stands in the way of academic scholarship rather
than being something that naturally produces it.

Students are, to be fair, products of more than one imperfect educational
environment. At primary and secondary school, they may have learned from
teachers not to deviate from the letter of their assignments in order to receive
a passing grade. At home, they may have learned from parents not to ques-
tion authority so they may receive spending money or the keys to the car. At
church, they may have learned not to doubt so they may receive fellowship
and forgiveness. Among their peers, they may have learned to conform so they
may receive social acceptance and companionship. It is fair to say that any
knowledge or insight that gets in the way of the requirements prescribed
in these often-competing cultures is met with hostility or denial and then
summarily closeted. It is the rare individual who transcends these crushing
influences to become his or her own free and critical thinking person.

Even at university, students are met with intellectual intolerance by the small-
est of professorial minds. They are too often rewarded for pedantic regurgitat-
ing of dated or hastily assembled material fed to them in the classroom, and
punished for seeking information or knowledge that is outside or above the
abilities of their lecturers. Lecturers, we would add, that are too frequently
drawn from graduate students incapable of advanced appreciation of any
subject matter for lack of applied experience with it. This is to say nothing
of receiving out-of-date lectures from prominent university minds that have
simply failed to keep up with developments in their respective fields.

As the product of such environments, many students are incapable of know-
ing when they are thinking competently. They are all the more incapable of
knowing when they are wrong, or even whether that possibility exists. Worse,
if they have routinely achieved a desired outcome in a particular setting—such
as passing grades or social acceptance—they may actually come to believe that
they are performing reasonably well.

These circumstances of widespread functional illiteracy, a general lack of
proficiency in writing, institutional hostility toward critical thinking, and
rewards for conformity in thought and practice have gathered and combined
to institute a crisis of ignorant overconfidence in students and professionals
alike—as the first group becomes the second. This is something that the man-
dates of good science cannot afford. Science requires doubt and skepticism.



Science requires analytical and objective practice. Science requires literacy.
Working within the forensic domain requires even more.

THE FORENSIC REALM

As already discussed, criminology and criminal justice programs around
the world are primarily attended by students seeking eventual employment
within the fields of law enforcement, corrections, forensic science, and the
law. Or by those inside these same professions who are working toward
advancement and pay raises within their respective agencies by virtue of
increasing individual educational holdings. In other words, the students and
professionals attending these programs must develop a working knowledge
of investigative and/or legal issues, practices, and standards to do their work
and get promoted. This is the forensic realm: the world of investigations,
courts, and law.

Achieving basic forensic knowledge is not a simple matter, as the mandates
of the forensic realm place students at crossed purposes with scientific, public
safety, and legal mandates. They must learn to distinguish scientific fact from
legal truth; to appreciate how investigative thresholds for evidence are a great
deal less than scientific standards, and a great deal different from legal ones;
and to understand the role that they seek to uphold in the criminal justice sys-
tem—be that of factual witness, impartial examiner, or zealous advocate—as
well as the importance of each to the others.

The varying issues, practices, and standards peculiar to the forensic realm are
nothing short of vital to student survival and prosperity once employment has
been secured. However, the authors have routinely observed that these same
issues are too often all but foreign to those teaching coursework within crimi-
nology and criminal justice programs. Not all of the time, but more often than
not. For example, while crime theory and criminal motivation may be within
a particular instructor’s grasp from a research or law enforcement perspective,
that instructor may have no appreciation for the limits of expert forensic testi-
mony, the admissibility issues related to expert forensic findings, and the case
law which governs the circumstances around which such testimony is more
probative than prejudicial—let alone why all of this is important to consider
before an officer, investigator, or forensic examiner writes a report or a lawyer
files a motion. This remains true whether this instructor holds a Ph.D. in sociol-
ogy and full professorship, is an adjunct lecturer retired after 25 years on the job
as a police detective, or works for the state crime lab as a hair and fiber analyst
and offers guest lectures once or twice a semester for a local community college.
Criminal justice practitioners such as these know their own narrow section of
the river and seldom venture into the upper reaches—for whatever reason.



In short, those teaching in criminology and criminal justice programs are sel-
dom thinking forensically about the instruction of their subjects because they
are unaware that they should. They largely come to teach subjects either as
theoreticians, as law enforcement, or as the guests of either. Subsequently, the
mandates of the forensic realm are not front and center, and the necessity of
imprinting students with a forensic mindset is not understood.

As a consequence of all these things working against each other, the problems
with criminology and criminal justice programs have been inherited by the pro-
fessions they ultimately serve. Students are generally unprepared, philosophi-
cally and otherwise, for the work they seek because they are being taught by
those with limited knowledge of its nature, and little or no investment in its
future. And, in particular, the enmity between law enforcement and academia is
perpetuated.

A MULTIDISCIPLINARY SOLUTION

To help resolve some of these issues, to educate criminology and criminal jus-
tice educators, and to give them a tool in their constant struggle to connect
with the forensic disciplines on a practical level, the authors and contribu-
tors of this text seek primarily to define the nature and scope of the subject of
Forensic Criminology. It is best conceived as the applied case examination aspect
of criminology and criminal justice, concerned with studying crime and crimi-
nals for the explicit purposes of addressing investigative and legal issues. It
also provides the rationale for teaching current and future forensic profession-
als within the criminology and criminal justice programs that are currently in
existence. That is, so long as they begin to embrace an applied, scientific, and
forensic aspect to their instruction.

