
 http://tcr.sagepub.com/
Theoretical Criminology

 http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/18/3/317
The online version of this article can be found at:

 
DOI: 10.1177/1362480613519467
 2014 18: 317 originally published online 20 January 2014Theoretical Criminology

Scott Jacques
importance, attractiveness, and publication

qualitative divide in criminology: A theory of ideas'−The quantitative
 
 

Published by:

 http://www.sagepublications.com

 can be found at:Theoretical CriminologyAdditional services and information for 
 
 
 

 
 http://tcr.sagepub.com/cgi/alertsEmail Alerts: 

 

 http://tcr.sagepub.com/subscriptionsSubscriptions:  

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints: 
 

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions: 
 

 http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/18/3/317.refs.htmlCitations: 
 

 What is This?
 

- Jan 20, 2014OnlineFirst Version of Record 
 

- Jul 18, 2014Version of Record >> 

 at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from  at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tcr.sagepub.com/
http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/18/3/317
http://www.sagepublications.com
http://tcr.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts
http://tcr.sagepub.com/subscriptions
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.nav
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/18/3/317.refs.html
http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/18/3/317.full.pdf
http://tcr.sagepub.com/content/early/2014/01/16/1362480613519467.full.pdf
http://online.sagepub.com/site/sphelp/vorhelp.xhtml
http://tcr.sagepub.com/
http://tcr.sagepub.com/


Theoretical Criminology
2014, Vol. 18(3) 317 –334

© The Author(s) 2014
Reprints and permissions:  

sagepub.co.uk/journalsPermissions.nav
DOI: 10.1177/1362480613519467

tcr.sagepub.com

The quantitative–qualitative 
divide in criminology: A 
theory of ideas’ importance, 
attractiveness, and publication

Scott Jacques
Georgia State University, USA

Abstract
Qualitative research is published in criminology journals at a frequency far smaller than 
that of quantitative research. The question is ‘Why?’ After reviewing existing theories 
of the discrepancy, this article draws on the paradigm of Blackian sociology, Jacques 
and colleagues’ theory of method, and Black’s theory of ideas to propose a new theory: 
compared to quantitative research-based ideas, qualitative ones are evaluated as less 
important—and therefore published less often in journals—because they place the 
subject closer in cultural distance to the source and audience, though for that same 
reason they are also evaluated as being more attractive. Implications for criminology 
are discussed.

Keywords
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The quantitative–qualitative divide is one of the most salient methodological issues in 
criminology.1 Each method’s prominence—or lack thereof—affects knowledge develop-
ment; impacts the assessment and (dis)continuation of criminal justice policies and prac-
tices; and shapes scholars’ publication success, tenure, promotion, and more. The 
scientific benefits and limits of quantitative and qualitative research have been described 
at great length (see, for example, King et al., 1994: 46; Laub and Sampson, 2003: 251–
252; Small, 2009). Some scholars maintain that both methods are good, albeit at different 
tasks: quantitative research is best for theory testing, whereas qualitative research is most 
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useful for theory development. As such, the methods are not foes but rather companions. 
Another common camp perceives quantitative research as being far superior due to its 
reliance on statistical inference. From this perspective, claiming both methods have 
value is like comparing a dollar to a dime.2

One way the quantitative–qualitative divide has become tangible is the respective 
prevalence of these two methods in criminology journals. Statistically speaking, qualita-
tive research is insignificant in these outlets; far more articles are based on quantitative 
research (Buckler, 2008; Kleck et al., 2006; Tewksbury et al., 2005, 2010). Does this 
discrepancy simply reflect the scientific advantages of quantitative research over its 
qualitative counterpart or are other factors at work? The answer is important because it 
will help criminologists determine the actual utility of research methods and products by 
disentangling this evaluation from the social and psychological forces that may misshape 
judgment.

The purpose of this article is to propose a new theory of why there is much more 
quantitative than qualitative research published in criminology journals. Toward that 
end, first existing explanations of the discrepancy are reviewed. That is followed with a 
description of the new theory’s foundation: Blackian sociology (Black, 1995), Jacques 
and colleagues’ theory of method (see, for example, Jacques and Wright, 2008), and 
Black’s (2000) theory of ideas. Then the new theory is presented. Finally, implications 
for the criminological enterprise are discussed.

The discrepancy and existing theories of it

Quantitative research has demonstrated that qualitative research is published less often 
in criminology journals. For instance, Tewksbury et al. (2005) find qualitative research 
appeared in about 6 percent of articles published in five leading criminology journals, 
whereas nearly three-quarters of articles were based on quantitative methods (see also 
Kleck et al., 2006). This pattern also applies to less prestigious journals. Buckler (2008) 
shows that in top tier and lower tier journals, respectively, quantitative findings are 
roughly nine and six times more common. Perhaps the most comprehensive study is that 
of Tewksbury et al. (2010). They analyze articles published between 2004 and 2008 in 
16 American and international criminology journals. Mirroring the results of other stud-
ies, they find approximately a tenth of articles are based on qualitative research. They 
also reveal, for one, ‘criminology’ and ‘criminal justice’ journals are largely similar in 
the rate at which they publish qualitative research; second, non-US journals publish qual-
itative articles at a greater rate than do US journals; and yet, third, qualitative articles 
comprise just a third of publications in even the most qualitatively receptive journals. In 
short, qualitative research is published less frequently than quantitative research in crim-
inology and criminal justice journals, at the top and lower tier, in the USA and other 
countries.3

A variety of theories have been proposed for why qualitative research is published 
infrequently in criminology journals relative to quantitative research. One is that qualita-
tive research-based manuscripts are submitted less often to journals and thus have fewer 
opportunities to find their way into print (Buckler, 2008). If that is true, then there is not 
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necessarily a bias against qualitative research, as studies are perhaps being published in 
proportion to their submission rate.

The alternative position is that qualitatively oriented manuscripts are harder to have 
accepted for many reasons. One such reason relates to the diminutive agreement among 
criminologists on how to appraise the execution and products of qualitative research 
(Buckler, 2008). Whereas quantitative methods have a mathematical basis, the proper 
way to collect, analyze, and present qualitative data is more up in the air (Small, 2009). 
This lack of consensus makes publishing qualitative research more difficult to the extent 
editors rely on unanimity in reviewers’ positive evaluations.

