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Abstract: This review is presented of the social construction of spatial control thoughts and
processes within criminology, which has, fundamentally, influenced the idea of tracing the
paths of both the offender and the crime. Criminological theories and geographies spatial
theories relate subtle differences in the use of place for a broad interpretation of the functions
and the forces shaping criminal offending, including variations in judicial responses. Though
critical criminology has established a paradigm of spatial discourses based upon conflict
theories, contemporary processes in geographical criminology, coupled with the use of spatial
technology, present a strong platform and opportunity to pose more pragmatic questions and
to seek new paths to understand these processes. Furthering the criminological motives of
social control through historical and contemporary spatial approaches, the implications of
building in a critical framework for spatial analysis are discussed.

The purpose of this study is to examine how crime control processes and the understanding of
social relationships are changing through the use of geospatial technologies. It will also assess
the implications of these changes for posing more pragmatic questions about criminal behavior
and societal reaction and influences. This review is intended to further criminological discussions
on the implications of exempting critical perspectives of crime from the growing disciplinary
interest in geographic criminology. Since the increased attention— through a diversity of crime
displacement literature—given to the interactionist perspective of criminological theories cannot
be denied, this analysis is a necessity (Sherman, and Weisburd, 1995).

Spatial analysis is a method for the analysis of data that are linked to locations. Geospatial 
technologies or geographic information systems are software systems that are used for this 
purposes. The tools are used by law enforcement analysts and scholars to measure crime rate 
and its distribution across different neighborhoods and communities. Understanding the 
dynamics, intersections and delimitations between space and place in the location and shaping 
of social forces is important for the facilitation and prediction of human behavior. Historically, 
an assemblage of theories has related space to the creation and hosting of criminal behavior 
(Cornish and Clarke, 1987), and novel spatial mapping and analytic approaches incrementally 
seek to draw conclusions from them. Crime rates, measured at different neighborhood and 
community spatial scales, are associated with the level of social disorganization at a particular
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place. This statistics is often correlated with diverse social and economic variables in those
areas (Mencken and Barnett, 1999). With developments in geographic information systems,
spatial technologies based on geographic concepts have, greatly, advanced our understanding
of the movement and interaction of events across space in the last 50 years. (Michelle, 2009).
Today, researchers in criminology and urban geography utilize these methods in exploratory,
descriptive and explanatory crime studies. However, in the study of criminal behavior, certain
limitations persist in the application of the geography of crime epistemology. Beyond the
development of complex statistical methodologies and novel spatial mapping approaches, the
fundamental problem of advancing the theories related to the layers of interconnected attributes
explaining the spatial nature of human behavior remains (Tita and Radil, 2010). The
requirements of statistical and spatial analysis do not, necessarily, imply complex
methodologies, but, rather, should inform the accurate identification of the determinants that
would completely explain the process (Bowen, 2001). This search often appears unrealistic
because of the multifacetedpsychologicalmakeup of the human character, the dynamic nature
of socialization, and the influence of political and economic forces that shape these drives
across dimensions of spaceand time (Lowman, 1986). Moreover, the finite nature of our
understanding of infinite dimensions of space and time pose implausible environmental and
theoretical difficulties for logical analysis. For instance, some activities considered criminal
in an area ‘A,’ maybe considered non-criminal in area ‘B.’ Labelling an area as crime prone
because of the perceptions of outside forces, may, in fact,also reinforce such activities in those
areas (Lowman, 1986).