Along with our primary ambition, two additional goals are reached with
this text. First, it provides students of criminology and criminal justice with
an introduction to the forensic realm. It exposes them to the various disci-
plines they will encounter at work in the criminal justice system from the
perspective of practitioners currently in the field. It also exposes them to
the major applied forensic issues they must face and resolve no matter what
path they choose within the myriad professions that comprise forensic
criminology. Rather than being primarily a text full of theory, it effectively
bridges the world of general criminology with the applied world of the crimi-
nal justice system. Second, this text will ultimately serve as a career guide for
students of criminology and criminal justice. It will let them know not only
the professions that exist, but also their roles and responsibilities. In terms
of deciding their future, there has been no better introduction and no clearer
guide.
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CHAPTER 1

An Introduction to Forensic Criminology

Brent E. Turvey and Wayne Petherick

The only guarantee that the administration of justice is truly democratic
from initiation to conclusion is that the value systems of those who
administer such justice are indeed democratic. The most effective means
ever found to insure the inculcation of such a value system is analytic
education.

KEY TERMS

Adpversarial System: A legal system in which at least two opposing sides
contend against each other for a result most favorable to themselves.

Applied Criminology: The application of criminological theory to
criminal justice practice. This includes the application of criminological
knowledge to the making of laws, the management of police agencies,
the management of prisoners, and the treatment of victims.

Corrections: The branch of the criminal justice system that deals with the
probation, incarceration, management, rehabilitation, treatment, parole,
and execution of convicted criminals.

Criminal Justice System: The network of government and private
agencies that deal with accused and convicted criminals.

Criminologist: An individual who studies and interprets the biological,
social, behavioral, and/or cognitive aspects of crime and criminality.

Criminology: The scientific study of crime and criminals, including
biological factors, psychological factors, victim traits, punishments, and
the control and prevention of crime.

Forensic Criminology: The scientific study of crime and criminals for the
purpose of addressing investigative and legal questions.

Forensic Services: The branch of the criminal justice system that deals
with the examination and interpretation of evidence, be it physical,
behavioral, or testimonial.

Copyright © 2009, Elsevier, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Judiciary: The branch of the criminal justice system that deals with the
adjudication and exoneration or punishment of criminal defendants.

Law Enforcement: The branch of the criminal justice system that deals
with reported crime.

Police Science: A general term referring to the narrow collection of
subjects and disciplines specifically related to police work. It does not
refer to scientific policing or to the police as scientists.

Science: An orderly body of knowledge with principles that are clearly
enunciated which is reality oriented and whose conclusions are
susceptible to testing.

Scientific Knowledge: Any knowledge, enlightenment, or awareness
that comes from examining events or problems through the lens of the
scientific method.

Scientific Method: An approach to knowledge building and problem
solving employed by scientists in which how or why something works
or how something happened is investigated through the development of
hypotheses and subsequent attempts at falsification through testing and
other accepted means.

This textbook is intended to provide readers with an applied understanding
of the principles and practice of forensic criminology, to outline its value within
investigative and forensic purposes, and to impart the necessary scientific and
forensic philosophies required for casework and analysis in these environ-
ments. In doing so, we will discuss the various kinds of forensic criminolo-
gists currently in practice, the types of analyses they perform in their forensic
duties, and their professional interactions with, and even dependence upon,
each other.

First, however, we must generally discuss the nature and scope of criminology;
the domain of the criminologist; and the relationship of both to the criminal
justice system. Then we will discuss forensic criminology and its distinguishing
features. We will close with a discussion of key historical figures and modern
architects of the profession.

This entire text is written in the language of science. While forensic criminolo-
gists may practice in different jurisdictions, and even in different countries,
under varying legal codes, they are scientists first. That science and its prac-
tice must exist independent of any court before it is worthy of legal service.
Therefore, the methods discussed, the research cited, and the practices advocated



are universal—they are not bound by province, culture, or the borders around
nations. As will be made clear throughout this work, the law cannot dictate
what science is or is not; it can only rule on its admissibility.

CRIMINOLOGY

Criminology presents a terminological quagmire to the neophyte.
MacMillan and Roberts (2003, p. 317)

Criminology is the scientific study of crime and criminals. As described in
Terblanche (1999, p. 10), “Criminology, broadly speaking, studies crime, crim-
inals, victims, punishment and the prevention and control of crime. The most
important role of a criminologist is to study crime, and to interpret and explain
crime.” It is also multidisciplinary in both theory and practice.

This inclusive definition brings many researchers and practitioners from a vari-
ety of disciplines under the same aegis. However, it also sets strict limits on
what criminology is and who practices it. This is owing to the caveat that a
criminologist must also be a scientist—involved in the application of the
scientific method to problem solving and the subsequent development of scientific
knowledge. A useful discussion regarding the relationship between scientific
knowledge, the scientific method, and the scientist is provided in Chisum and
Turvey (2006; pp. 86-87):

Education in the sciences and specialized training help define a
scientist, not just experience, and even this is not enough. Though it
often escapes notice, a scientist is actually defined by their adherence
to the scientific method when solving problems such as how something
works, why something does not work, or how something happened.
Anyone who fully comprehends and diligently employs the scientific
method is a scientist, lab coat or not. Though these seemingly limited
criteria may appear to the uninitiated as a lowering of the bar, they
actually raise it. A degree requirement, for example, even in the hard
sciences, in no way ensures student exposure to, or comprehension
of, the scientific method.