Another reason qualitative research is published less often is its products are deemed 
less rewarding (Buckler, 2008; DiCristina, 1997). Many American criminologists, at 
least, espouse quantitative research because they prefer the systemization, precision, and 
objectiveness that goes along with it (Worrall, 2000), though sometimes those qualities 
are more illusion than reality (Best, 2001; Huff, 1954).

Tied to the above argument is that the origins and modern practice of (normal) science 
are grounded on a culture that prefers exact and predictable understanding because this 
facilitates control of everything from health to the economy and offenders (see Merton, 
2002 [1938]). This cultural preference may help to account for why quantitative research 
is published more often in criminology journals than qualitative research, as the latter 
does not provide numerical summaries and predictive probabilities (Worrall, 2000).4

Still another theory is that criminologists have latched onto quantitative research 
because they are attempting to mimic scholars in other fields who have achieved higher 
standing in academia and broader society (DiCristina, 1997). For instance, hard scientists 
(e.g. physicists, chemists) and economists are widely stereotyped as quantitative research-
ers who have produced more important insights into reality than criminologists and, there-
fore, are of higher status, which comes with greater salaries, funding, admiration, and other 
benefits. The theory goes that for criminologists to do the same they should adopt those 
more successful researchers’ quantitative methods. Criminologists who do so are rewarded 
with acceptance letters; those who do not are punished with ‘I am sorry to inform you …’

If quantitative methods are more rewarding in the aforementioned ways then why 
would any criminologist conduct qualitative research? Are they irrational or stupid? 
Though somewhat insulting, people have not been shy to affirm the latter by drawing, 
somewhat ironically, on their personal qualitative experiences. As said by one journal 
editor and criminologist interviewed by Buckler (2008: 392):

People who are quantitatively trained tend to think that qualitative research is conducted by 
people who cannot do statistics and that when you have researchers who don’t have any skills 
in any respect they do qualitative research … In the Ph.D. program I completed, methods is 
statistics. Yes, there was an opportunity to take qualitative courses, but it seemed to me that they 
were taken by the people who were just overwhelmed by statistics and couldn’t handle it. So 
they became qualitative researchers, by default.

The implication of the above is that the lack of qualitative research in criminology 
journals is attributable to this method being conducted by inferior scholars.

 at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tcr.sagepub.com/


320 Theoretical Criminology 18(3)

It certainly does not help qualitative criminologists that most receive negligible train-
ing in their method. Studies of curricula consistently demonstrate that quantitative 
courses are required in far greater amounts and instructors spend substantially less time 
on qualitative research (Buckler, 2008; DiCristina, 1997; Sever, 2001; Sullivan and 
Maxfield, 2003). Thus, the latter method’s humble place in the journal literature could be 
due to curriculums being dominated by lessons in quantitative research.

As mentioned above, it could be that qualitative research is submitted to journals in 
smaller amounts and therefore published less often. That too would require explanation. 
Qualitative researchers argue their method takes more time, the outcome of which is 
fewer publications (Buckler, 2008; Pogrebin, 2010; Tewksbury et al., 2010). This effect 
is exacerbated by the somewhat contradictory sentiments that qualitative data are, from 
the collectors’ perspective, too valuable to share, and, from another perspective, basi-
cally useless for secondary analysis (Wright et al., in press).

Potential evidence for the notion that qualitative research takes more time is derived 
from a study that quantified how often qualitative researchers publish in criminology 
journals; only 11 of 362 authors had three or more articles over a five year span, and the 
most productive author, Richard Wright, published only seven manuscripts (Tewksbury 
et al., 2010); this rate of publishing is small relative to that of quantitative researchers 
(Tewksbury et al., 2005). Another suggestive finding comes from a separate study of 
scholarly productivity that concluded ‘[o]verwhelmingly, those at the tops of each 
rank’—referring to assistant, associate, and full professors—‘rely primarily on quantita-
tive methods’ (Copes et al., 2012b: 435). Assuming that quantitative and qualitative 
researchers have similar ‘abilities’ and work equally hard, the relative infrequency of 
publishing by the most prolific qualitative researchers suggests their method does take 
more time to profit from.5 To the extent criminologists arrive at that conclusion and con-
cern themselves with the consequences of publishing (e.g. tenure, promotion) then it 
could be expected that they will choose to conduct quantitative research.

Qualitative research may not only entail more time per publication but also more risk. 
Qualitative criminologists have been threatened, stalked, robbed, and murdered for rea-
sons stemming from their research with active offenders (see, for example, Jacobs, 1998, 
2006; Lee, 1995; Sluka, 1990; Williams et al., 1992) and prisoners (see, for example, 
Athens, 1997: 133–136). This problem is not limited to offender-based research, as crim-
inologists who ‘ride-along’ with police—or even join the force—place themselves in one 
harrowing encounter after another (see, for example, Moskos, 2008). With that said, 
being a qualitative or quantitative researcher is not inherently dangerous or safe; for 
instance, the mortality surveyors who went household to household in Iraq during war-
time (Roberts et al., 2004) must have been in tremendous jeopardy. With that under-
stood, it seems safe to assert that qualitatively oriented criminologists—especially 
ethnographers—more frequently find themselves in compromising situations than do 
their quantitative colleagues, many of who need not venture outside their office to obtain 
valuable data. If criminologists perceive qualitative research to be riskier then they may 
be absolutely or restrictively deterred (see Gibbs, 1975) from conducting it, which, in 
turn, could result in fewer qualitative publications (see Jacobs, 2006).

Finally, it could be that the lack of qualitative research-based articles in criminology 
journals is due to a ‘snowball effect in reverse’, or what might be termed a ‘melting 
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snowball’. The theory is that the quantity of published qualitative research further depre-
ciates as any of the factors outlined above gains weight because each is likely to feed on 
the others. For instance, if criminologists increasingly deem qualitative research to be 
less rational then it will be taught less, which will lead qualitative researchers to be less 
capable of producing valuable products, which will lead these scholars to be viewed as 
even lower in status, which will lead to fewer people adopting the method, all of which 
will lead to less research of this kind being disseminated and published. That is just one 
example of a melting snowball; there could be a variety of causal links between the vari-
ous reasons for why so little qualitative research is published in criminology journals.