The present report joins the discussion of the fundamental limitations to the objectives of 
understanding criminal behavior across space with the use of spatial mapping technologies. 
The study assembles ideas, which seek to advance the consideration of critical explanations of 
criminal behavior in the development of spatial crime mapping concepts, techniques and 
technological platforms. If the goal of spatial crime analysis is to accurately understand, explain 
and predict criminal behavior, it is important to continue asking the time-honored questions: 
What do we measure? What do we fail to measure? This brings into question the issue of 
construct limitations in geographic criminology, examined by Lowman (1986), who argues 
that these inquiries should be of critical importance to criminologists.Additionally, given the 
explosive growth in geospatial concepts and technology (Wilson & Smith, 2008) in recent 
years, it is no longer news that understanding space is sin qua non to understanding how our 
world works. Acceding to the merits of incorporating models that measure the conflict 
perspectives of crime distribution, Rabenarivo (2008) questioned “how spatial analysis is 
pursued across disciplines and to what extent are these practices theoretically informed? “This 
is not a critical work on the technology used for spatial analysis, nor is it intended to explore 
current advances in the subject or its limitations. The position of this paper is that, rather, than 
being limiting, spatial analysis technologies present opportunities to ask more complete 
questions beyond how crime is distributed across space. An important part of this search is the 
requirement to triangulate these processes to incorporate both the crime event and the values 
in those places. Tital and Radil (2010) noted that spatial error models can be used to model 
shared values—beliefs and norms—that may not be, distinctively, observed in diverse places. 
However, regarding the overt exchange of ‘place’ for space, and converting complex social



processes that determine ‘place’ to a few statistical notions of ‘space, they equally proposed
the need for caution,because social distance and networks influence the movement of crime
across space (Mears and Bhati, 2006). But to what extent this process is considered in spatial
analysis is questionable in criminological studies.

Kirkwood et al. (2013) noted that it is important to address the relationship between the 
notions of place identity and the regulation of space. The assumption made in this paper is that 
this relationship impacts the way judgements are made in the design of methodologies that 
harness concepts and tools to study crime events and criminal behavior across space. This 
position would be explored through a theoretical discussion. The study commences with the 
examination of the epistemological basis of geographic analysis of crime through a revalidation 
of Lowman’s four era’s (Lowman, 1986) of geographic criminology. It then examines the 
constraints of measurement constructs in spatial analysis, such as the under development of 
critical concepts of law creation and crime control as they effect crime patterns. By addressing 
the epistemology of place and space, the perception of place identity, spatial perspectives of 
conflict and consensus criminology, the issues involved in achieving a coherency between 
official crime data and value constructs is given theoretical focus. Finally, the study explores 
solutions and recommends the development of tools that would effectively triangulate spatial 
studies with critical approaches to ensure completeness.

Today, a diversity of geospatial models and technologies are utilized to monitor, measure and
analyze the patterns of crime distribution across space. The epistemological basis of geographic
analysis of crime has been of equal interest to criminologist. A critical analysis by Lowman
(1986) identified four major defining eras in the development of spatial perspectives on crime.
The first major interest of ecological crime analysis began with Guerry (1883) and Quetelet
(1842). This was identified as the cartographic era. A second major interest in this area of
crime study occurred almost a century later, in the Chicago School. This era is, commonly,
identified with the work of Shaw and McKay (1931) on social disorganization. Then, two
decades later, in the 1950s, came the factor analytic era, which was followed by the
environmental criminology perspective and the geography of crime, both of which emerged
almost simultaneously between the 1970s and 1980s. In diverse ways, each periods defined
our understanding of crime through crime measurement, not just on how and what they
measured, but also on what they actually measured and failed to measure. Lowman further
argued that it was, in fact, the factor analytic scholars that created the interests in spatial crime
study, which still survives, today.

According to Lowman, the primary foundation formany of the early scholars who studied 
the geographic of criminal behavior around social neighborhoods was the instrumental use of 
geographic tools of measurement and scales to place thematic objects and vector distances in 
space. Geographers, like ecologists, also study populations of spatial objects and are joined to 
urban populations of people. A crime-incident distribution provided a foundation for analyzing 
the spatial realities of changes in criminal behavior. Thus for criminology, the fundamental 
premises of instrumental analysis of crime in space derived its momentum from geography, 
and why not? Lowman noted that geography has merged with a section of criminology to



create a distinct perspective of crime measurement through the collaboration of environmental
criminology and the geography of crime. It should, now, be a goal of criminology to complete
these task through an accurateconceptual integration of criminological theoriesinto the methods
and technologies of spatial analysis.

Incidentally, the primaryreasonfor using the geographic criminological concepts of spatial 
analysis is to understand criminal behavior. But that could be highly restraining if the focus is, 
primarily,on the distribution, or even the displacement, of crime, although both are critical 
starting points.Many of the concerns of the present study were raised by Lowman (1986), but 
considering the use of advanced geospatial technology in geographic criminology in the last 
two and half decades, there is a need to revisit these concerns.

