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ABSTRACT

The following report examines the contribution my publications have made over the
course of a twenty-year career in government departments (in Britain) and academic
nstitutions (in Australia) to advancing scholarly inquiry in the areas of Youth Justice,
Young People and Social Welfare, and Criminology. In the section dealing with Youth
Justice publications I have given particular attention to a dominant and coherent area of
study under the heading Families, Crime and Juvenile Justice. The common thematic
content of my publications focuses on the ways in which certain individuals and social
groups perceive and experience systems of social control. Additionally, the report
highlights a range of allied publications that have dealt with the consequences of largely
state-sponsored policies and practices in relation to a range of ‘subject populations’. It
is argued that my contribution to advancing knowledge in the above areas has been
achieved in two primary ways: (a) through a range of original publications based on
theoretical and empirical studies, and substantial polemical and critical work; (b)
through significant engagement in scholarly debate and discussion (including citation of
my work in the publications of other academics) and facilitation of reflexive discussion
among social welfare practitioners and policy makers. Finally, the report attempts to
contextualise my publications through a detailed discussion of the personal and
intellectual origins of my work over the past two decades. The latter involves a general
review of the sociological, criminological and social welfare literature relating to a
prevailing concern with what I have broadly termed the ‘phenomenology of social

control’.



INTRODUCTION

This report discusses the nature, thematic content, significance and origins of my
scholarly publications over the past twenty years (1981 - 2001). Written while
employed as a Research Officer in two British government departments (the Hampshire
Probation and After-Care Service from 1979 to 1984 and the London Borough of
Lambeth, Department of Social Services from 1985 to 1988), and as an academic at
three Australian universities (1991- ), the publications reflect my contribution to
research and scholarship in three broad areas of inquiry: Youth Justice, Young People
and Social Welfare, and Criminology. I produced the majority of my published works
while employed in Australia as a Lecturer at James Cook University of North
Queensland, Department of Social Work and Community Welfare (1991-6), University
of the Sunshine Coast, Faculty of Arts (1996-7) and Queensland University of
Technology, School of Justice Studies (1997 - 2002).

I intend to demonstrate that my publications have contributed significantly to advancing
knowledge in the stated areas of inquiry. This is evidenced by the following: (a)
numerous citations of my work in other scholarly publications; (b) contributions to
polemical exchanges involving senior academics on a range of contemporary social
policy and practice issues (c) facilitation of reflexive discussion among social welfare
practitioners through the mediums of conferences, seminars, workshops and other
educational and training forums. My work has been published in various forms, ranging
from jointly authored and edited books, monographs, book reviews and journal articles.
This reflects both the nature and scope of my publications as well as an ability to write

fluently for a diverse readership.

Thematically, my publications tend to focus on the experiences of ‘subjects’ in systems
of social control’ (mainly criminal justice and welfare), and on the impact of various
government policies and practices on subject populations. A significant number of my

publications have thus been concerned with the way in which those individuals and



social groups caught up in systems of social control describe and interpret their own
experiences. As noted in Chapter 3, I trace this area of scholarly interest (in what I have
cautiously termed the ‘phenomenology of social control’) to a number of overarching
personal experiences and intellectual concerns. My general commitment to conveying
the voices of those caught up in systems of social control reflects a widely held view in
the social sciences that the voices of ‘experts’ and ‘professional opinion’ should not be
privileged over the narratives of subjects (see Cohen 1985; Masson 1988; Sibley 1995).
As I argue below, the voices of subjects tend to reveal far more about the
implementational realities of policy and practice than any number of official and/or
‘expert’ accounts. I illustrate this argument through a detailed discussion of a research
project which I conducted over a number of years. This project (discussed below under
the Youth Justice section) deals with the recent emergence and application of parental
penalty in a number of western countries. I have argued (in a range of publications) that
the realities of such penalty and the growth of responsibilized and individualistic
discursive practices are experienced in particular (largely negative and

counterproductive) ways by those subjected to such measures.

Generally, my publications are informed by a view that the experiential accounts of
those caught up in systems of social control enable us to describe, assess and interpret
the claims and justifications made by those who have power and authority over subject-
others. In drawing on such accounts it is possible to compare and contrast the views of
those who have a vested interest in ensuring the ‘success’ of particular regulatory
projects with the experiential accounts of those who pass through them. In addition, I
have also sought through my publications to: (a) engage in critical analysis of the official
as well as unofficial claims, justifications and rationalisations made by policy makers,
managers, practitioners and others, and (b) identify the emergent contexts of such
discourses. Although covering a wide range of issues, concerns, topics and interests my
published work is united around a number of closely interrelated themes that reflect my

longstanding interest in how individuals and social groups view systems of social
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control and how those in positions of power and authority explain, justify and

ultimately legitimise various institutional goals and practices.