To summarize, criminologists have provided a whole host of plausible theories of 
why qualitative research appears infrequently in criminology journals. These theories 
include that it is infrequently disseminated; there is a lack of agreement on how to evalu-
ate its worth; it is less rational because its products are less rewarding (in part signified 
by its absence in higher status fields), it is riskier to conduct, and not in line with a wide-
spread cultural preference for predictability and precision; conducted by less capable 
scholars; not taught as much; and experiencing a snowballing effect in reverse.

Paradigmatic and theoretical foundation

This article proposes a new explanation of why there is so little qualitative research by 
drawing on Blackian sociology, Jacques and colleagues’ theory of method, and Black’s 
(2000) theory of ideas, described in turn.

Blackian sociology

Paradigms orient us toward what to study and how (Homans, 1967; Kuhn, 1977). There 
are a plethora of paradigms that could be used to theorize the prevalence of qualitatively 
and quantitatively oriented articles in criminology journals. Blackian sociology, or 
‘pure sociology’, is the approach adopted here. This paradigm is designed to explain 
social behavior as a function of social geometry (see Black, 1976, 1995, 1998). ‘Social 
behavior’ is a catchall term that covers a variety of actions tied to wealth, community, 
organization, culture, and social control. Research methods and publishing are facets 
of culture.

How people behave is affected by the social status of and social distance between 
every actor involved in a case—that is, ‘social geometry’. An actor’s social status is their 
place in a hierarchy; it increases concomitantly with gains in wealth, community involve-
ment, organization, conventionality, and sophistication, or with less subjection to social 
control. Social distance is the intimacy and cultural similarity between two or more 
actors; more familiarity and similarity equates to closer social distance.

The goal of Blackian sociologists is to determine how variation in social status and 
social distance lead to patterned differences in social behavior. This framework has been 
used to explain a number of behaviors, including welfare (Michalski, 2003), medicine, 
and art (Black, 1998). As relates more closely to criminology, the paradigm has been 
used to study drug sales (Jacques and Wright, 2010a), predation (Cooney, 2006) and 
many types of social control, including law (Black, 1976, 1980, 1989, 1998; Cooney, 
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2009), vigilantism (Black, 1983; Cooney, 1998, 2009; Phillips, 2003; Phillips and 
Cooney, 2005), lynching, rioting (Senechal de la Roche, 1996), genocide (Campbell, 
2010), and terrorism (Black, 2004).

The uniqueness of Blackian sociology stems from its breadth (described earlier) and, 
ironically, from what it omits (Black, 1995). For one, Blackian sociology is ‘pure’ in that 
it does not attend to non-sociological concepts, such as emotions. Second, this paradigm 
is non-teleological, as it does not recognize a goal set. And third, it is less focused on 
persons than social life; in other words, it concentrates on variation in action rather than 
differences between individuals or groups. The scientific benefit of non-subjective, non-
teleological, and non-anthropocentric approaches is that they potentially increase the 
value of theory by making it more testable, general, simple, and original (Black, 1995).

Theorizing method

Jacques and colleagues have sought to develop a sociological theory of method nested in 
the Blackian paradigm. In the first article of this kind, Jacques and Wright (2008) draw 
on their own and others’ experiences in studying unincarcerated offenders to propose that 
criminals who have had more contact with recruiters and researchers—that is, closer in 
relational distance—are more likely to be recruited for research, receive less remunera-
tion, and provide more valid data. In a separate article, Jacques and Wright (2010b) used 
a similar analytic process to theorize that scholars have smaller odds of being violently 
victimized in the course of conducting research when they are closer in relational dis-
tance to offenders and recruiters.

In another line, those authors suggest that one form of social status, namely normative 
status, affects the research process. Normative status decreases as an actor is subjected to 
more social control; for example, criminals are of lower status when incarcerated rather 
than free. Jacques and Wright (2010c) theorize that unincarcerated offenders are less 
likely than institutionalized offenders to be recruited for research but—when they do 
participate—receive greater remuneration and provide more valid data. That theory was 
subsequently extended by suggesting lower status generally—not just normative 
status—has those effects; for example, offenders who are poor, unemployed, unedu-
cated, or racial minorities are more likely to be recruited, remunerated less, and provide 
less valid information than persons of higher status (Jacques and Wright, 2010d). 
However, and somewhat paradoxically, there is also evidence to suggest that Institutional 
Review Boards are more disapproving of—that is, apply more social control to—studies 
involving lower status offenders (Jacques and Wright, 2010e).

Within this body of work on theorizing method, the least amount of attention has been 
given to the effect of cultural distance on the research process. The one study to do so is 
that of Jacques, Lindegaard, and Van Gelder (2011). Based on the latter two authors’ 
fieldwork in South Africa and Argentina, respectively, they propose that cultural differ-
ences between researchers and participants affect what is said in interviews. Specifically, 
they theorize that as these actors become further in cultural distance, what is communi-
cated by a participant increasingly reflects that individual’s assumptions about the 
researcher’s culture, decreasingly reflects the participant’s own culture, and is stated in a 
more righteous language.
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In the pages to come, this article will contribute to the ongoing effort to theorize 
method by drawing on the concept of cultural distance and Black’s theory of ideas to 
explain why qualitative research is published infrequently in criminology journals com-
pared to quantitative research.

Theorizing ideas

In the sociological sense of the term, an idea is a statement about the nature of reality that 
is said, written, or otherwise communicated (Black, 2000). Two ways that ideas differ are 
in importance and attractiveness. An idea’s importance is the degree to which actors 
claim it is significant (in the non-statistical sense of the term), whereas attractiveness is 
the amount of attention it receives.6

Black’s (2000) theory of ideas suggests how social geometry affects these qualities. 
The social geometry of each idea is comprised of its source, audience, and subject. The 
source communicates, or expresses, the idea. The audience receives the communication. 
The subject is what the idea is about. Black posits that an idea’s importance and attrac-
tiveness are affected by the social status of and social distance between the source, audi-
ence, and subject. His propositions are outlined below.