1. The enlargement of the epistemological basis of geographic criminology incorporates
aspects of the influence of the forces of social control on the spatial manifestation of
crime. This is seen, mostly, in crime displacement studies that examine the role of law
enforcement intervention on crime displacement and diffusion. However, it remains
an instrumental approach to the study of crime.

2. Geographic criminology continues to study crime from the traditional consensus
approach of a common value definition of crime among groups in the society.

3. Geographic criminology continues to divorce the spatial manifestation of crime from
the ideological premises of the social definition of deviance.

4. Additionally, the contextual implications of deviant behavior are not, often, considered
when only a quantitative analysis is applied in the examination of the spatial distribution
of crime.

5. Incorporating societal reactions and judicial processes of law enforcement intervention
into geographic criminological analysis have not had a significant impact on crime
rates (Lowman, 1986).

6. How, for instance, does geographic criminology incorporate the racialized perception 
and structural criminalization of minorities into the analysis of crime across space as 
an aspect of a neighborhood variable, particularly since this context may have an 
impact on differential law enforcement of neighborhoods and, by extension, on official 
crime statistics? Perceptions of criminality are salient features of societal reactions, 
public opinions, moral panic, legislation, judicial processes, and law enforcement 
reactions. They enforce the radicalization of the parts of the society that feel 
embittered by judicial processes that are perceived to be biased (Refer 2013; 
Sampson and Loeffler, 2010). Recently, following the deaths of Freddie Gray and 
teenagers Trayvon Martin and Michael Brown, this situation has become evident.

7. How does geographic criminology connect the antecedent social processes, such as 
“white flight” and the processes of urban decline that followed, that may have incited 
an explosion of crime in urban neighborhoods, including the ‘spiral of decay’ that 
came with the decline in neighborhood levels of collective efficacy. This flight—
presumably to protect whites’ statuses and advantages—began with the rescinding of 
the Plessy v. Ferguson, separate but equal,’ U.S. Supreme Court case of 1896 by



another high court case, Brown v the Board of Education in 1954. Yet, segregation in
educational opportunities is apparent in the concentration of the poor and minorities
in poorly managed and funded public schools. It has been heavily documented that,
without education, the likelihood of the young to engage in criminal behavior or to
end up in prison increases (Reifer, 2013).

8. What are the implications of the social processes of concentrated disadvantages on
neighborhood crime and mass incarceration? Studies comparing neighborhood crime
rates show that areas with concentrated disadvantages have higher rates of incarceration
(Sampson and Loeffler, 2010). So how plausible is it to comprehend crime rates in
those areas without considering these intertwined antecedent social processes?

Because criminal behavior is much more than a science of positional identification and
spatial scales, the manifestation of criminal behavior, many criminologists agree, is also
constitutive of societal reactions to crime, and the definitions of crime. This implies that the
definition of legal ordinances, as well as that of societal interactions, create criminal behavior
beyond the identification of spatial scales utilizedfor the examination of the other social
processing underlying criminal behavior (Lowman, 1986). This is an area that radical
criminology has always insisted is critical to the understanding of the definitions, determination,
evolution and control of crime. Therefore, for the manifestation of neighborhood criminal
behavior to be objectively analyzed, diverse layers of social configurations must be placed on
the table, simultaneously.

For the most part, Lowman (1986) suggested that geographers have selectively used
criminological theory in their articulation of the geographic perspectives of crime.
Criminologists have expressed similar perspectives. The functions of criminal deviance,such
as criminal and socio-control processes, derive momentum from the sociological processes
underlying them. Thus, using modern spatial tools in determining the distribution of crime, it
is critical that a methodology is derived that incorporates the functions of these processes. For
instance, Freisthler, Bruce, and Needell (2007) used spatial regression methods to study how
neighborhood processes that are associated with child maltreatment influence the
disproportionate number of ethnic minority children in the welfare system in California. Using
940 census tracts as units of analysis, they found that higher rates of poverty and off-premises
alcohol outlets were significant for blacks, and that unemployment and the percentage of female-
headed families were associated with maltreatment rates among Hispanics. For whites, the
percentagesof poverty and elderly people, and the ratio of children to adults were associated
with child maltreatment. They concluded that, while reducing poverty would, generally, reduce
child maltreatment, efforts to prevent child maltreatment may need to be designed to incorporate
specific neighborhood characteristics. The authors’report suggests that researchers devising
intervention procedures may need to consider the specific social processes related to child
maltreatment for specific ethnic groups.