In outlining the origins, nature and breadth of my publications, as well as the
contribution they have made to advancing particular areas of study, the following

discussion is organised around four main objectives:

1. To illustrate the dominant and unifying themes underpinning my record of
publications over the past twenty years (with a particular emphasis on a specific

area of study: Families Crime and Juvenile Justice).

2. To outline the research designs and methodologies employed in my empirical work.

3. To demonstrate the contribution of my publications to furthering knowledge and

debate in particular areas of inquiry.

4. To discuss the personal and intellectual origins of my work.

These objectives will be reflected in the general structure of the report. For purposes of
convenience, I have divided the report into four main chapters. Chapter 1 addresses the
thematic content of my publications. Particular attention is paid to a specific area of
research focused on family-centred crime control policies. In Chapter 2 I focus on the
contribution my publications have made to advancing particular areas of inquiry.
Chapter 3 contextualises my publications through a discussion of the personal and
intellectual origins of my work. I have sought to relate my personal background to the
development of certain scholarly themes and interests over the past twenty years.

Finally, Chapter 4 provides a summary of and conclusion to the report.



CHAPTER 1
SELECTIONS, THEMATIC CONTENT AND RESEARCH ORIENTATION

Introduction

This chapter will discuss the thematic content of the publications selected for inclusion
in this report. Particular attention is paid to the epistemological contexts within which
the publications were produced and to the various research designs and methodologies
employed in my empirical studies. I discuss the latter in order to demonstrate the
general approach 1 have used to record and analyse the experiences of subjects in

systems of social control.

Although my publications reflect a strong emphasis on Youth Justice, there is
considerable overlap with other areas of inquiry, due in part to a number of inherent
thematic connections. My research interests (and subsequent publications) have been
shaped to a large extent by my chosen career paths. For instance, as the publications list
indicates (see Appendix 1), much of my work has been undertaken in the ‘applied’
areas of social work and probation practice. This reflects both my academic interests
and a longstanding theoretical and professional association with social welfare practice.
Accordingly, the sections below will map out the broad range of interests and concerns
contained in my publications and the epistemological (and professional) contexts within
which they were produced (see Appendix 3 for a chronology of select research interests

and publications).

Youth Justice

The main part of my discussion in this section is devoted to a research project which I
have called ‘Families, Crime and Juvenile Justice’ (see highlighted publications in
Appendix 1). This is a discrete area of scholarly inquiry (conducted over a period of 7
years), which I believe has contributed significantly to advancing knowledge in an

important field of contemporary penal policy; namely, the penalization of parents for



the offending of their children. In the latter part of this section I discuss a range of other

publications that focus on youth justice issues.

Part 1: Families, Crime and Juvenile Justice

Since 1994 my research on families, crime and juvenile justice has involved a substantial
amount of theoretical and empirical analysis resulting in a range of publications,
identified below. The idea for such a project was entirely mine and throughout I have
taken the lead role in developing theoretical and research ideas as well as actively
encouraging my research colleagues to engage in the process of joint authorship. My
published work in this area makes an original and important contribution to a wider
body of literature which critiques simple assumptive linkages between ‘poor’ or
‘neglectful’ parenting and juvenile crime (see Cunneen and White 1996, Campbell 1994,
Field 1990, Goldson 1999, Goldson 20000, Holman 1995, Hope 1994, Muncie 1999,
Pitts, forthcoming, Pitts and Hope 1998, Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 1997, Young
1999). Taken together, this body of scholarly work constitutes a powerful critique of
the myths and misconceptions evident in many areas of contemporary criminal justice
policy. Further, it points to factors beyond the family (such as poverty, disadvantage,
marginalisation, lack of leisure and recreation faculties, and inadequate welfare and
support services) that have contributed significantly to the hardship experienced by
growing numbers of households in western countries. The literature also points to the
fact that many disadvantaged families also find themselves increasingly subject to

intensive forms of state regulation and control.

A further and vitally important argument contained in this literature relates to the
ascendancy of the risk paradigm in key areas of criminal justice policy (see Pitts 2000,
Pitts, forthcoming). In youth justice, the notion of ‘risk’ has been pivotal to the
identification of a range of factors that supposedly predispose certain individuals to
criminal behaviour. Central to such risk identification (and the process of prediction) are
factors relating, closely to specific types of ‘family functioning’, especially those

involving emotional and disciplinary relations between children, young people and their



parents. This sort of intra-familial perspective holds sway among a number of highly
influential criminologists (see, for example, Farrington 1994) whose epistemological
influences can be traced to the developmental work of academic psychologists such as
John Bowlby and Donald Winnicott (Hil and McMahon 2001, Chapter 3). Essentially,
this work is predicated upon the assumption that crime and delinquency originate from
problematic (or ‘dysfunctional’) relationships between children and their parents,
usually manifested in ‘emoiional problems’ (lack of love or warmth from one or both
parents) and/or disciplinary problems (not enough consistent application of parental
regulation and control). The latter view is typically represented in the more recent
developmental literature (Farrington 1994, Homel 1999) by reference to the absence of

(or ‘deficits’ in) appropriate ‘parenting skills’.