An idea’s importance increases as the social distance between the audience and source 
decreases; the source’s social status relative to that of the audience increases; the sub-
ject’s status decreases; and is a curvilinear function of the source’s and audience’s social 
distance from the subject. This predicts, for instance, that the better acquainted are a 
student and professor then the more likely is either of their ideas to be deemed important 
when told to the other; but the idea of a professor told to a student is more likely to suc-
ceed than vice versa; and both of their ideas are more likely to be deemed important if 
they are about a low status stranger (e.g. a criminal) than a high status individual they 
both know well (e.g. another professor or police chief).

The attractiveness of an idea increases as the social distance from the source or audi-
ence to the subject decreases; and, the subject’s status increases. This predicts that an 
idea about insects is less likely to be attractive than an idea about humans because the 
latter subject is higher status and also closer in social distance to sources and audiences.

To be clear, an idea’s importance and attractiveness is not necessarily indicative of its 
actual scientific value (e.g. validity, falsifiability, generality, simplicity, originality). As 
Black (2000: 351, emphasis added) puts it, ‘[t]he sociology of knowledge, including the 
sociology of science, implies nothing about whether any idea deserves special credibility 
or prestige’.

A Blackian theory of methods’ publication frequency

Black’s (2000) theory of ideas provides the basis for an original theory of why there is 
less qualitative than quantitative research published in criminology journals. Before pre-
senting this theory, however, it is important to explicitly address the question of what 
exactly is the dependent variable? In other words, how are ‘criminology’, ‘journal pub-
lications’, ‘qualitative research’, and ‘quantitative research’ defined? Sutherland (1937) 
gives the definition of criminology: the study of law making, law breaking, and 
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responding to law breaking. Journal publications are peer-reviewed manuscripts that 
appear in periodicals. Answering the question of what are qualitative research and quan-
titative research may seem obvious, but in fact there is disagreement on the topic. While 
people may define anything as they please, for a concept to be useful in research its defi-
nition must be clearly specified, as to do otherwise invites a host of problems revolving 
around misinterpretation (Homans, 1967; Popper, 2002 [1959]). Given that concern, this 
article now turns to specifying a simple and general definition of qualitative research and 
quantitative research, which will be used in the theory to come.

What are qualitative research and quantitative research?

A scientific research method is a strategy of collecting and analyzing data represented 
as concepts, which typically—though not always—are used as independent and depend-
ent variables in theories. There are many ways to conceptually divide the broad concept 
that is ‘research method’ into smaller parts. One is to distinguish between quantitative 
and qualitative methods; they are often defined by the kind of data collection proce-
dures involved and objective of doing so. For instance, a report based on a workshop 
involving preeminent qualitative researchers concluded that their method consists of 
‘in-depth, case-oriented study of a relatively small number of cases’; ‘seeks detailed 
knowledge of specific cases, often with the goal of finding out “how” things happen (or 
happened)’; and for which ‘researchers’ primary goal is to “make the facts understand-
able”, and often place less emphasis on deriving inferences or predictions from cross-
case patterns’ (NSF, 2004: 10).

This article takes a different stance. While qualitative research may be correlated with 
those procedures and goals, they do not distinguish it from quantitative research. The 
amount or depth of cases does not determine whether research is qualitative or quantita-
tive; a single interview of one minute can be qualitative, for instance. Nor does the 
amount of detail on cases or the research focus (e.g. ‘“how” things happen’) define these 
methods; a study with few details on any topic can be qualitative or quantitative. And all 
scientific methods are tools for increasing knowledge because this is the goal of science 
(Homans, 1967; Kuhn, 1977) and thus a defining feature of all methods, quantitative and 
qualitative alike.

There are three key aspects of research methods: strategy; procedure; and style. A 
strategy is a way of accomplishing a goal. A procedure is a way of facilitating a strategy. 
A style is a way of expressing something. What fundamentally distinguishes quantitative 
and qualitative methods is their respective style, as they have the same strategy and do 
not necessarily entail different procedures.

Research methods do not vary in strategy because all of them seek to increase under-
standing of reality by providing information that informs knowledge through the collec-
tion and analysis of data. And while there are many different kinds of procedures used to 
generate data, and some are highly correlated with quantitative and qualitative methods 
(e.g. random vs snowball sampling), the procedure does not ultimately determine whether 
research is quantitative or qualitative. For example, qualitative interviews can be done 
with persons who are randomly sampled, and surveys can be done with persons who are 
snowball sampled.
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What makes a method quantitative or qualitative is the style in which the data on a 
subject are communicated by researchers (i.e. the source) to an audience. Qualitative 
research employs a verbal style; quantitative research uses a numerical style. These two 
styles, to be clear, are best thought of as resting at opposite sides of a language contin-
uum, not as a dichotomy. This is because every datum is originally in a qualitative form 
and, therefore, numbers simply reflect the amount of a qualitative property. In other 
words, quantitative research is based on qualitative data that have been translated into 
numerical form (see Tewksbury, 2009). For example, the survey question, ‘How many 
fights have you been in?’ requires a respondent to first recall events from their life that 
fit some qualitative definition of ‘fight’ and then sum the number of times involved in 
such an event. Put plainly, then, qualitative and quantitative research are distinguished 
and defined—at the most basic level—by the style in which their data are expressed: the 
former method has a non-numerical style, and the latter has a numerical style.

Research styles as cultural distance

Words and numbers are symbols of a deeper, richer reality. Symbols are how actors com-
municate with each other. As detailed earlier, the essential difference between qualitative 
and quantitative research is they rely on, respectively, non-numerical and numerical 
symbols.

Now recall that social distance refers to actors’ intimacy and cultural similarities, with 
more of either equating to smaller distance (Black, 1976, 1998). One aspect of cultural 
distance is language. For example, two people who only speak different languages, such 
as English and Dutch, are further in cultural distance than two people who speak the 
same language. There also are degrees of differences as evident by, say, how Chinese is 
less similar to English than Dutch because the latter two both partially evolved from 
German.