This study found some evidence that dimensions of social disorganizationare, generally,
applicable to racially identified neighborhoods. In Freisthler’s, Bruce’s, and Needell’s
estimation, while some dimensions of social disorganization are, generally, applicable, what
constitutes disorganization in one area may not be applicable to another because of their different
functions of social process. While the burdens of childcare may have been applicable as



disorganization in white neighborhoods, they werenot, generally,troubling in ethnic-minority
communities (i.e., Hispanic neighborhoods), where people lived more communal lifestyles, or
because of their responses to other social problems not common among whites.

The sociological antecedent processes of crime distribution cannot be studied utilizing
geographic analysis alone, even when, today, many of such analysis incorporates the analysis
of the influence of social control practices on crime incident distribution. Essentially, in order
to understand the contextual backgrounds for criminal behavior in the study areas, as well as
the displacement of crime from one area to another, qualitative mechanisms must be
incorporated. As Lowman (1986) pointed out, despite current effortsof geographic criminology
proponents to, understand, also, the influence of social control processes and differences, the
social world of deviants, and the social creation of deviance—all part of the sociology of
deviance—radical criminology scholars argue, more profoundly, that deviance results, primarily,
from the ideological reconstruction of social order. This thought frame has received limited
recognitionbythe advocates of thegeographic criminological analysis of space and crime. In
order to fully understand the intricate web of processes leading to the emergence of crime
across diverse spaces, the following question must be answered: How are the politico-economic
processes and the social power equations that define criminal behavior incorporated into spatial
analysis?

How are values measured and correlated with the functions of spatial theory? The actions
(crime incidents) measured by crime analysts in space, have related functions to values
conserved within those places. Therefore,it is, also, important to discover and address the
functions of the place in the space that we measure. If the problem is place identity, it is
defined by the interaction of social forces that are beyond the power of these neighborhoods to
modify or control. The contributions of these neighborhoods are often negligible in the
characterization and production of these forces.

“Space is Freedom, Place is Security” (Tuan, 1977, p.3). The implication of discriminating
between space and place in the use of official statistics to analyze criminal behavior is not new
(Lowman, 1986). But the acceptance of its significance is hardly consistent. The nonconsensual
interpretation of meanings, based on the relationship and differences in the use of the two
words in the geography and other areas in the social sciences, is the fundamental issue—much
more than the statistics and the science—in spatial analysis (Agnew, 2011).

Agnew (2011) observed that while one space can be exchanged for another without any
thing changing, place, being a location of human habitation, cannot be exchanged with another
place without everything changing. In other words, unlike space, a place has no equivalents
elsewhere. Though space and place are both concerned with the question, ‘where?’ far more
than space, place is concerned with how, when and why. Further, Agnew provides a spatial
and a non-spatial definition of place. Just like space, place may be seen as a geometric entity,
defined by spatial scales or geographic themes, or by an intersection in space, where diverse,
human-lived experiences are processed. Place is, thus, formed from the interaction between
space and those processes. Agnew suggests that a place may be constructed as a location with
special qualities within space. The journey to become a place begins at the spatial matrix of a



hollow space. Place can then be understood from the perspective of two elements, process and
space; when theformer is overlooked, a hollow, geometric space is, again, envisioned. Even
so, taking a snap shot of the processes occurring in space is a poor predictor of outcomes.
Taking a more comprehensive life- course approach, involving a diverse set of variables and a
more comprehensive set of interacting processes, is a better determinant (Agnew, 2011).

Agnew notes that the conflicting choices of space and place “probably results from the
modernist tendency to exalt abstract categories and terms (such as class, ethnicity, interests,
identities, etc.) and then generalize about them across time and space rather than focus directly
on either the concrete activities to which they supposedly refer or the covariation rather than
singular occurrence of what the categories and terms represent from place to place (p. 4).” A
life-course account of spatial processes, suggested by Agnew, would, perhaps, entail some
form of historical analysis involving observational research, and not just a count of the events
against their geometric locations as they occur in space.