In seeking to counter many of the more simplistic assumptions in the developmental
literature, especially those assumptions relating to deficit models of intra-family
relationships and child rearing practices, it has been observed that the frequency and
prevalence of such ‘risk factors’ tends to vary from one locality and neighborhood to
another, and what appears to be more consistent in terms of explaining the emergence of
offending behaviours are material disadvantage, lack of appropriate welfare and other
local support services and differential policing practices (Pitts and Hope 1998). My
own work has, through its critique of the developmental literature and an empirical
study of the parents of criminalized children, contributed to a serious questioning of
many of the assumptions associated with risk-based discourses. Additionally, my work
also demonstrates that the epistemological foundations of parental penalty are at best
flawed and may in fact produce all manner of unintended consequences. I have also
argued that parental penalty reflects a return to moralistic and a highly individualistic
explanations of offending that befit a new era of ‘responsibilized’ penal policy (Garland

2000).



Policy context and theory

My interest in the above area was generated by the growing tendency in western
countries to penalise parents for the offending of their children. I became increasingly
concerned by some of the more simplistic assumptions linked with ‘parent blaming’
discourses, particularly as they related to issues of crime and delinquency. Since the
mid-1980s politicians, social commentators and policy makers increasingly viewed the
‘causes of crime’, as linked directly to ‘poor parenting’ skills and/or to ‘neglectful
parenting’. This in turn was linked to concerns over the supposedly ailing state of the
‘traditional family’ and the apparent decline of ‘traditional family values’ brought
about, it was said, by post-war affluence, secularism, feminism, permissive values and

so forth (Abbott and Wallace 1989).

Such views gained ascendancy in a political context in which the values of economic
liberalism and the primacy of the market were regarded by the radical right as
antithetical to the workings of the welfare state (see Glennester and Midgely 1991).
Thus, my publications (see below) sought to argue that the emergence of parent-blaming
discourses in the area of juvenile crime control shoﬁid be seen as reflective of certain
individualistic discourses and (especially) of a return to neo-classical interpretations of
criminal action. I have further argued that the discursive notion of ‘individual
responsibility’ has served to legitimate a wide range of ‘devolutionary’ policies and
practices in a number of western countries. Families have had to take on more of the
burdens of care and supervision of their children and greater direct responsibility when
things go wrong. Governments have thus sought to locate the causes of crime and
delinquency, truancy, and child abuse and neglect in the context of the ‘dysfunctional’
or ‘failing’ family. The origins of crime and delinquency were explained largely in terms
of their essential moral character insofar as offenders and their families had supposedly

‘failed’ to exercise adequate ‘responsibility’ (Gottfriedson and Hirschi 1990).



The general aim of my study of families, crime and juvenile justice was to question
many of the prevalent assumptions in governmental discourses on juvenile crime
control, particularly in relation to parental penalty. I also sought to highlight some of
the negative consequences associated with parental restitution measures in a number of
western English-speaking countries (mainly Britain, North America and Australia).
Such assumptions involved the essentialist proposition that the causes of juvenile
offending could be attributed directly to the ‘dysfunctional’ structures, dynamics and
interactions of certain families. I have argued that this sort of thinking derives from
three interrelated sources: (a) the scholarly works of academic developmental
psychologists; (b) from politically conservative and moralistic views about the ‘failing’
of ‘dysfunctional” families, and (c) from a range of highly individualistic discourses on

crime causation.

My research work in this area has included the publication of several refereed articles,
two monographs and a book. The jointly authored text, Families, Crime and Juvenile
Justice (Hil and McMahon 2001), is one of the few books in the field to employ
qualitative methodologies and to report in detail on the actual experiences of the parents
of juvenile offenders. It is also the first detailed work in Australia to focus in any

theoretical or empirical depth on the issue of parental penalty and its consequences.

Research questions

Three dominant research questions emerged from the above: first, how can the
emergence of parent blaming discourses and government statutes be explained? Second,
how do the parents of juvenile offenders describe and interpret their own experiences of
parental care and supervision, particularly in relation to the prevention of further
offending among their children? Additionally, how do those parents subject directly to
parental penalty reflect on their experiences? Although broad, these questions formed
the foundations for a theoretical discussion of the emergent context of parent-blaming

measures, as well as an empirical study of the parents of offending juveniles. An



appropriate research design and methodological techniques was formulated in order to

address these questions.