The use of different languages does not necessarily entail different ideas about the 
nature of reality. For example, the Dutch word for police is ‘politie’, but this word does 
not reflect or cause differences in what police/politie are in the USA and Netherlands; at 
a fundamental level, any given thing—or what Black (2000) refers to as a subject—‘is 
what it is’ regardless of what it is called.7 Yet it cannot be ignored that things are to some 
extent a social construction, or a cultural artifact (Berger and Luckmann, 1967). This 
does not mean that the ‘thing’ does not exist in any real way, as it certainly does on at 
least a physical level. What it does mean is that some portion of that thing’s existence is 
inextricably tied to social life—a reality of its own (Berger and Luckmann, 1967; 
Hacking, 2000). Street offenders, for example, know what ‘police’ means and what 
police are in the typical sense of the word but also call them insulting names such as ‘pig’ 
that are indicative of a slightly altered conception laden with a normative evaluation of 
the police’s role in the community. This example is intended to demonstrate that in study-
ing a subject, it is important to distinguish between what the subject is at the fundamental 
level (e.g. police vs politie) and the symbol/s used to represent that thing (e.g. police/
politie vs pigs).

The implication of the above is that an idea’s content is somewhat separable from the 
symbol/s used to communicate the idea. Quantitative and qualitative research express 
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ideas in different styles. What quantitative research requires is for qualitative data to be 
translated into numerical form. Because translation is key, it logically follows that quali-
tative and quantitative research ‘findings’ can be the same despite being expressed in 
different styles. Stated differently, quantitative and qualitative research may arrive at the 
same conclusion about reality but use different symbols to state that idea. Of course these 
two methods do not always produce the same findings, but neither do quantitative 
researchers nor qualitative researchers always agree among themselves.

All of this is important because it suggests the style in which an idea is expressed 
may affect evaluations of its importance and attractiveness.8 With one exception 
detailed below, when a given idea is communicated in qualitative style it is closer in 
cultural distance to the source and audience than when expressed in quantitative style. 
The reasoning behind this assertion is practically all people communicate more often 
in words and depictions (e.g. body language) than in numbers. Though people use 
numbers when speaking and writing to each other, the vast majority of communication 
involves purely qualitative information (e.g. what to order at a restaurant; plans for the 
weekend; feelings about colleagues). Even among people who are quantitatively 
sophisticated, the vast majority of their communication takes a qualitative form; stat-
isticians, for instance, do not speak in formula to their family and neighbors. The 
ubiquity of the qualitative style in day-to-day communication means that practically 
everyone is more familiar with it than quantitative communication. For that reason, to 
express an idea in a non-numerical fashion places it in more familiar terms—that is, 
closer in cultural distance.

The exception—or rather the caveat—that proves the rule is the following: persons 
who do not speak the same language, such as an English and Dutch speaker, but who are 
both quantitatively trained will be better able to communicate with numbers because 
they are culturally closer in that regard than in written and spoken word. To be more 
exacting, then, a subject is closer in cultural distance to a source or audience when it is 
expressed in what is for them a more familiar form. Thus, a single idea about a subject is 
closest in cultural distance to a source or audience when communicated in a language 
with which they are familiar or, better yet, fluent; the idea is further in cultural distance 
when communicated numerically; and the idea is furthest away in cultural distance when 
expressed in a foreign language, assuming they are at least somewhat familiar with com-
municating in numbers.

The theory

Recall that Black (2000) theorizes an idea’s importance and attractiveness to be affected 
by the social status of and social distance between the source, audience, and subject. 
Because the fundamental difference between qualitative and quantitative research is the 
style of expression—a facet of culture—the theory presented below will focus solely on 
how ideas are affected by cultural distance to a subject. Black proposed two propositions 
that focus on this aspect of ideas’ social geometry.

One is that an idea’s importance is a curvilinear function of the source and audience’s 
cultural distance from the subject. Stated differently, Black proposes that an idea’s 
importance increases as a subject becomes less culturally familiar to the source and 
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audience up to a point when the cultural distance is so far as to diminish the idea’s 
importance.

When combined with the conceptualization of qualitative and quantitative research 
presented above, this proposition helps to explain the prevalence of articles based on 
these methods in criminology journals. According to the above reasoning, persons 
should evaluate an idea as more important when stated in a quantitative than qualita-
tive style because the former is further away in social distance than the latter. 
Therefore, journal editors and reviewers are more likely to recommend publication 
of quantitative- than qualitative-based manuscripts reporting the same idea;  
see Figure 1.

An important issue to quickly deal with is the role of curvilinearity in the above 
proposition. The argument here is that while quantitative research is more likely to be 
published in journals because it places greater cultural distance between the subject and 
audience or source, manuscripts written in a language with which these actors are not 
fluent puts the subject too far away in cultural distance and thereby undermines the like-
lihood of publication. This seems so self-evident as to require no data on the point. One 
example, then, should suffice: in the field’s flagship journal, Criminology, quantitative 
research dominates; qualitative research is rare; but articles written in anything but 
English are nonexistent.

However, and as mentioned above, there is a paradox in which the most important 
ideas are also destined to be the least attractive. The second proposition of Black (2000) 
concerned with the source and audience’s cultural distance from a subject posits that as 
it increases then an idea’s attractiveness decreases. In other words, a source or audience 
will give a subject more attention when they are more culturally familiar with it. This 
proposition predicts that among persons who speak the same language, they will evaluate 
ideas as less attractive when stated in a quantitative than qualitative style because the 
former is further in social distance than the latter; see Figure 2.

Figure 1. Cultural distance and importance.
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Black (2000) defined an idea’s attractiveness as the amount of attention it receives 
(see also Davis, 1971). One way to operationalize this concept is as citation counts. For 
instance, an analysis could compare the respective impact factors of articles based on 
quantitative and qualitative research; the proposition concerning attractiveness predicts 
that qualitative articles should have a higher citation rate. Unfortunately, no study speci-
fies which kind of articles are more often cited, though the available evidence suggests 
that quantitatively oriented articles are cited more because quantitative researchers are 
the most widely cited scholars. (see Cohn and Farrington, 2011; Copes et al., 2012a). 
This finding is indicative of two possibilities: the proposition is wrong; and/or, an idea’s 
importance is more important than attractiveness in determining its citation rate.