Unlike space, which is configured as a geometric abstract concept that is divisible by
equal sectioned grid lines, place is sectioned by people, history, laws, wars, events, philosophies,
etc. As noted by Agnew, the break of social, political, and economic boundaries due to
globalization, does not equate to the conquering of place by space. However, it could be seen
as a process of the reconfiguration of places. Some suggest that because of current neoliberal
tendencies, place is mostly a private concept, whereas space is mainly public (Varna and
Tiesdell, 2010).

By considering place, independent of space, Bernard (1981) identified two distinct 
mechanisms in the distribution of crime across space: the changes in criminal behavior, and 
the changes in crime rates. Thus for Bernard, the rate of crime at a particular place, cannot be 
equated to the degree of criminal behavior at that same place without the use of measures that 
can, effectively, triangulate those two variables. However, the difference between these two 
concepts at a place is like the difference between an act and a situation (Hofstede, 2001). As 
implied earlier by Lowman (1986), crime rate is solely an instrumental measure.Historical 
perspectives of conflict between two groups in society are explained in terms of human behavior, 
ideology and justice (Bernard, 1981). According to Bernard, politico-economic groups form 
in relation to values and their responses, thereof, to those values which define societal laws. 
Since societal laws are not consensual, understanding the manifestation of criminal behavior 
would be difficult if completely explained by the use of instrumental tools, alone. Beyond the 
identification of spatial scales, the underlying social processes of criminal behavior deserve 
equal attention and measurement (Lowman, 1986).

The classification of some neighborhoods as being socially disorganized, makes those places
prone to perceptions of particular behavior settings. These perceptions are recognized by
criminological theorists as labels. Spatial analyses of crime incidents that are based on official
statistics, inadvertently act to collaborate these perceptions. That is because the data sets are
based on official records, which, on their own, are functions of laws, politics, power, inequities,
histories, education, employment, differential enforcement, interests, ideologies and
misfortunes.



Psychologists believe that individual actions are connected to the antecedent acts of other
people and events (Heft, Hoch, Edmunds and Weeks, 2014). However, in a ground breaking
study of adolescent behavior by Barker (1968), it was discovered that social and community
settingsare stronger predictors of behavior. Reviewing studies by Barker (1968) and Barker
and Wright (1955), the behavior of one individual adolescent was found to vary across different
settings more so than in a study of different adolescents in a particular setting (Heft, Hoch,
Edmunds and Weeks, 2014). The studies suggests that actions of an individual are conditioned
by the setting—the place where the acts occur. The concepts of settings and individual behaviors
may be likened to the spatial position of place as the predictor of the behavior of its resident
population. Though an act could be the depiction of a form of behavior by an individual, it
cannot be extended to the sum total of the values of the place. While ‘the setting,’ as related to
an adolescent individual, is predictable, the position of the place as a behavioral predictor of
populations is limited by shifting the dynamics of intra- and inter-individual attributes, group
attributes and interactions within the same place and between diverse places. Proshausky,
Fabian and Kamlaoff (1983) defined place identity as “a potpourri of memories, conceptions,
interpretations, ideas and related feelings about specific physical settings as well as types of
setting” (p. 60). The uniqueness of a place is subsumed when it is treated like a generic space
in spatial statistics, where equivalencies are multifaceted and non-dynamic. As conveyed by
Barker (1968), for the adolescent individual, it is possible that, if a population from a particular
place, say A, is moved to a different place, say B, which is a different setting (economically,
politically, socially, in terms of power, educationally, with respect to misfortunes, etc.) he or
she may act differently.