Research design and methodology

The research design for this project involved two broad approaches: first, (beginning in
1993) the use of secondary sources to facilitate a theoretical discussion on the emergent
context of parent-blaming discourses and practices; and, second, (from 1996-7) in-depth
interviews with a small sample of parents of criminalized children. The former approach
involved a critical reading of scholarly sources on families and crime and a review of
other sources, including government legislation and reports, policy statements, and
newspaper and magazine articles. The second approach was based on in-depth, semi-
structured interviews with a sample of 20 families of criminalized children. Most of the
parents interviewed for the study were single mothers. Seven families were indigenous

and one family had recently migrated from the Philippines.

Publications

In an article published in the Journal of Australian Studies (Hil 1998b) I examined the
emergence of the discursive notion of ‘responsibility’ in western systems of juvenile
crime control (see also Hil 1999). I sought to highlight the socio-political contexts
within which individualistic interprelatiohs of ‘responsibility’ had arisen and the way in
which this had been applied to specific areas of penal policy. Particular attention was
drawn to a range of family oriented, crime control measures such as crime prevention
programs, family group conferencing, community panels and curfews. I concluded that
over recent decades the family had become a central feature of juvenile crime control
policy in most western countries, and that this reflected a range of devolutionary
practices that conferred increased responsibility for crime management on individuals
and families. Parents had become absorbed directly into the crime control project under
the pretext of ‘conflict resolution’ and increased ‘family responsibility’. But more than
this, parents were now being held directly responsible for the offending of their

children, making them liable for criminal prosecution when this occurred. In its analysis
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of the role of the family in juvenile crime control the above article laid the theoretical
foundations for my empirical work on families that was reported in a number of

subsequent publications.

My interest in family oriented crime control led to an analysis of academic studies
dealing with the supposed relationship between families and crime — indeed, many
contemporary crime control measures have been based directly on many of the
conclusions drawn from such work. In what effectively became the literature review for
the research project I co-authored an article that sough to critique the scholarly work on
families and crime (Hil and McMahon 1995). Although this publication was written
jointly, the idea for the article and the arguments contained in it were largely mine. In
fact, I wrote the early drafts of the article and Dr McMahon provided useful comments,
hence my decision to include him as joint author. At the time we were also working
together on a grant application and I felt it appropriate that Dr McMahon and I be
regarded as joint researchers on this project. The article questioned the reliance in
academic literature upon a range of unwarranted assumptions about family life and their
connection to crime and delinquency. Indeed, the academic literature was replete with

epistemological errors.

Specifically, I drew attention to the following problems associated with much English,
Australian and American family-focused research: 1. The absence or ‘silencing’ of the
voices of family members themselves, thereby giving rise to misleading and value-laden
interpretations of family life, including the somewhat cavalier use of terms such as
‘argumentative’, ‘aggressive’, ‘conflictual’ etc. (p. 5-6); 2. An over-reliance on
positivistic methodologies that privileged the accounts of researchers over research
subjects (p.7); 3. Lack of attention to the differential nature of policing In
‘disadvantaged comminutes’, especially in relation to working class and indigenous
comminutes in Australia (p.6); 4. A distinct lack of theoretical attention to ‘external’
factors such as socio-economic disadvantage, marginalisation, exclusion, etc. (pp.6-7).

We concluded that:



. much of the research in this area offers a highly fragmented and partial
account of the experiences and perceptions of young offenders and their
families. The denial of a voice to the subjects of research reinforces the
reductionist position that the interpretations of lived experiences must come,
first and foremost, from accredited ‘experts’ rather than from the subjects of
analysis... Our contention is that those children and families who have been
labeled as dysfunctional, deviant or simply criminal must be allowed to speak

about their own experiences in and out of the criminal justice system (p.8).

My interest in the way in which scholarly literature had reported on families and crime
dovetailed neatly with a growing awareness of parental penalty in western systems of
juvenile crime control. I was especially interested in how academic discourse informed
the development of policies in this area. Having received a Merit Research Grant form
James Cook University, Dr McMahon and I embarked on the early stages of a research
project based on interviews with the parents of offenders in North Queensland.
(Eventually, the research findings were reported in book form — see below for

discussion of Families, Crime and Juvenile Justice).

In two co-authored publications I summarised the initial findings of the research. In a
monograph published by the Youth Research Centre at the University of Melbourne I,
along with two other researchers (Hil, McMahon and Buckley 1996), reported on the
findings from interviews conducted with three families. In a later publication (Hil
1998a) I reported on findings from interviews with 4 families. Both publications came
to the same conclusion, namely, that the scholarly literature on families and crime was
problematic and that the views and opinions of the parents of juvenile offenders
revealed a somewhat different picture to the simple one of ‘parental neglect’ being

articulated by politicians and others. In the latter publication I concluded that:
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In examining the responses of parents to their children’s offending it is apparent
that popular and legislative assumptions of parental ‘neglect’ and indifference
are simplistic and misleading. Parents in the study were actively involved in
attempts to curtail their son or daughters’ offending. While their attempts may
have bordered on the socially unacceptable and were invariably less than

successful, they nonetheless point to the active role played by parents (p.8).