The scientific method is a way to investigate how or why something
works, or how something happened, through the development of
hypotheses and subsequent attempts at falsification through testing
and other accepted means. It is a structured process designed to build
scientific knowledge by way of answering specific questions about
observed events through analysis and critical thinking. Observations
are used to form testable hypotheses, and with sufficient testing

Criminology _
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hypotheses can become scientific theories. Eventually, over much time,
with precise testing marked by a failure to falsify, scientific theories
can become scientific principles. The scientific method is the particular
approach to knowledge building and problem solving employed by
scientists.

Scientific knowledge is any knowledge, enlightenment, or awareness
that comes from examining events or problems through the lens of

the scientific method. The accumulation of scientific knowledge in a
particular subject or discipline leads to its development as a science.
The classic definition of a science, as provided by Thornton (1997,

p. 12), is “an orderly body of knowledge with principles that are clearly
enunciated,” as well as being reality oriented and having conclusions
susceptible to testing.

A strong cautionary is needed here. The use of statistics does not
make something scientific. The use of a computer does not make
something scientific. The use of chemicals does not make something
scientific. The use of technology does not make something scientific.
Science is found in the interpretations. Was the scientific method

used to synthesize the knowledge at hand, and has that knowledge
been applied correctly to render interpretations, with the necessary
humility. The relationship of scientists, the scientific method, and
science is thus: Scientists employing the scientific method can work
within a particular discipline to help create and build a body of
scientific knowledge to the point where its theories become principles,
and the discipline as a whole eventually becomes a science. And the
discipline remains a science through the continued building of scientific
knowledge.

Given the requirement of scientific practice, not all of those who study and then
go to work in the milieu of crime and criminals are necessarily criminologists. For
instance, this prohibition excludes those who perform work within the criminal
justice system without both a scientific background and an interpretive mandate.

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

“For the way we administer justice is by the adversary proceeding,
which is to say, we set the parties fighting.”
Charles P. Curtis, Legal Ethicist (from Curran and Shapiro, 1970, p. 32)

The criminal justice system in most western countries is the network of govern-
ment and private agencies that deal with accused and convicted criminals.
It is adversarial in nature. In an adversarial system, there are always at least



The Criminal Justice System

two sides in each criminal matter: a prosecution representing the government
and its citizens, and a defense representing the accused. As defined in Black
(1990, p. 53):

[An adversary system is a] jurisprudential network of laws, rules and
procedures characterized by opposing parties who contend against
each other for a result favorable to themselves. In such a system,

the judge acts as an independent magistrate rather than prosecutor;
distinguished from an inquisitorial system.

Ultimately, each side of this legal contest works to convince a judge or a jury
that its position is the most correct.

In an adversarial system, all defendants are entitled to an adequate defense
and due process, while the burden of proof is on the prosecution. The prosecu-
tor must prove guilt beyond a reasonable doubt rather than the defense being
required to prove innocence. Alternatively, the defense must prove only that
there is reasonable doubt with respect to the prosecution’s theories regard-
ing their client’s guilt. If a defendant is convicted of a crime, that person may
continue to have or need legal representation as he or she moves through the
criminal justice system, or he or she may not. This type of system is also found
in Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, and parts of Europe as well.

In the United States, attorneys for the prosecution work exclusively for the
government at the county, state, or federal level. They are charged with seeking
the truth regarding criminal matters on behalf of the citizenry. Unfortunately,
prosecutors are often elected, appointed, promoted, or otherwise advanced
based on their conviction rate. This can cause some to be less interested in
“truth seeking” and more interested in what they can prove in court to obtain
a politically desirable legal outcome. This agenda may also explain why “get
tough on crime” strategies are political gold for those who can only gain, and
justice system kryptonite for those who have everything to lose (the wrongfully
convicted, the wrongfully accused, and any other victims of an errant criminal
justice system).

In opposition, attorneys for the defense are not necessarily interested in the
truth, but rather are ethically bound to zealously advocate for the best interests
of the accused—their client. Some defense attorneys work for the government
as county, state, or federal public defenders. Others work in private practice.
Defendants with the financial means must hire a private attorney. However,
doing so can be prohibitively expensive. Indigent defendants, being financially
unable to afford private counsel, are represented by the public defender. In
states or counties without a public defender system, the court appoints legal
representatives to indigent defendants from a list of available local attorneys
referred to as “appointed counsel.”
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Adversarial Friction

These adversarial roles have created a great deal of friction within the crimi-
nal justice system and related educational efforts. Criminal justice educators
tend to be associated with law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies—as
this facilitates research opportunities, student internships, and future employ-
ment. Subsequently, criminal justice students tend to be taught and encour-
aged in that direction—that there are right and wrong or good and bad sides
to the justice system. This bias is reflected in the general under-representation
of defense-oriented or science-oriented counterbalance in criminology texts
and criminal justice curriculum. Friction is created when this attitude is taken
to the workplace, as those taught in such an environment may treat non-law
enforcement-oriented efforts in the criminal justice system with derision or
even hostility.

Both authors have witnessed firsthand how pervasive and damaging this
attitude can be to the administration of justice. From instructors who con-
vey a very one-sided view of the justice system; to police officers who hold a
rigid “us-and-them” attitude; to prosecutors who see everything as black and
white—perceiving that anyone who is not on their side, supporting their cause
or theory, is an enemy of the state. From the start to finish, there are those who
take sides and coerce others to do the same—often to no good end.

