Weekly Assignment

1) Farrington (2006) discusses the role that families play in developing a criminal offender.  Farrington says that crime runs in families.  He says the strongest single predictor for offending is whether the future offender has criminal or antisocial parents.  Assuming that Farrington is correct in this claim, why do these children of criminals turn into criminals themselves?  Do the children of the criminals learn criminal or antisocial behavior from the parents?  Or do the children turn to criminal or antisocial behavior because the criminality of the parents leads them to be absent during much of the childhood?
2) Gottfredson, Wilson, and Najaka (2009) discuss the role of the school and how it can help to prevent and to control crime.  The authors end up coming to the conclusion that more money should be appropriated to the schools.  This money should be used for school based prevention activities.  The authors suggest some programs that they claim to work.  However, the ultimate decision on fiscal matters comes from the federal government.  The authors say that the money should go to research proven programs.  Will the government continue to throw money at un-proven programs?  Will the government finally listen to researchers?  Are researchers partially to blame for why the government does not currently listen to researchers?   
3) In his article, Tolan (2003) discusses how to prevent crime and delinquency in youths.  Tolan explains three types of crime prevention: setting or situational, community or environmental, and developmental.  He ultimately comes to the conclusion that developmental is the best crime prevention strategy.  Is focusing on the individual and the individual’s family the best way to prevent youth crime?  Would it be better to target a community and then target the individual?
4) Sampson (1999) writes that the community is something that public policy should be focused on.  Sampson goes further and lists public policy implications when focusing on the community.  His article sounds very similar to Broken Windows theory.  Sampson even says that non-crime policies can have an effect on crime.  Is the community the most the factor pertaining to the crime rate?  Sampson says that crime leads ultimately to more crime.  Is this true?  Or can crime lead to other things?  Can crime lead to positive outcomes? 
5) Taylor  (1997) writes about isolating key physical differences by observing location to location differences.  What the author is talking about draws heavily on routine activities theory.  Taylor is basically saying that structural and locational changes can affect the crime rate.  For example, he explains how public housing has changed its approach from building high rise buildings to low rise buildings to help the crime rate.  While the government has been trying to implement changes to reduce the crime rate, it still has a way to go.  Will public housing (because of the physical differences) ever become an area that has a low amount of crime?  If yes, how?  If no, why?  What other changes could lower the crime rate in public housing?   