The foundations for my research on parent-blaming discourse had been laid through a
critical review of parental restitution legislation in Australia. In a monograph published
by the Social and Welfare Research Centre at James Cook University, Making Them
Pay (Hil 1996a), I examined the emergent context of parental restitution legislation in a
number of States and Territories, and the critical responses of welfare and legal
organisations and academics to the introduction of this legislation. The specific
legislation under critical review included the Juvenile Justice Act, Queensland, 1992;
Children’s (Parental Responsibility Act, New South Wales, 1994, Sratute Law Revision
Penalties Act, Tasmania, 1994, Young Offenders Act, Western Australia 1994; and the
Juvenile Justice Act, Northern Territory 1994. I concluded that parental penalty would
do little to prevent further offending among young people. Indeed, it was likely that
such measures would add to family discord, and could in fact lead to more

homelessness, delinquency and increased financial hardship.

Families, Crime and Juvenile Justice (Hil and McMahon 2001) summarised and
extended much of the research and theoretical work undertaken in the above
publications (see also Hil 1996b, 1996¢, 1996d, 1996e, 1994a, 1994b). The idea for the
book was mine and I wrote the proposal that was sent to and eventually accepted by
the publishers (Peter Lang in New York). I conceptualised the book both as a synthesis
and extension of previous theoretical and empirical work, and as a direct contribution to
advancing knowledge about the realities of parenting in respect of criminalised children.
The book was also constituted as a critique of parental penalty, particularly as it had

been applied in Australia. My intention was that policy makers and those who worked
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directly with the families of juvenile offenders should be able to draw on the findings
contained in the book. As noted below, since publication of the book I have sought to
disseminate its findings to policy makers and practitioners at the Queensland
Department of Families, Youth and Community Care — the agency most directly

associated with the study.

Although the book was the result of a collaborative effort, I wrote chapters 1, 2, 3,9, 10
and the conclusion. I co-authored the other chapters. The book reported on a detailed
qualitative study of the parents of juvenile offenders in North Queensland, Australia.
The study included some parents who had been fined by the Queensland Magistrates’
Court for apparent criminal negligence in respect of their children’s offending. Drawing
on a qualitative approach, which involved face-to-face interviews with parents (as well
as with a number of the young offenders themselves), the North Queensland study was
designed so that parents and their children could speak as openly as possible about their
experiences of crime and criminalisation. In-depth interviews were conducted with the
20 parents of juvenile offenders who had been sentenced for a variety of offences in the
Queensland Children’s Court. Our emphasis on reporting the experiences, views and
opinions of ‘respondents’ was derived from previous studies undertaken by Dr
McMahon and myself. Dr McMahon (1998a) had undertaken a qualitative study of
welfare work in the United States, while I had completed a number of studies relating to
the experiences of young people in various ‘correctional’ programs. These included a
chapter on young people and institutional regulation in Australia (Hil and Simpson
1995); a study of ‘wilderness schemes’ (Hil, Craig and Keast 1995); a study of young
offenders and their parents' experiences of the Townsville Youth Assistance Panel (Hil
1993; Hil 1995); an analysis of young offenders in a probation day centre (Hil 1980,
1982a, 1988); and a study of Afro-Caribbean young offenders attending Leeds
Magistrates Court (Hil 1982b). The knowledge and nsights gained from these studies
enabled both Dr McMahon and I to develop a sound qualitative approach and to work
with considerable mutual understanding about the essential objectives of our North

Queensland study.



The results of the study demonstrated that, far from being simply uncaring, indifferent
or ‘negligent’, parents of offenders had in fact attempted a wide range of measures to
prevent their children from offending. We also found that the effects on the family of a
son or daughter’s offending was never less than traumatic for the family as a whole and
that relations therein were never quite the same again. Equally traumatic (and often
unproductive) were the interventions of numerous officials ranging from police officers,
social workers to youth and community workers and others. We found that such
interventions had generally not assisted parents in coping more effectively with their
children. Indeed, on some occasions the interventions of officials made matters worse
by often inadvertently increasing rather than decreasing family discord. We thus
highlighted the poor interpersonal and communication skills displayed by welfare
workers in dealing with these families — a point emphasised in a number of earlier client
studies (see for example, Rees and Wallace 1982). Thus, while we did not dismiss the
fact that parenting skills and negligence may have some bearing on offending, they were
insufficient as explanations in themselves. A more complex and historically grounded
account was therefore required in order to acknowledge the social and economic contexts
of each family, intra-family relationships, differential policing practices, social reaction

and various state sponsored regulatory practices.