For example, one of the authors (Petherick) was involved in the examination of
a case involving a police officer who had accused his former girlfriend of stalking
him. She was subsequently arrested and charged, and had several related court
appearances. The cost to the accused and her family was rising, and the risk of
losing her liberty swung back and forth. The family called the author for assis-
tance, and, upon scrutiny, more than a few inconsistencies became evident.

As a matter of course and due diligence, a number of witnesses in relation to the
case were contacted and further information sought. During one inquiry about
the alleged behavior of the complainant (a police officer, recall), the author
was asked the question “What have you got against the cops?” Of course, there
was no agenda against the police as a whole, but a concern about the behavior
of one member alone.

However belligerent and unyielding it might sound, a widespread attitude
within law enforcement is that “if you're not with us, you're against us.”
Consequently, any action or criticism taken against one may well be viewed as
being against the group as a whole. This issue will be discussed further through-
out the text. Of course, to the vast majority of ethical, law-abiding, and profes-
sional law enforcement officers, this view is absurd. To the professional law
enforcement officer, any individual actions that harm the citizenry or reflect
poorly on policing as a whole are appropriately regarded as cancerous, to be
screened for regularly, and removed upon discovery.
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Composition of the Criminal Justice System

The criminal justice system itself is often characterized as being composed of
“agencies responsible for enforcing criminal laws, including legislatures, police,
courts, and corrections,” (Reid, 2003, p. 355). This is similar to the perspective
offered in Sullivan (1977, p. 157): “The general view of criminal justice reflects
a system of three separately organized functions: the police, the courts, and
corrections. Each has a distinct role, yet they are interrelated.” This conceptual-
ization, while generally accurate in most countries, is prosecution oriented. As
it prevails, many texts and courses on the subject of police science and crimi-
nal justice administration have, historically, failed to acknowledge the non-law
enforcement and non-prosecutorial components of the justice system. That is
to say, they fail to adequately discuss the role of the defense and private foren-
sic examiners—if they are mentioned at all.

With respect to forensic practitioners, this one-sided view of adversarial sys-
tems dates back to the time when forensic services, such as evidence examina-
tion, death investigation, and mental health evaluation, were housed almost
exclusively within government institutions and police agencies. While a com-
munity of independent forensic practitioners has long existed in private prac-
tice, they were until recently “available only to individuals willing or able to
pay for them or those having an attorney or other advocate to secure the ser-
vices of an expert” (Anderson and Winfree, 1987, p. xx). Consequently, they
were few in number. Now the use of private forensic practitioners of all kinds
is widespread and even commonplace in criminal and civil courts—especially
in the United States. The reason for this change will be discussed later in the
upcoming section on forensic criminology.

Suffice it to say that the modern criminal justice system consists of the follow-
ing major branches: law enforcement, forensic services, judiciary, and corrections.
These remain generally the same whether one is in the United States, the United
Kingdom, Canada, or Australia. Only the laws and their interpretation vary.

Law enforcement is the branch of the criminal justice system that deals with
reported crime. Law enforcement agencies are intended to enforce the law—
to ensure that citizens act lawfully and to investigate the nature and extent of
unlawful acts. In that capacity they are meant to investigate criminal complaints
to establish what happened. When they believe a crime has been committed, law
enforcement seek to identify and arrest available suspects. In some cases this may
also involve the collection, submission, and/or storage of physical evidence by
crime scene investigators. As explained in Sullivan (1977, p. 149):

It is the job of the police to enforce the law. Thus, officers must
remember that they are primarily fact-finders for their department and
have no authority or control over the judicial or legislative branches of
government. If the police effectively enforce the law, they have done all
that is expected.



What is the sequence of events in the criminal justice systan?
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The Criminal Justice System _

This conceptualization has changed little since criminologist and police
reformer Elmer Graper wrote of law enforcement duties in the early 1920s
(1969, p. 5):

Upon the policeman we depend for protection. He is expected to
preserve the public peace. His presence acts as a restraining influence
upon the lawless elements who would endanger life and property.
When crimes are committed the policeman must bring offenders into
court.

Law enforcement officers and investigators work for government entities as
dictated by jurisdiction and statute, to include federal (i.e., national), state,
county/boroughs, and municipal (e.g., city, village) authorities.

Forensic services refers to the branch of the criminal justice system that
deals with the examination and interpretation of evidence—physical,
behavioral, and testimonial alike. Government-employed analysts, tech-
nicians, criminalists, pathologists, and forensic mental health experts per-
form a wide variety of forensic services on behalf of the state, generally
for the police and prosecution. In the United Kingdom, this is done by
Forensic Science Services (FSS; see http://www.forensic.gov.uk), which is
a government-owned company that exists independent of law enforce-
ment authority. FSS has contracts to provide forensic examinations for law
enforcement in England, Wales, and even the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police (RCMP). In Australia, government forensic services are provided
as an adjunct to the health department. For example, Queensland Health
Forensic and Scientific Services are responsible for performing autopsies
and forensic analyses out of the John Tonge Centre in Brisbane. Each state
has its own regional forensic center. However, law enforcement officers
still perform evidence collections and certain kinds of forensic analyses in
both countries.

In the United States, however, a large number of forensic professionals work
directly for government law enforcement agencies, causing a potential conflict
of interest that must be acknowledged and carefully managed. In Australia and
the United Kingdom, most government agencies performing forensic services
are independent of law enforcement affiliation and oversight.