The way a society constructs a place,serves to create and legitimize the identity of the
place and the way the society relates to it (Kirkwood, McKinley and Mcvittie, 2013). Kirkwood
et al. examined the implication of a mutually constitutive relationship between place and identity
for asylum seekers in England. They found that while constructed notions of a place may
legitimize and support the presence of refugee seekers, they could also serve to reinforce
notions that are not beneficial to the place. Similarly, just as these notions act to legitimize
social relationships within and without the place, they may influence official government and
institutional relations to the place. To the extent that they create spatial identities of crime
spaces, the question is, to what degree do these notions of place and identity affect the way
that criminal events are suggested and analyzed. It is important to understand how such identities
impact and introduce bias, oversight and incongruent models in order to legitimate intentions
to address the problem of criminal behavior and distribution across diverse places. This places
the onus on crime control policymakers and designers of spatial evaluation tools to consider
space in the sense of the construction of the identities that define it as a place.

Place identity has social origins, and the process of impartation of theses identities has
functions (Kirkwood et al., 2003). These functions are major issues contended between
conflictual and consensual notions of law creation in the society. Just as place identity impacts
a society’s relationship to a place, it also influences the inhabitant’s self-awareness, their
perceptions of the place and other places. This is because place identity attaches an individual’s
or a group’s identity in the constructed identity or the relevance or lack thereof of the place.
Dixon (2001) noted that “the history of collective relations in many societies is at least in part,



a history of struggles over geography’’ (p. 600). Place identity carries rhetorical, discursive 
actions and political dimensions, and influences the regulation of space. There is sparse research 
to examine how the construction of the identity of places functions to create people’s identities, 
explain their behaviors and discredit or justify their actions and sense of being. The construction 
of place identity can legitimatize or criticize a group’s presence at a particular place by creating 
legitimate or illegitimate identities in terms of economics or dangerousness. (Kirkwood et al.
2013).

The historical diatribe between the conflict and consensus perspectives of law creation and
enforcement is apparent in the utilization of US Census Bureau demographic data as a common
source of information for spatial analysis in the social sciences. According to Tita and Radil
(2010), a major problem with the use of geospatial technology and data sources is the scant
development of covariates, modeled against the social regularities that determine criminal
behavior. In the analysis of spatial location and movement of crime, the interpolation of law
enforcement crime incident data and US Census Bureau data often act to affirm official positions
and policies which assume that all populations receive equal treatment. This view is premised
on the egalitarian presumptions of modern society documented in laws, rules and regulation.
In spite of the commitment to methodological rigor in the development of the current models
of spatial analysis, difficulties in interpreting and validating results and policy questions arise
from their adoption (Wilson and Smith, 2008; Rabenarivo, 2008). An officially determined
socio-legal system is a critical structural element of criminal behavior and statistical records
of crime events (Herbert, 1979).

The position of conflict criminology is that people’s conditions and life situations affect
their values (Bernard, 1981). Politico-economic groups form in society in alignment with related
values, and the more powerful groups define societal values and laws. Because deviance by
the more powerful groups in the society is more complex and subtle, it is more difficult for
agencies of social control to identify and regulate them. As such, conflict theorists believe that
the distribution of crime rates between the groups will be inversely proportional to their politico-
economic situation (Bernard, 1981). While Bernard (1981) presented a profound contrast
between radical and conflict criminological thought, in reality, it is often difficult to separate
one from the other.

As identified by Bernard (1981), within the conflict perspective, it is possible to consider
two distinct mechanisms in the distribution of crime across space, changes in criminal
behavior and changes in crime rates. While a particular form of criminal behavior may be
decreasing in an area, the rate of that crime type may be increasingin the official statistics.
Such a situation can be appreciated by understanding the social processes underlying the
changing values, including criminal behavior in an area, and the official processes of law
creation and enforcement as it applies to that particular area. According to conflict theorists,
societal values are not consensual, but are in conflict in the two value systems. Within this
matrix, the most powerful group defines the dominant values, including deviance and the
laws of social control. Additionally, societal values are in a flux of time and changing human
sensibilities.