Yet a focus on journal articles could confound or hide the respective effects of impor-
tance and attractiveness on publishing outcomes. While both journals and books are part 
of the academic enterprise, it seems plausible to suggest that journal editors are more 
likely to publish important manuscripts even if they are unattractive because journals 
obtain prestige based on their impact factor.9 On the other hand, book editors are more 
concerned with sales—another measure of attention.10 They cannot afford to publish 
unattractive material because doing so can hurt the press financially. Again, there is no 
available information on whether qualitative- or quantitative-based manuscripts are 
more often accepted for publication by book publishers or produce more sales. To my 
knowledge, the closest study of this kind is that of Gans (1999). His survey and analysis 
of best-sellers by American sociologists uncovered an important pattern: of the 56 titles 
that had sold over 50,000 copies at that time, ‘all or just about all of the books are jargon 
free’ (1999: 285), and

most of the books on the list are not empirical research reports, but, of those that are, 
ethnographies outnumber … surveys by a considerable margin. This is not surprising since they 
are apt to be most readable, to emphasize narrative over abstractions, and to minimize 
quantitative analysis. Probably the book on the list with the most numbers is William J. Wilson’s 

Figure 2. Cultural distance and attractiveness.
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Truly Disadvantaged, but more completely quantitative studies have no chance in this 
competition; also, most are published as articles.

(1999: 286)

Reinterpreted, what Gans finds is that the books presented in the most culturally familiar 
style are bought most frequently. It seems unlikely that criminology books—some of 
which were on this list of sociological best-sellers—would exhibit a different pattern. 
Nevertheless, it is an open question as to whether qualitatively oriented criminology book 
manuscripts are more often accepted for publication than quantitative ones, and whether 
the former group has better sales—and perhaps more citations too—than the latter.11

Conclusion and implications for criminology

At academic conferences and in articles, some qualitative criminologists openly lament 
the infrequency with which manuscripts based on their method of choice are published 
in the field’s journals. This is somewhat understandable. They see that persons like them-
selves publish far less often than quantitative researchers. They look at their vitas, feel 
inferior, and suffer the professional consequences, which include everything from low 
prestige, to low pay, to the denial of tenure and promotion. Rather than take responsibil-
ity for the low rate at which qualitative research is published, some of these scholars have 
opted for making excuses or, more specifically, for finding a scapegoat (Scott and Lyman, 
1968). They claim to have difficulty publishing not because of their ideas’ merits but 
rather due to the audience’s malevolence, ignorance, or discriminatory disposition.

That theory could be valid. But before qualitative researchers scapegoat others, it 
would be wiser and more civil of them—or rather ‘us’—to reflect on three questions: 
(1) Is it problematic to the field that qualitative research is published less often than 
quantitative research in criminology journals? (2) Have qualitative researchers made 
choices that reduced the frequency at which their research is published? And (3) are 
there sociological or psychological factors that affect the rate at which quantitative- and 
qualitative-based manuscripts are published? Elsewhere, my colleagues and I suggest 
that ‘no’ and ‘yes’ are the answers to the first and second questions, respectively (Wright 
et al., in press).

As for the third question, this article has proposed a Blackian theory of why there is 
less qualitative than quantitative research published in criminology journals. This theory 
was developed by first conceptualizing qualitative research and quantitative research as 
different styles of expressing ideas. Then it was suggested that because people mostly 
communicate in a qualitative style on a day-to-day basis, ideas are closer in cultural dis-
tance to the source and audience when expressed in that manner rather than quantita-
tively. Those notions were then considered in light of Black’s (2000) theory of ideas, 
which, in turn, led to the theory that ideas are evaluated as more important when com-
municated in a manner that is further in cultural distance from (yet still comprehendible 
by) the audience or source. The implication of that theory is manuscripts employing the 
quantitative style of expression are more likely to be deemed important and thus accepted 
for publication in journals—yet perhaps less likely to be found attractive and published 
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as books or widely read—because it places ideas further in cultural distance from the 
source and audience than does the qualitative style.12

Put more succinctly, this article suggests that one reason quantitatively based manu-
scripts are published more often in criminology journals is that they communicate find-
ings in a less familiar manner than do qualitative-based manuscripts, which has the effect 
of making the former type seem more important. Whereas some scholars have argued 
that quantitative research is published more often because it is different from and better 
than qualitative research, the theory developed herein suggests there is more to the story. 
Quantitative research is undoubtedly better suited to some tasks than is qualitative 
research; the opposite is also true, in my opinion. But there are times when quantitative 
and qualitative research arrive at and communicate the same basic idea—that is, posit 
essentially the same statement about reality. When that happens, however, these identical 
ideas will not be—according to the theory—evaluated as equally important, despite hav-
ing the same content; rather, the quantitative version will be deemed more important, and 
the qualitative one as more attractive.

In closing, it should be pointed out that the potential of Blackian sociology for under-
standing the quantitative–qualitative divide extends beyond the theory focused on in the 
present article. For instance, recall Black (2000) theorizes that higher status persons’ ideas 
are more likely to be deemed important. A deducible hypothesis is that as quantitative or 
qualitative researchers gain status—such as prestige or sophistication—then their ideas, 
including those on how to do research, will become more successful (see, for example, 
Collins, 2000; Mullins, 1973). Indeed, that assertion matches some of the existing expla-
nations reviewed earlier as to why there is relatively little qualitative research published 
in criminology journals. One such idea is that criminologists have overwhelmingly 
adopted the quantitative method because they are mimicking scientists in higher status 
fields such as physics, chemistry and economics (DiCristina, 1997). Another idea is that 
qualitative researchers are perceived as less capable—including less sophisticated—and 
therefore their ideas are less successful (Buckler, 2008). These assertions and other social 
status- or distance-based explanations are subsumable under the Blackian umbrella.

In addition to developing theory—be it Blackian or another type—it is also important 
to test existing hypotheses. A few theoretically informed research questions were raised in 
this article: compared to quantitative research, is qualitative research cited less frequently 
per article? Published more as books? Do those books receive more citations or sell more 
copies? And to what extent are these realities explained by social geometry or other fac-
tors? Among other ways, the theory proposed herein could be tested experimentally by 
holding constant the subject, source, and audience of an idea but varying its communica-
tion style to determine if this difference affects evaluations of the idea’s importance and 
attractiveness. All of these questions lend themselves to scientific analysis; in the immedi-
ate future, studies may want to take a quantitative approach because those findings will be 
evaluated as more important than qualitative ones, though perhaps less attractive.

Notes

I thank Andrea Allen, Mark Cooney, Simon Cole, Richard Wright, and the anonymous reviewers 
for their comments.
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 1. To reduce verbiage, the term ‘criminology’ is used to refer to the broader field of ‘criminology 
and criminal justice’.