Another distinguishing feature of the forensic community in the United States
is the large number of privately employed, independent forensic examiners.
They are regularly engaged to perform examinations for the prosecution and
the defense alike. When state or private funds are available, as happens in
major cases or those involving financially capable defendants, this community
of forensic professionals may be hired to provide a necessary counterbalance
within the adversarial system, though access is by no means equal and varies
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from state to state. It is therefore reasonable to explain that not every available
forensic service is an adjunct of the government, though it is more often the
case than not.

The availability of forensic expertise is a definite issue within the justice sys-
tem, as it is a scarce resource. In some jurisdictions (Australia, for example)
there are few if any nongovernment forensic labs, and even attorneys in civil
cases may rely on state government labs for analyses. It is also fair to say that
the lack of available government forensic services, private practitioners, and
related funds for either has caused serious case backlogs and delays of justice
worldwide.

The judiciary is the branch of the criminal justice system that deals with the
adjudication and exoneration or punishment of criminal defendants. This
includes everything from arraignment to acquittal; from sentencing to appeal.
A judge or jury, referred to as the trier of fact, determines the legal guilt or inno-
cence of a criminal defendant. Subsequently, the trier also decides the terms of
punishment, also referred to as the sentence. A short list of those involved in
the judiciary includes government prosecutors and public defenders, private
defense attorneys, magistrates, judges, investigators for the prosecution, inves-
tigators for the defense, investigators for the court, paralegals, court report-
ers, court clerks, court bailiffs, and the jury, which is drawn from the local
citizenry.

Corrections is the branch of the criminal justice system that deals with the pro-
bation, incarceration, management, rehabilitation, treatment, parole, and
sometimes execution of convicted criminals. Many law enforcement agen-
cies and courthouses have on-site jail facilities to enable short-term incar-
ceration of offenders involved in lesser crimes, or to accommodate the local
court appointments of felons “visiting” from other correctional institutions.
However, federal, state, and county penitentiaries are designed to facilitate the
long-term sentences of convicted felons. Additionally, there are hospitals out-
side correctional institutes that have forensic units providing offender mental
evaluations, treatment, and residency. Some of these institutions are govern-
ment owned and operated (county, state, and federal), whereas others are pri-
vately contracted. A short list of those professionals involved in corrections
includes probation officers, corrections officers, corrections investigators, cor-
rections counselors, parole officers, intelligence officers, social workers, and
members of various parole boards.

Employment in the Criminal Justice System

Most of those students enrolled in undergraduate criminology and crim-
inal justice programs at college or university do so to seek employment or
advancement within the criminal justice system'. Students work toward associ-
ate and bachelor degrees in criminology, criminal justice, and criminal justice
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administration with the following occupations in mind, either immediately or
pursuant to specialized postgraduate and graduate education (with assistance
from Hoover, 1995):

m Police officer/law enforcement
m Military police/investigations
m Federal investigator

m Evidence technician (a.k.a. Crime Scene Investigator)
m Medico-legal investigator

m Forensic scientist

m Legal aide

m Paralegal

m Prosecutor

m Defense attorney

m Court administrator

m Correctional officer

m Probation officer

m Parole officer

m Social worker

Ironically, none of the preceding professionals are actually criminologists (save
those in the forensic sciences, such as the criminalist—as they are by definition
scientists working in subdisciplines of criminology). However, success in their
work relies in large part on peculiar knowledge of criminology and the crimi-
nal justice system. So while they may not become criminologists in practice,
study in a related degree program is highly recommended if not required for
proficiency, pay raises, and promotions.

This is a good time to point out that criminology itself isn't just an amalgam
of semirelated disciplines. Rather, many disciplines benefit greatly from those
with criminological knowledge. As a consequence, professionals with related
degrees can often be found putting them to good use in a variety of fields
and occupations, from human resources, to corporate security, to insurance
and beyond. The reason is that the study of criminology provides a multi-
disciplinary foundation relating to government, people, behavior, and law—
which effects everything and everyone. So just because one studies criminology
does not mean he or she is locked in to a particular career track with limited
options. In fact, precisely the opposite is true.

THE DOMAIN OF CRIMINOLOGY
AND CRIMINOLOGISTS

Strange as it may seem, the contents and boundaries of criminology
have never been adequately defined.
Reckless (1955, p. 6)
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No matter which authority, text, or reference one looks to for guidance, the
response is generally the same: the boundaries of criminology, as a field, are
broadly and poorly drawn. This hasn't kept it from being a reliable and valid
enterprise when actual scientists are involved, or from providing useful theo-
ries and references to those working in the criminal justice system. But it has
caused more than enough confusion.

One critical omission from criminology that has helped to restrain vagaries in
other professions is the lack of a governing or accrediting body whose purpose
is to ensure that standards are met and maintained. While there are a number
of criminological organizations around the world, few if any actually dictate
membership to the profession through a vetting of educational and profes-
sional achievements. This, undoubtedly, has resulted in no small amount of
deception and brigandry among its practitioners and may have gone a long
way in undermining criminology (and specifically, forensic criminology) as a
discipline capable of addressing complex social and legal problems.