The movement of crime incidents from one area to another after a period of law enforcement
intervention can, also, be comprehended, but epistemological realities must underlay the
analysis. For instance, Edwin Sutherland employed differential association theory to describe
the conflict perspective, in part by explaining the low crime rate among white collar criminals
in spite of the high incidence of this criminal behavior (Bernard, 1981). Bernard explained
this concept, using the construct of two distinct places, A and B. This concept applies if, for
instance, in a study of the spatial distribution in areas A and B, a high crime incident distribution
is identified in area A, even though criminal behavior is declining in that area and, conversely,
a low crime incident distribution is identified in area B when, in fact, criminal behavior is on
the rise in B. It may be that simple affirmed official crime statistics and the consensual view
point of deviance are fueling this dynamic. Therefore, unlike the belief among mainstream
criminologists that the law is value neutral and formed in the best interest of society, the
structure of the criminal justice systems and the social and legal functions of criminal law
unjustly weigh criminal deviance rules and definition against a much weaker societal group.
However, this process may be unintended by the individuals who operate the system.

Citing Piers Blaikie (1978 p. 276), Tita and Radil (2010) noted that studies in spatial diffusion
have not adequately followed the development of spatial statistical processes with adequate
theoretical explanations of the underlying process. When compared to the conflicting ideas of
criminal behavior and neighborhood crime, these developmentsappear to follow a biased
trajectory of official statistics.This is, possibly, because official statistics are easily available
in technological platforms that are more interoperable to the instrumentaltemplates used for
modelling these spatial statistical platforms. Scientific development seemed to follow one single
trajectory or paradigm until the emergence of a revolution that questioned these old ideas
(Kuhn, 1962).

How are the descriptive and exploratory spatial measurements of crime related to other
types of provoked or natural strategies for measuring behavior?Because certain groups, for
example, are more likely to commit certain types of crime, studies have established that, in the
United States, minorities are more likely to commit street crimes than are whites (Chaiken and
Chaiken, 1990). Other extrinsic forces might play a role, also, but that it does not provide the
grounds to develop programs or even measurement tools that would target spaces based on
those singular measurement indices, alone. Doing so could make them prone to committing
every resident of those places to a single behavioral category. It would be important to triangulate
those measurement tools and seek the points of convergence of their outcomes so that the
measurements reflects values, such as civic duty and job participationand information (Hofstede,
2001) like the number of crime incident at a place. The fact is that, in law enforcement, “implicit
bias” might have the overwhelming and inadvertent effects of programming how people measure
crime as reflected in concepts that examine crime solely from the perspective of official statistics
and the technical aspect of crime distribution.Openshaw (1994) suggested that it is important
to distinguish between a database anomaly and an anomaly due to GIS spatial analysis. In
other words, despite the sophistication and significance of the modern technology tools used
for spatial analysis in recent years, it is important that the methods of spatial analysis



acknowledge that the structure of the attributes and configuration of the data can, conceptually,
address the intended issues and problems.

Is implicit bias relevant to the concepts and strategies that have been developed for the
spatial measurement of crime with GIS tools? Implicit bias is inherent and subtly operated. It
often becomes an inadvertent mechanisms that activates unknown and unconscious patterns
of bias that people, unknowingly, possess. Like explicit bias, implicit bias canbe negative or
positive. Individuals are groomed in the substances of implicit bias from early childhood by
families, social groups and even the news media. It is reflected in the subconscious persuasions,
beliefs, practices and ways that are entrenched in the phenomena of race, ethnicity, age and
appearance (Staats, 2014). These messages come in subtle forms, either directly or indirectly,
but produce actionable effects through conscious behaviors (Staats, 2014). One interesting
point surrounding this issue is that most people are unaware, or will not acknowledge the
concept of implicit bias in the way they relate to others. The primary focus of this study is the
perception that the measurement of implicit bias is relevant to the conceptualization and
measurement of crime distribution with the technology tools of spatial analysis. It could occuras
a result of the omissions or inadvertencies in the conceptualization of those measurement
metrics. Such inadvertencies are also reflected in the creation of well-meaning laws that end
up, disproportionately, affecting some subgroups of populations.

Measuring crime through the use of official crime statistics, alone, could also be viewed
as an implicit measure of bias. Similarly, explicit measures of crime, based on unreliable or
shifting theoretical constructs and conceptualization, will assume implicit measures of bias.
However, these tools used for crime analysis, either by omission or commission, are not
configured to produce the outcomes of their implicit assumptions. However, Goranski and
Bodenhausen (2007)maintainedthat implicit measures of attitude are affected by the context
through which those measures are constructed. Assuming that they are estimable quantities, it
is also important to establish,for instance, the extent to which historical and inequitable
distribution of life chances could determine whichis more endemic in place, ‘A’ or ‘B.’