The simple, although profoundly important, message threaded through the book, was
that juvenile offending could not be attributed solely or primarily to ‘poor’ or
‘neglectful’ parenting. Additionally, we argued that the notion of the ‘dysfunctional’
family was highly problematic and that the link between ‘the family’ and crime was
often based on moralistic and stereotypical descriptions of working class life. Further,
we maintained that the proposition that ‘parental neglect’ caused or led directly to
juvenile offending could not be easily demonstrated among the sample of parents we
interviewed for the study. Rather, parents attempted to regulate and control the
behaviors of their children through a range of cognitive and behavioral strategies, some

of which could well be described as abusive. As noted, parents were rarely indifferent to
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the offending of their children and nor did they necessarily lack parenting skills or love
and affection for their children, as is often assumed in the developmental literature and

government policy statements.

Contribution to advancing knowledge in the stated area

As noted in Chapter 2, the contribution that my publications have made to advancing an
area of inquiry is gauged by its originality and the extent to which it adds to an existing
area of study. I have also noted that I use the term ‘advancing’ in a wider sense to

include the dissemination of my findings to academics, policy makers and practitioners.

As indicated above, my publications are original in that they are the first to address the
question of parental penalty in Australia and among the first also to employ qualitative
methodologies to gauge the actual experiences of those caught up in the workings of the
criminal justice system. The results of my work compliment an existing body of
scholarly literature that critiques simple linkages drawn between ‘poor’ or ‘neglectful’®
parenting and juvenile crime. It also adds to a body of organizational publications that
point to the possible consequences of parental restitution legislation (see Chapter 3, Hil

and McMahon 2001).

My contribution to policy development is gauged through the many occasions on which
I have discussed my research findings in government and non-government forums,
including regional conferences and meetings held with the Queensland Department of
Family Services, Juvenile Justice Reference Group and at the Queensland State
Government Task Force on Youth Crime Prevention (see Appendix 2). I have also
relayed my finding during a specially convened meeting with regional managers of the
Queensland Department of Family Services. The same Department has recently
approved funding for a training program in which I will focusAon the findings of the
book, especially in terms of its practice implications for frontline workers who work

with the parents of offending children.

B. Other Youth Justice publications



The other publications included in this section cover a wide and varied range of youth
justice issues. I have been particularly interested in the way in which youth crime has
been reported by the media, especially in the Australian context. In an introduction to
an edited book entitled Youth, Crime and the Media (Hil and Bessant 1997a), Dr Judith
Bessant and I discussed the processes by which media reporting served to construct
certain sections of the youth population as a threat to social order. Drawing on the
works of Cohen (1980) and others, we gathered together essays by a number of leading
Australian academics in effort to highlight the specific ways in which youth crime has
been reported by the Australian electronic and print media over the past few years.
Youth Crime and the Media is the first book of its sort in Australia and has been widely
used in tertiary educational institutions. (Sections of the book were used as the basis for
a submission to a Queensland State Government Inquiry into institutional abuses of
children in that state: see Hil and Bessant 1999¢). The initial idea for the book was
mine. However, I worked closely with Dr Bessant on conceptualisation of the book (as
a key edited text on the media treatment of youth crime) and we divided the job of

editorship equally between us.

In Chapter 7 of the book I discussed the case of a localised ‘moral panic’ over youth
crime in a North Queensland town which gave rise to a racialised public discourse on the
supposed origins of crime in the area (Hil 1997b. See also Hil and Fisher 1994). I drew
attention to local news reports which linked the actions of one Indigenous family to a
generalised ‘black crime problem’. I argued that the racialised contents of such reports
needed to be located in the historical context of discourses that continually
problematised Indigenous people in Australia — a theme to which I later returned in my

study of vigilantism in North Queensland.

In a further discussion of issues that impacted directly on constructions of young
people as a ‘social problem’, Dr. Judith Bessant and I (Hil and Bessant 1997b)
addressed the connection often made in public discourse between juvenile crime and

unemployment. We were especially concermned by continued references in the



criminological literature to deterministic accounts that correlated youth crime directly
with unemployment. In reviewing the evidence on such matters we argued that simple
deterministic correlations between crime and unemployment were likely to feed directly
into those regulatory discourses that perceived certain sections of the youth population
as a ‘problem’ requiring urgent state intervention. In a later essay on young people and
public space, we (Hil and Bessant 1999a) again took issue with what we considered to
be a deterministic tendency of neo-Marxists to equate certain social phenomena with
economic forces. While not wishing to deny the structural conditions that framed the
experiences of many young people in Australia and elsewhere, we nonetheless remained
concerned by a number of simplistic and deterministic propositions that appeared to
support (albeit unwittingly) many regulatory and other disciplinary agendas in late