The Domain

The domain of criminology is vast, involving any field or practice that inter-
sects with the scientific study of crime and criminality. It looks at these issues
from any available angle. As shown in the preceding section, criminology is
therefore a field of study that is composed of and informed by an amalgam of
subdisciplines. As explained in Reckless (1955, p. 7):

Although criminology is a behavioral science as well as an applied
science, it is also a highly synthetic science and not at all an exact
science like physics and mathematics. It receives it contributions
from experts in such disciplines as biology, anthropology, physiology,
medicine, psychiatry, psychology, social administration, sociology,
econormmics, law, political science, and penology and corrections.

Another similar short list of those disciplines that have contributed to the devel-
opment of criminological theory and research includes “philosophy, history,
anthropology, psychology, psychiatry, medicine, biology, genetics, endocrinol-
ogy, neurochemistry, political science, economics, social work, jurisprudence,
geography, urban planning, architecture, and statistics” (Williams, 1995,
p. 179). Aside from the obvious, these refer to professionals such as the his-
torian who studies criminal patterns of the past, the neurochemist research-
ing neurotransmitter activity in the criminal brain, the economist who studies
crime and poverty trends, and the architect who studies and designs prisons.
All these professionals, their methods, and more, comprise or inform the mul-
tidisciplinary fabric of criminology as a composite field of study.

A useful way to define some of the discrete edges of that fabric, to identify
the domain of criminology itself as it is woven, is to categorize the major
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areas of criminological research apart from professionals and their methods,
including

m The study and development of methods of crime detection and
reconstruction

m The study and development of methods of criminal identification

m The study of the motives, causes, and consequences of crime

m The study of crime and deviant behavior

m The study of crime rates

m The study of crime victims

m The study of criminal justice system processes, interactions, and
outcomes

m The study of crime patterns and deterrence

For example, crime may be detected by the criminalist identifying evidence
from a scene and then reconstructed by a forensic scientist combining the
results of several other forensic analysts; a criminal may be identified by a
crime analyst using modus operandi patterns, or by a criminalist using DNA
from the criminal’s blood; criminal motives may be inferred by a profiler, and
deviant sadistic tendencies may be inferred by a forensic psychologist; burglary
rates in a given neighborhood may be compiled and interpreted by a statisti-
cian; victim occupational risk factors may be studied by a sociologist; and the
wrongful conviction rate of a particular race may be studied by a legal scholar.
Each of these professionals contributes to criminology as a scientific body of
knowledge, puts criminological knowledge to use, or both.

Consider the following hierarchy of criminology subjects, featuring forensic
criminology, its related subdisciplines and associated specialties:
I. Criminology
a. Applied Criminology
i. Community Policing

ii. Corrections/Penology

iii. Criminal Justice Administration/Police Science

iv. Forensic Criminology

1. Criminal Investigation

. Crime Analysis
. Crime Scene Analysis and Case Linkage
. Crime Scene Investigation
. Criminal Profiling
. Fire Scene Investigation
. Interview/Interrogation
. Investigative Practice and Procedure
. Medicolegal Investigation
. Presentencing/Mitigation Investigation
. Polygraphy
. Threat Assessment or Risk Assessment

N - 5Q - QOO
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2. Forensic Mental Health
a. Correctional Counseling and Therapy
b. Forensic Psychology/Forensic Psychiatry
i. Offender Competency Evaluation
ii. Offender Diagnosis and Treatment
iii. Offender Risk Assessment
3. Forensic Science
a. Crime Reconstruction
i. Accident Reconstruction/Forensic Engineering
ii. Bloodstain Pattern Analysis
iii. Shooting Incident Reconstruction
iv. Wound Pattern Analysis
b. Criminalistics
i. Drug Chemistry/Analysis
ii. Forensic Biology
1. DNA
2. Serology
iii. Fire Debris Analysis
iv. Trace Evidence Analysis
1. Commercial Materials Analysis
2. Fiber Analysis
3. Glass Analysis
4. Hair Analysis
5. Soil Analysis
c. Digital Evidence Analysis
d. Equivocal Death Investigation
i. Equivocal Forensic Analysis
ii. Psychological Autopsy
e. Fingerprint Analysis
f. Footwear Pattern Analysis
g. Forensic Dentistry/ Odontology
h. Forensic Nursing
i. Forensic Pathology
j- Forensic Toxicology
k. Firearms & Tool Mark Analysis
1. Questioned Documents
4. Forensic Victimology
5. Law
. Crime and Deviance
. Crime Statistics
. Crime Theory
. Criminal Motivations
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f. Policy Development
g. Restorative Justice
h. Victimology

While not all-inclusive, this outline should provide readers with a threshold
sense of what the authors, and many others across the centuries, are referring
to when employing the word criminology and the relationships between its
subdisciplines.

Again, and for the uninitiated, this structure relates to the field of criminology
and exists separate from laws and legal systems.

The Practitioners

There are as many different types of criminology practitioners as there are of
criminology and its subdisciplines. One way to distinguish this wide assort-
ment is by their formal association with the profession. First, there are those
who refer to themselves as criminologists, and those who do not.

Formally trained criminologists are for the most part social scientists with
graduate- or doctoral-level education employed by universities (often dictated
by institutional policy and employment requirements). As theoretical as this
may seem, such positions are heavy with application, or at least its potential.
As explained in van der Hoven (2006, p. 156):

Briefly, it can be stated that criminologists are trained in the social
sciences and focus mainly on the causes, explanation and prevention of
criminal behaviour. The study field includes the profiling of offenders
as well as of victims of crime. The main emphasis is therefore on the
individuals involved in the criminal act.

