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Based upon the all three of the readings for this week, do you believe that the challenges inherent in interviewing active offenders outweigh the rewards of potential insights or knowledge which may be gleaned into offender decision-making? In other words, is this type of research worth conducting? Take a position either way and point to various aspects of the articles to fully support your position. 
It is easy to believe that the challenges inherent in interviewing active offenders outweigh the rewards of potential insights or knowledge which may be gleaned into offender decision-making. The secret behind this notion is that serious crimes, perhaps most of them, are done in situations that are not within the reach of the criminal law. In fact, most of them are perpetrated by or against individuals who themselves are involved in law-breaking. In such situations, perpetrators are more likely to be reluctant in sharing important information for fear of exposing their illicit activities. Also, they tend to think that they would not be taken seriously if they complained or raised an issue that affects them simply because they are perceived to be criminals. This type of research is worth conducting because the shared secret has an important implication for understanding the spread of criminal violence.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In his article, Jacques (2010) claims that by operating outside the law, most offenders believe that they cannot be treated as “victims” by the criminal justice system.  In turn, this means that the unavailability of compensatory and retributive benefits leaves the offenders on their own. They believe that if wrongs done against them are going to be righted, their own devices will be the ones to make it happen. 
To what extent, if any, should a fieldworker be willing to either participate in or have “guilty knowledge” of various crimes? For example, would it be appropriate for a field researcher to participate in minor acts of vandalism (e.g. graffiti) to establish rapport with his or her subjects?
To a certain extent, a fieldworker must not participate in any minor acts of vandalism to establish rapport with his or her subjects. While rapport is often associated with the need to develop honesty, trust, and loyalty when collecting data, to some extent it does not assure truth-telling by key respondents or informants. Therefore, the achievement of rapport should not be done through actual participation as participation in illicit actions could run the researcher into trouble and even raise ethical questions in the study. The researcher can try to use a different approach, for example, Berger (2001), describes how she shared her personal stories with those engaged in her fieldwork studies, generating relationship formation and exchange between them. 
Reeves (2010) notes that while a researcher may be anxious to establish and maintain rapport so as to generate good quality data, respondents may not have these concerns at heart. Hence, in her study of convicted criminals living in a probation hostel, even though respondents were comfortable with her presence, they continued to tell her half-truths, lies and stories in order to give an image they wanted to portray. Achieving rapport then, does not necessarily lead to honest responses. 
Reflect upon Scott Jacques’ (2010) article, “The Necessary Conditions for Retaliation.” Point to one aspect of his theory of non-violent and violent forms of drug markets that may lend itself to criticism by other scholars. 
In criminology, retaliation is defined as an act of getting even with someone or a group of people perceived to be a threat to one’s safety. Offenders tend to retaliate if they cannot get justice they deserve from the formal criminal justice system. By investigating the forms of drug market retaliation, criminologist Scott Jacques found that all retaliation tend to follow a rational pattern and each form of retaliation depends upon a number of personal and situational conditions. For example, if a drug dealer is perpetrated by someone, he or she may decide to retaliate by either confiscating properties from the perpetrator or even engaging in a violent retaliation. According to Jacques (2010), each decision is made rationally, which means that drug dealers may weigh the outcomes of their decisions before even retaliating. This thought is contentious and may receive critical criticism as many theorists also believes that the idea of engaging in crimes is somehow not rational as it can be influenced by other factors such as criminal behaviors and situational factors such as the need for revenge.  
Since most offenders intend to retaliate to earn justice for themselves, at the moment they do not think of the consequences of the decision they are making as they are proactively focused on their expectations. In particular, they feel entitled to retaliate because that is the right thing to do. They also tend to believe that whoever they are trying to retaliate to is unlikely to take any legal action as he or she may fear exposing his or her illicit activities. While Jacques provide several conditions in which various forms of retaliation occurs, I tend to think that all violent retaliation are performed regardless of whether or not an individual has wealth. The decision to engage in this form of retaliation is purely based on irrational thinking motivated by anger, pain, or revenge. This form of retaliation may result to death or a series of unending retaliation in the future. 
Provide a suggestion as to how this particular aspect of Jacques’ theory can be approved upon. Note: even if you agree with all of the propositions laid out by Jacques (2010), you must identify at least one potential weakness or area and discuss how it can be strengthened. 
Jacques (2010) introduced various forms of retaliation and conditions in which the decision to retaliate are based upon. While he agrees that the decision to retaliate is based upon rational and non-rational elements of choice, he gave minimal attention to the affective and emotional components of decision-making that results to the various forms of retaliation he theorizes. In his aspect of violent retaliation, he asserts that for violent confiscation to take place, one should have physical capacity and access to the wealth of the retaliator. This does not necessarily have to be the case. An individual can act irrationally, for example, organize a gang that would not necessarily confiscate physical items or wealth from someone, but for revenge with an intention of causing emotional and physical harm.   
Understanding the scope of the various forms of retaliation as well as incorporating modulated decision-making processes, Jacques theory can be strengthened. A module explaining how offenders make their decisions on which form of retaliation to engage can provide insights that would be used to identify areas and issues those tasked with conducting interventions for drug market retaliation should focus more upon. In other words, Jacques theory should incorporate both rational and non-rational components for it to be effective in the criminal justice system. 
Point to one aspect of Bruce Jacobs’ (2012) that you found to be of interest. Be sure to explain how it furthers our understanding of violent street crimes. 
Bruce Jacobs (2012) explores two tactics that are conceptual to the delivery of coercive actions. I find the aspect of offender’s manipulation of celerity and publicity in the approach process more interesting because of its implication in ensuring compliance in a coercive environment. Criminals use different tactics to lure drivers in the streets. Jacobs (2012) notes that offenders tend to use what he refers to as “normalcy illusions” to reduce detection in compromising situations as well as to flee under certain circumstances without raising an alarm. By understanding this tactic, criminologists would be aware of how to detect violent crimes on the streets that could, otherwise be difficult to detect.  
One would expect a hijacked driver to drive recklessly on the road so as to get police officer’s attention or of other drivers on the road who would come for his or her rescue. Jacob (2012) argues that today’s carjackers know how to manipulate their victims and more often they do so on gun point just to make sure that the victim complies. It is possible for a crime to go undetected even in circumstances where the driver is asked to pull over by a police officer for a checkup. Understanding what to really look for can help further understanding of violent street crimes and perhaps increase criminologist’s sensitivity, especially when it comes to determining the driver’s normalcy. 
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