modernity

In other essays, I have focused on specific policies and practices that have contributed
to the regulation and control of young people in Australia. Again, my work in this area
has stemmed from my concern with the way in which young people in particular have
been repeatedly viewed by the powerful as a threat to social order. Thus, in analytical
work undertaken on a range of issues relating to youth crime control, I have sought to
make explicit many of the assumptions that underscore current state-driven policies and
practices in this area. My publications deal with issues such as the emergent contexts
and consultation processes relating to juvenile justice legislation in Queensland (Hil
1993; Hil and Roughley 1997ab); contemporary party political discourses on
‘community’ and crime control (Hil, Buckley and McMahon 1995); ‘Day in Prison’
programs in Queensland (Hil and Moyle 1992; Hil 1992; Hil and Keast 1992); the
concept of ‘targeting’ as related to the implementation of juvenile offender programs in
certain parts of Queensland (Hil and Seaton 1993; Hil 1994c); assumptions associated
with the idea of ‘high crime areas’ (Hil, Zuchowski and Bone 1994) and concerns over
organised street protests by young people (Hil and Bessant 1999b). (In all the above
jointly authored publications I took the primary role in both the conceptualisation of

the articles, the development of arguments and ideas and the writing of them).



Many of my essays have dealt with policies and practices adopted by the Queensland
Department of Families, Youth and Community Care which have led to some lively
exchanges on the future direction of youth crime control in that state (see also Hil and
Crane 1997). As such, I consider that my publications have led to some constructive
debates on youth justice that have gone some way towards advancing public discussion

on such matters.

Finally, my more recent work has turned to an area which I hope to pursue in further
studies over the next few years, namely, globalisation and its consequences on the
governance of certain populations, with specific reference to young people. Thus, in an
article published in the international journal Crime, Law and Social Change, 1 addressed
many of the assumptions in current public discourse on ‘globalisation’ and its supposed
link to rising levels of youth crime (Hil, forthcoming). In particular, I have sought to
draw attention to the interface between contemporary governmental discourses on
youth crime and the wider socio-political and economic transformations associated with
globalisation. 1 discussed this issue  in a keynote plenary address to the 2000
Conference of the International Federation of Social Workers and the International

Association of Schools of Social Work in Montreal, Canada (see Appendix 3).

As noted in Chapter 2, many of the arguments and ideas contained in these articles have
contributed both directly and indirectly to policy deliberations on matters of youth
justice i Queensland. They have also been aired in various public settings
(conferences, seminars, etc.) and discussed in government departmental forums (see
Appendix 2 for details). The value of these publications resides in their commitment to
questioning the convéntional wisdoms and taken-for-granted assumptions evident in

much contemporary youth justice discourse.

Young People and Social Welfare
The publications discussed in this section deal primarily with issues concerning young

people and social welfare. I refer broadly to ‘social welfare’ as the provision of various
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services to those in the ‘community’ requiring help, sustenance and support. Generally,
the stated aims of such services are to improve the quality of life for individuals and

their families, and to ensure greater access to and participation in the wider community.

In referring to the publications below, I discuss a number of issues and concerns facing
particular groups of young people in systems of social control. These include young
people with disability, young people in a rural area, and children and young people in
state care. These publications demonstrate my concern with the way in which discrete
social groups experience the realities of social control, whether in relation to the
provision of employment services, social welfare and/or state care. Thus, the
publications discussed below reflect the common thematic concems evidenced
throughout this report, namely, how those people in systems of social control describe
and interpret their own experiences and how various policies and practices impact upon

them.

The publications referred to in this chapter come in various forms: edited books,
reports, articles and reviews. As such, they differ in style and content and are
addressed to several discrete audiences. For instance, the two reports were
commissioned by a local council and welfare agency respectively, and were concemed
with a range of local and regional issues, while the articles on state wards were aimed at
an ‘academic’ audience. It should be noted that although the reports discussed below
were commissioned for specific organisational purposes, the findings were discussed
publicly and were utilised in the formulation and subsequent implementation of various
policy recommendations. In most of the publications cited below I generally took a
major lead role in the formulation of the publication proposal and in writing the work,

or I contributed on an equal basis with my co-researchers and authors.

In a co-edited volume entitled Achieving Inclusion: Exploring Issues in Disability (Hil,
Caltabiano and Frangos 1997), a number of prominent Australian researchers

contributed to an interdisciplinary perspective on research, policy and practice issues
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relating to people with disability. I formulated the original idea for this book and invited
two other academics from James Cook University to participate in this project. I took
responsibility for the book proposal, its structure and planned content and its overall
epistemological direction. I envisaged the book as a key Australian contribution to a
multidisciplinary focus on disability. The book was intended to highlight the continued
tendency in public discourse to represent people with disability in negative ways and to

effectively exclude them from participation in key areas of life.

The book drew particular attention to the various ways in which processes of exclusion
served to marginalise people with disability and to render them dependent on family
members and/or the wider community. The book was prompted by continuing concerns
over the lack of welfare and other types of provision for people with disability,
evidence of widespread institutional abuses in Queensland and elsewhere, and the
narrow understandings and questionable assumptions associated with ‘disability’. Our
aim was to focus on the means by which people with disability might benefit from a
greater emphasis on strategies of inclusion, especially in relation to welfare matters,

employment and the workplace.