Dr Irma Labuschagne (2003, p. 5) rightly points out that criminology
not only focuses on individual criminal behaviour, but also on all
environmental circumstances, as well as the context within which the
criminal was functioning when the crime was committed.

Criminologists specifically study the criminal in all his facets, such as
causal factors contributing to the criminal event, predisposition
(e.g., personality make-up, genetic factors), precipitating factors,
triggering factors, the interaction between the offender and the victim,
victim vulnerability, victim rights, role of the victim in the criminal
justice process, the criminal justice process, the prevention of crime
and victim support, et cetera. Criminological studies involve personality
and sexual deviations, for example the antisocial personality,
paedophilia, violent offenders, rapists, and phenomena such as
domestic violence, school violence and workplace violence.
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Criminologists focus on the causes, dynamics, theoretical explanation
and prevention of violent behaviour. They also study the offender’s
patterns of criminal behaviour in the past to predict his or her
behaviour in future.

Professional criminologists are easily identified by their formal education—
most often at the doctoral level in criminology, sociology, or criminal justice—
and by the nature and extent of their research publications. Though infrequently
employed by the police in our modern justice system, “it is the police who are
relying most heavily on criminological research to make substantial changes in
basic structure and methods of operating” (Williams, 1995, p. 182).

As a behavioral scientist, the criminologist is distinguished from those in the
mental health professions, such as the psychologist and the psychiatrist, by
virtue of a focus on examining causes, interactions, and patterns of crimi-
nal behavior rather than specific diagnoses and treatment (van der Hoven,
2006).

We have already explained that some of the work in the subdisciplines of crim-
inology is theoretical and abstract research, related to the identification and
scrutiny of various criminal phenomenon. Conversely, some of it is practical
and concrete, involving the hands-on application of criminological research
and analytical processes to resolve questions related to criminal inquiry, legal
disputes, and even social problems.

This leads us necessarily to forensic criminology.

FORENSIC CRIMINOLOGY

Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, quando?
Offered at the beginning of In the Tracks of Crime by Henry T. F. Rhodes
(1952) as the “Maxim of a Roman Jurist”?

It may be argued that forensic criminology first appeared in U.S. literature as sci-
entific criminology in the book Crime’s Nemesis by Luke May, published in 1936.
He referred to this work as the scientific detection of crime and criminals, com-
ing from the combined perspectives of physical evidence analysis and criminal
modus operandi analysis. May (1936) states (pp. vi-viii):

The successful criminologist has no illusions about himself, despite
the superman that fiction depicts. He lays no claim to psychic powers
or clairvoyance. And yet, he must be more clever than the criminal.
The criminologist often fights a battle of wits with diabolical cunning.
His knowledge of life and men must be immense; his powers of logic
and deduction, acutely developed. His must be a thirst for knowledge
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in every field... Modern crime detection methods and the marvelous
developments in the scientific detective laboratories of today bring
stupendous odds against the criminal.

It is the purpose of this book to reveal these methods, bring them into
the light...

Criminology demands much... Much of this work, especially its
application to crime problems, was, of necessity, original; for science
has only recently become the handmaiden of the criminologist.

Not surprisingly, this language is essentially an adaption of the writings of
Hans Gross (to be discussed in the “Key Historical Figures” section of this
chapter), which had significant influence over May, and his holistic approach
to forensic casework.

The next major appearance of the concept occurred postcriminalistics, in the
text Expert Witnesses: Criminologists in the Courtroom, published in 1987. The
authors of this work come from an applied social science background: one is
a professor of criminology with a Ph.D. in criminology, and one is a profes-
sor of criminal justice with a Ph.D. in sociology. Both are criminologists and
both have confronted the issues of expert social science testimony in forensic
casework. Their approach to criminology and expert witnessing takes a narrow
but important perspective, leaving the investigative, physical evidence exami-
nation, and forensic mental health aspects entirely aside. They focused their
treatment instead on criminology as it relates to “matters of policing, court
processing, and prison treatment” (Anderson and Winfree, 1987, p. ix), where
research, theoretical, and process-oriented expertise in criminology becomes
important to legal questions and court proceedings, often in a civil context.
They explain that (p. 13):

The presence of criminologists in the court as expert witnesses
offering testimony on a broad range of criminal justice practices and
procedures, or criminological testimony in criminal trials, has included,
and continues to include evidence provided by forensic criminologists
trained in criminalistics... Experts are a available for every imaginable
type of physical evidence and are usually qualified as expert witnesses
based on training and experience.

More recently, owing largely to the expansion of the academic field

of criminal justice..., to the increased liability of actions of its criminal
justice personnel..., and to social issues on key constitutional issues...,
behavioral scientists and social scientists with criminological or
criminal justice expertise have increasingly been asked to appear as
expert witnesses.
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The university-based criminologist, therefore, generally provides expert
testimony based on research which transcends and precedes the
events or matters before the court and which the expert applies to such
matters.

The authors of this earlier work provide deep and useful insight into the role
of expert criminologists and social science testimony, which are important
threads in the overall fabric of forensic criminology.

Based on the long history of criminology, and the multidisciplinary literature
cited thus far, the authors of this text define forensic criminology as the scientific
study of crime and criminals for the purpose of addressing investigative and legal
questions. This is very similar to the equally broad definition offered in van der
Hoven (2006, p. 153): “Forensic criminology refers to the actions of a crimi-
nologist in collecting, analysing and presenting evidence in the interest of objec-
tive proceedings in the judicial process.” It is an applied subcategory of general
criminology where the abstract and the theoretical meet the practical and the
concrete. It involves the proficient, critical, and objective examination of crimi-
nal cases and related evidence, featuring the scientific method and subsequent
evidentiary interpretations. While there are a number of forensic criminologists
in private practice, this field also encompasses many forensic subdisciplines.