 2. A third, less common, group maintains that quantitative research is little more than a 
misguided—practically impossible—effort to bring order where there is none; from this per-
spective, documenting and finding qualitative differences is the only reasonable pursuit.

 3. Of course, not all criminology research is published in criminology journals. Research on crime 
and control also appears in journals focused on sociology, psychology, anthropology, geogra-
phy, history, biology, and other disciplines/fields. To the author’s knowledge, the rate at which 
qualitative criminology research appears in such journals has not been documented. Research 
on that topic may prove fruitful in shedding light on the quantitative–qualitative discrepancy.

 4. Qualitative research does not make use of numerical data although it often does refer to what 
Goffman (1971: xxiii) calls ‘occurrence qualifier[s]. Instead of making absolute generaliza-
tions or ones in statistical form’ the researcher ‘will assert that a given practice occurs among 
a set of individuals “routinely” or “often” or “on occasion”’.

 5. However, this finding could also serve as evidence that qualitative researchers produce rela-
tively poor products and so publish in smaller amounts.

 6. A third way ideas differ is in ‘scienticity’, meaning its falsifiability, validity, simplicity, gen-
erality, and originality (Black, 2000). This aspect of ideas is not examined in this manuscript 
because scienticity, as Black views it, is a matter of fact, not evaluation (as are importance and 
attractiveness).

 7. Words and numbers are things unto themselves; they gain meaning by being used to express 
specific ideas. Thus how people respond to the thing symbolized may affect and depend on 
what that thing is labeled, but it does not change the thing in and of itself.

 8. A piece of information may be a raw datum or an interpretative finding.
 9. Also, most journals nowadays are part of a consortium (e.g. owned by SAGE) that sells 

journals as a bundle, to libraries at least, rather than individually, which deemphasizes any 
particular journal editor’s worry about sales.

10. The term ‘book editors’ refers to persons responsible for selecting which single manuscripts 
to publish in book form; this term is not meant to include persons who compile book chapters 
for edited volumes.

11. Above, it is suggested that an idea’s importance and attractiveness affect whether it is accepted 
for publication as a journal article or book. Another possibility is that an idea’s importance 
and attractiveness is affected by whether it is published as a journal article or book, an idea I 
credit to an anonymous reviewer. In other words, ideas are evaluated as more or less impor-
tant and attractive depending on the form in which they are published. While this possibility is 
beyond the present article’s scope, it is worth noting that research on success in the art world 
shows bigger paintings—which are somewhat analogous to books—have been more likely to 
be selected for exhibits, receive prominent positions for display, and gain attention (Galenson, 
2006: 68–69). If evaluators of art and criminology act in a similar fashion, the implication 
of the art example for criminology is that ideas on crime and control will be deemed more 
important and attractive when they are larger—as measured in pages. There is anecdotal evi-
dence that such a pattern exists. For example, it is far more common for journals to devote 
precious pages to ‘book reviews’ than to ‘journal article reviews’; the author-meets-critic 
sessions at academic meetings are dedicated to the discussion of books, not articles; and, 
criminologists tend to list books before articles on their vitas.

12. An important caveat is that because people are differentially experienced with quantitative 
research, there should be variation in how important and attractive they find quantitatively 
expressed ideas. The concepts and theory proposed in this article suggest that people who 
are more experienced with quantitative research are, by definition, closer in social distance 
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to quantitatively expressed ideas and, therefore, will find them to be less important but more 
attractive. However, because practically all people—including the most quantitatively sophis-
ticated—communicate more often in a qualitative than quantitative language, the general ten-
dency among everyone should be to evaluate qualitatively expressed ideas as less important 
but more attractive than quantitative ones.

References

Athens L (1997) Violent Criminal Acts and Actors Revisited. Champaign, IL: University of Illinois 
Press.

Berger PL and Luckmann T (1967) The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology 
of Knowledge. New York: Anchor.

Best J (2001) Damned Lies and Statistics. Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California 
Press.

Black D (1976) The Behavior of Law. New York: Academic Press.
Black D (1980) Manners and Customs of the Police. New York: Academic Press.
Black D (1983) Crime as social control. American Sociological Review 48: 34–45.
Black D (1989) Sociological Justice. New York: Oxford University Press.
Black D (1995) The epistemology of pure sociology. Law & Social Inquiry 20: 829–870.
Black D (1998) The Social Structure of Right and Wrong. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Black D (2000) Dreams of pure sociology. Sociological Theory 18: 343–367.
Black D (2004) The geometry of terrorism. Sociological Theory 22: 14–25.
Buckler K (2008) The quantitative/qualitative divide revisited: A study of published research, 

doctoral program curricula, and journal editor perceptions. Journal of Criminal Justice 
Education 19: 383–403.

Campbell B (2010) Contradictory behavior during genocides. Sociological Forum 25: 296–314.
Cohn EG and Farrington DP (2011) Scholarly influence and prestige in criminology and criminal 

justice. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 22: 5–11.
Collins R (2000) The Sociology of Philosophies: A Global Theory of Intellectual Change. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Cooney M (1998) Warriors and Peacemakers: How Third Parties Shape Violence. New York: 

New York University Press.
Cooney M (2006) The criminological potential of pure sociology. Crime, Law, and Social Change 

46: 51–63.
Cooney M (2009) Is Killing Wrong? A Study in Pure Sociology. Charlottesville, VA: University 

of Virginia Press.
Copes H, Cardwell S and Sloan JJ, III (2012a) h-index and m-quotient benchmarks of scholarly 

impact in criminology and criminal justice: A preliminary note. Journal of Criminal Justice 
Education 23: 441–461.

Copes H, Khey DN and Tewksbury R (2012b) Criminology and criminal justice hit parade: 
Measuring academic productivity in the discipline. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 
23: 423–440.

Davis M (1971) That’s interesting! Towards a phenomenology of sociology and a sociology of 
phenomenology. Philosophy of Social Sciences 1: 309–344.

DiCristina B (1997) The quantitative emphasis in criminal justice education. Journal of Criminal 
Justice Education 8: 181–199.

Galenson DW (2006) Old Masters and Young Geniuses: The Two Life Cycles of Artistic Creativity. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

 at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tcr.sagepub.com/


Jacques 333

Gans H (1999) Making Sense of America: Sociological Analyses and Essays. Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield.