Place A and Place B

Ideological and social constructions of laws and enforcement could make ‘A’ more incident
prone than ‘B’(Sutherland, 1942; Bernard, 1981; Lowman, 1986).

Place Criminal Behavior Crime Rate

A Increasing Decreasing
B Decreasing Increasing

The lived reality of crime place is related to contentionsthat “events in one sphere of life
may activate latent values that suddenly affect our values in other spheres of life. A change in
our perception of a situation may swing the balance in an internal value conflict –in particular,
the extent to which we perceive a situation as “favorable” or “critical” (Hofstede, 2001). The
increased power and advocacy of low income groups through avenues like the media has
resulted in greater enforcement of white collar crime. Areas with low official crime rate are,
suddenly, witnessing increases in crime rates (Lowman, 1986; Bernard, 1981). The lesson



here is that crime might be more subtle, protected, and, inadvertently,under enforced in particular
areas (Bernard, 1981).

Despite the increasing sophistication and significance of GIS, the constraints of properly
articulating and understanding the problems and conceptualizations of crime measurement
from the perspective of the human social environment and relationships persists. Constructs
are mental objects, and thus can vary according to our lived and learned experiences and how
we associate objects and subjects. When spatial measurements are aggregated, it is indirectly,
assumed that behavior is a collective attribute (Bernard, 1981). While crime statistics in its
instrumental form only measures deeds, the outcome of behavior includes both deeds and
values (Hofstede, 2001).

Based on official statistics, the epistemology of crime distributiontreats crime as discrete,
nonsocial relative incidents. The integration of demographic data is equally limited if what
amounts to disorganization in one community is different in another. That is because the degree
of attention given by lawmakers and criminal justice officials to crime varies with time, place
and crime type.Data, on its own, is socially produced (Seidman and Conzens, 1974), and
values influence groups’ preferences, including their means to ends. The requirements of
operationalization, therefore, would include the following: 1) developing coherency between
official crime statistics and value constructs; 2) developing correspondence between the criminal
acts and values in an area; 3) achieving equivalence in the underlying processes of behavioral
development and crime rates; and 4) developing a balance between power, law, differential
enforcement, and crime rate.

The practitioners of the geography of crime approach should study the social and cultural
organization of criminal behavior from a spatial perspective, through variation in judicial
responses, by means of the social processes underlying the formation, and through the movement
and distribution of crime across places. It is possible that the incident point of a particular
criminal event is not its place of origin. To understand why crimes happens at a given place,
its forms must be studied. In studying official statistics, it is, also, important that its various
attributes are accounted for, especially where the issues of social production act to reproduce
labels of criminal behavior, even when those behaviors change due to certain underlying social
mechanisms. Field qualitative studies are encouraged as integral or comparative mechanisms
for analyzing official geographic crime data (Wilson, 2008).

As earlier explored, in the case of radical criminology, the Marxian concept of class warfare
reins. Societies are nonconsensual and are characterized by the conflict of values and interests.
Actions that violate human rights are defined as crimes. Crime is not only defined by the law,
but also by social behavior. Radical criminology definesthe current approaches to geographic
criminological spatial analysis as forms of conventional “corrections,” that is,the belief that
crime is defined, entirely, by law. Geographic criminological epistemology measures crime
distribution,primarily, using the analysis of official crime data, exclusively, without the politico-
economic and socio-legal formations and definitions of deviance.

An integration of spatial thinking and field studies is suggested for the production of
linked grounded explanations. These issues should be considered for further theory- and data-



based enquiry fromgeographic criminology and other disciplinary motivators of crime statistics.
Generally, crime statistics area primary reflection of the state of street crimes. If different
types of crimes are associated with social strata and neighborhood types, what are the
implications for such lowly enforced crimes with regard to the validity of crime statistics?

Triangulating the analysis of incident crime data and ethnographic studies will aid in the
understanding of the relationship between the definition of deviance and the expression of
deviance and its significance to the place. This suggests the incorporation of spatial variation
into the practice and administration of the criminal justice system.
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