In terms of forensic criminology practitioners (a.k.a. forensic criminologists),
it quickly becomes evident that there are generalists and there are specialists. As
with any profession, the specialist is highly proficient and informed regarding
a very restricted area of practice. Forensic criminology specialists might focus
entirely on a single subject matter, such as police use of force, risk assessments,
security, criminal profiling, threat assessment, presentencing assessments, or
an area of physical evidence examination such as criminalistics. Forensic crim-
inology generalists, on the other hand, have a broad spectrum of knowledge
from multiple areas of study and will have multiple areas of expertise. They are
fluent in the theory and application of a broad range of criminology subjects
without necessarily knowing all there is to know about a given subdiscipline.
There are also forensic criminology generalists with speciality areas of con-
centration—hybrids of a sort. While being knowledgeable about many areas
in general, they have localized strengths by virtue of greater research, skill, or
experience in particular areas over the course of their career.

The distinction between generalist and specialist forensic practitioner is made
clearer by a discussion provided in Chisum and Turvey (2007) regarding foren-
sic scientists (pp. ix-x):

Forensic generalists and forensic specialists alike are a requirement
for informed forensic case examination, laboratory testing, and crime
reconstruction to occur. A forensic generalist is a particular kind of
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forensic scientist who is broadly educated and trained in a variety
of forensic specialties. They are “big picture” people who can help
reconstruct a crime from work performed with the assistance of
other forensic scientists and then direct investigators to forensic
specialists as needed. They are experts not in all areas, but in the
specific area of evidence interpretation. According to DeForest et al.
(1983, p. 17),

Because of the depth and complexity of criminalistics, the need for
specialists is inescapable. There can be serious problems, however,
with overspecialization. Persons who have a working knowledge
of a broad range of criminalistics problems and techniques are

also necessary. These people are called generalists. The value

of generalists lies in their ability to look at all of the aspects of a
complex case and decide what needs to be done, which specialists
should be involved, and in which order to carry out the required
examinations.

Specialization occurs when a forensic scientist has been trained in a
specific forensic subspecialty, such as an area of criminalistics, forensic
toxicology, forensic pathology, or forensic anthropology. Specialists are
an important part of forensic science casework, with an important role
to fill. Traditionally, forensic specialists provide the bricks, and forensic
generalists have traditionally provided the blueprints.

The forensic generalist in criminology, therefore, understands that informed
case analysis is the result of objectively examining a whole related system of
evidence rather than a narrow, specialized portion. The forensic generalist con-
siders the totality of the known physical and behavioral evidence and only
then frames theories regarding the behavior and circumstances related to a
crime. He or she is steered by good science and the scientific method, holding
no investment in the outcome. The forensic generalist then tests those theories
and the theories of others against the evidence, using a framework of analyti-
cal logic and critical thinking to distinguish facts, assumptions, opinions, and
inference.

DISTINGUISHING FORENSIC CRIMINOLOGY

The single distinguishing feature of forensic criminologists, with respect to any
other type of criminologist, is the expectation that their findings will be sub-
mitted as evidence within the context of a formal investigation or legal pro-
ceeding. That is to say, their findings are not only bound by adherence to the
scientific method, but are also intended to be of sufficient quality and certainty
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for courtroom use. To that end, they must be prepared to offer their conclusions
under penalty of perjury, whether in a written declaration or affidavit, a foren-
sic report, or sworn expert testimony:.

While the majority of university-based criminologists are concerned with crime
and criminality from a research, process, or theoretical perspective, forensic
criminologists have a particular type of examination to perform or a particu-
lar set of questions to answer. They are interested in research or theory only
inasmuch as it can be applied to forensic analyses or the subsequent inter-
pretations of results in casework. Generally, this will relate to the detection,
investigation, reconstruction, and analysis of crime and criminal behavior, as
well as to the identification, apprehension, examination, and adjudication of
criminals. In civil cases, this will relate to areas of liability as defined by law.

It is necessary at this point to delineate forensic criminology from other like
areas of criminology. This includes its “mother,” applied criminology, as well as
the areas of police science and criminal justice administration.

Applied criminology is a term that “refers to the application of criminological
theory to criminal justice practice” (Helfgott, 2008, p. 419). It is also argued
that “Applied Criminology should have a critical edge, casting a discriminat-
ing analytical gaze over the processes of criminalization, crime enforcement,
and the criminal justice system” (Stout, Yates, and Williams, 2008, p. 6). Using
these descriptions, applied criminology is an appropriate term for characteriz-
ing any application of criminological knowledge to any process related to the
criminal justice system as we have defined it. This encompasses many areas,
including the application of criminological knowledge to the making of laws,
the management of police agencies, the management of prisoners, and the
treatment of victims, to name but a few. It also includes, as a subcategory, the
area of forensic criminology.

Forensic criminology is, as defined, a particular type of applied criminology
involving the scientific study of crime and criminals for the purpose of address-
ing investigative and legal questions. This distinction involves an appreciation
of applied criminology as a form of macro-analysis: it tends to involve the
nomothetic (gro