Gibbs JP (1975) Crime, Punishment, and Deterrence. New York: Elsevier.
Goffman E (1971) Relations in Public: Microstudies of the Public Order. New York: Basic Books.
Hacking I (2000) The Social Construction of What? Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Homans GC (1967) The Nature of Social Science. New York: Harbringer, Brace & World.
Huff D (1954) How to Lie with Statistics. New York: Norton.
Jacobs BA (1998) Researching crack dealers: Dilemmas and contradictions. In: Ferrell J and 

Hamm MS (eds) Ethnography at the Edge: Crime, Deviance, and Field Research. Boston, 
MA: Northeastern University Press.

Jacobs BA (2006) The case for dangerous fieldwork. In: Hobbs D and Wright R (eds) The Sage 
Handbook of Fieldwork. Los Angeles, CA: SAGE.

Jacques S and Wright R (2008) Intimacy with outlaws: The role of relational distance in recruiting, 
paying, and interviewing underworld research participants. Journal of Research in Crime & 
Delinquency 45: 22–38.

Jacques S and Wright R (2010a) A sociological theory of drug sales, gifts, and frauds. Crime & 
Delinquency. DOI: 10.1177/0011128710386199.

Jacques S and Wright R (2010b) Dangerous intimacy: Toward a theory of violent victimization in 
active offender research. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 21: 503–525.

Jacques S and Wright R (2010c) Apprehending criminals: The impact of law on offender-
based research. In: Bernasco W (ed.) Offenders on Offending: Learning about Crime from 
Criminals. Cullompton, UK: Willan.

Jacques S and Wright R (2010d) Criminology as social control: Discriminatory research 
and its role in the reproduction of social inequalities. Crime, Law, & Social Change 53: 
383–396.

Jacques S and Wright R (2010e) Right or wrong? Toward a theory of IRBs’ (dis)approval of 
research. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 21: 42–59.

Jacques S, Lindegaard MR and Van Gelder J (2011) Foreign fieldworkers & native participants: A 
theory of method. Victims & Offenders 6: 246–259.

King G, Keohane RO and Verba S (1994) Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in 
Qualitative Research. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Kleck G, Tark J and Bellows JJ (2006) What methods are most frequently used in criminology & 
criminal justice? Journal of Criminal Justice 34: 147–152.

Kuhn TJ (1977) The Essential Tension: Selected Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Laub JH and Sampson RJ (2003) Shared Beginnings, Divergent Lives: Delinquent Boys to Age 70. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lee RM (1995) Dangerous Fieldwork. Los Angeles, CA: SAGE.
Merton RK (2002 [1938]) Science, Technology & Society in Seventeenth-Century England. New 

York: Howard Fertig.
Michalski JH (2003) Financial altruism or unilateral resource exchanges? Toward a pure sociology 

of welfare. Sociological Theory 21: 341–358.
Moskos P (2008) Cop in the Hood: My Year Policing Baltimore’s Eastern District. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press.
Mullins NC (1973) Theories and Theory Groups in Contemporary American Sociology. New 

York: Harper and Row.
National Science Foundation (NSF) (2004) General guidelines for developing qualitative research 

projects. Prepared by Ragin CC, Nagel J and White P for the Workshop on Scientific 
Foundations of Qualitative Research. Washington, DC: National Science Foundation.

 at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tcr.sagepub.com/


334 Theoretical Criminology 18(3)

Phillips S (2003) The social structure of vengeance: A test of Black’s model. Criminology 41: 
673–708.

Phillips S and Cooney M (2005) Aiding peace, abetting violence: Third parties and the manage-
ment of conflict. American Sociological Review 70: 334–354.

Pogrebin MR (2010) On the way to the field: Reflections of one qualitative criminal justice profes-
sor’s experiences. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 21: 540–561.

Popper K (2002 [1959]) The Logic of Scientific Discovery. New York: Routledge Classics.
Roberts L, Lafta R, Garfield R, Khudhairi J and Burnham G (2004) Mortality before and after the 

2003 invasion of Iraq: Cluster sample survey. The Lancet 364: 1857–1864.
Scott MB and Lyman SM (1968) Accounts. American Sociological Review 33: 46–62.
Senechal de la Roche S (1996) Collective violence as social control. Sociological Forum 11: 

97–128.
Sever B (2001) Research methods for criminal justice graduate students: Comparing textbook 

coverage and classroom instruction. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 12: 337–353.
Sluka JA (1990) Participant observation in violent social contexts. Human Organization 49: 

114–126.
Small ML (2009) ‘How many cases do I need?’ On science and the logic of case selection in field-

based research. Ethnography 10: 5–38.
Sullivan CJ and Maxfield MG (2003) Examining paradigmatic development in criminology and 

criminal justice: A content analysis of research methods syllabi in doctoral programs. Journal 
of Criminal Justice Education 14: 269–285.

Sutherland EH (1937) The Professional Thief. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Tewksbury R (2009) Qualitative versus quantitative methods: Understanding why qualita-

tive methods are superior for criminology and criminal justice. Journal of Theoretical and 
Philosophical Criminology 1: 38–58.

Tewksbury R, Dabney DD and Copes H (2010) The prominence of qualitative research in crimi-
nology and criminal justice scholarship. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 21: 391–411.

Tewksbury R, DeMichele MT and Miller MJ (2005) Methodological orientations of articles 
appearing in criminal justice’s top journals: Who publishes what and where. Journal of 
Criminal Justice Education 16: 265–279.

Williams T, Dunlap E, Johnson BD and Hamid A (1992) Personal safety in dangerous places. 
Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 21: 343–374.

Worrall JL (2000) In defense of the ‘quantoids’: More on the reasons for the quantitative empha-
sis in criminal justice education and research. Journal of Criminal Justice Education 16: 
265–279.

Wright R, Jacques S and Stein M (in press) Where are we? Why are we here? Where are we going? 
How do we get there? The future of qualitative research in American criminology. Advances 
in Criminological Theory 20.

Author biography

Scott Jacques is an Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice & Criminology at Georgia State 
University. His work focuses on crimes against drug dealers, the offenders’ perspective, and theo-
rizing method.

 at GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY on July 18, 2014tcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tcr.sagepub.com/