The issue of employment had been taken up in an earlier study commissioned by the
Whitsunday Shire Council in North Queensland. A report entitled The Employment
Needs of People with Disability in the Whitsunday Shire (Hil, Wilkinson and McMahon
1996) contained the results of interviews with disabled people in the workforce and
various employment advisory agencies and welfare organisations in the Shire. We also
reported on issues that appeared to hinder the inclusion of people with disability in the
local workforce. These included the continued tendency to marginalise such people,
misconceptions about the nature and extent of their disabilities, and inadequate support
and welfare services for this group of people. Published by the Centre for Social and
Welfare Research at James Cook University of North Queensland, the report’s findings
were used by the Whitsunday Shire Council to improve welfare and employment

services for people with disability in the region. The findings stemming from this
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report complimented many of the issues highlighted in my studies of young offenders
and their families. Specifically, the problems of Ilabelling, stigmatisation and
marginalisation that so often characterise the experiences of those referred to as
‘offenders’ are also evidenced, albeit in a different form and in different institutional and
social settings, among people with disability. My involvement in this project was as a
member of a research team. The research design and methodologies, interviews, collation
and write-up of results were undertaken jointly with other members of the research

team.

In another publication, again located in the Whitsunday Shire, I worked closely with
two colleagues from the Centre for Social and Welfare Research on a study of ‘youth
need’ (Hil, Cheers and Bone 1993a,b,c). The study included extensive in-depth, face-to-
face interviews with both young people and service providers in an effort to ascertain
their experiences and perceptions of youth-related social welfare and other services in
the Shire. The eventual report, which received considerable public attention, noted that
there were serious shortcomings in social, educational and welfare services for young
people in the area. Specifically, we argued that the emphasis by local and state
governments on the development of a tourism infrastructure had in part resulted in the
effective marginalisation of the needs of many young people in the Shire. As a result of
inter-state migration and the lack of affordable accommodation, many young people
found themselves homeless and unable to access the often over-burdened local and
regional services. In addition to addressing the problematic concept of ‘youth need’, we
recommended the development and expansion of a range of services in the Shire and
called for a program of public education in order to heighten awareness of the specific
issues and concerns facing young people. A number of the recommendations in the
report were discussed and eventually implemented by the Whitsunday Shire Council.
Again, my involvement in this project was as a member of a research team. I
participated equally in the formulation of the research design and methodologies,

interviews, collation, analysis and write-up of a detailed report.



My efforts to highlight the specific problems faced by sections of the community are
further evidenced in publications that report on studies of state wards in Australia. My
publications drew attention to legislative provisions that protected state and territory
governments from legal action in the event of maltreatment of young people while in
state care (Hil and Bessant 1998a). It was argued that there was evidence of a somewhat
contradictory attitude on the part of some governments in Australia in that they served
to protect their own officials from those sanctions that were applicable to abusive
parents. In highlighting what we considered to be a double standard we argued for a

more equitable approach to accountability in respect of state care.

In arelated area of inquiry, I focussed (again, with Dr Judith Bessant) on the selective
public interest in ‘spectacular’ cases of child abuse and neglect rather than on the more
‘mundane’ abuses evident in many state-run institutions (Hil and Bessant 1998b). We
alluded to the somewhat skewed and partial nature of public discourse on such matters
as well as the pervasive and enduring record of institutional abuses of children and

young people while in state care.

In an earlier publication (written while employed as a Research Officer with the London
Borough of Lambeth, Department of Social Services), I reported on those children and
young people placed on the ‘at risk’ register in the Borough who, as a result of not
being allocated a social worker, had been allowed to ‘drift” while in local authority care
(Hil 1988). The article drew attention to the pressures faced by the local authority in
terms of demands placed on social workers as a result of the number of children and
young people on the ‘at risk’ register. This problem was compounded by high social
worker caseloads, significant staff turnover and the growing bureaucratisation of social
work (evidenced, for example, in more administrative duties). The issue of ‘drift’,
therefore, was seen as systemic rather than a dereliction of duty on the part of social
workers. The issues raised in the article (and in a report submitted to the management
team of Lambeth Social Services Department) resulted in the acceptance of a number of

recommendations relating to procedural and administrative matters in ‘at risk’ cases.



Finally, the other publications I have included under this area of study are book reviews
dealing with research methods in social work (Hil 1992a), social casework (Hil 1992b)
and families and children (Hil 1996). As a former social worker, and therefore keenly
aware of the time constraints placed on practitioners, I have always considered such
reviews to be important in terms of informing others about developments in the field.
The book by Barber (1991) had a significant bearing upon my own approach to the
teaching of social work theory and practice insofar as it questioned the excessive focus
on one-to-one casework while at the same time calling for the development of more

group-based and community-centred approaches.

Focused on what might be termed ‘human service provision’ the above publications are
to some extent consistent with the concerns covered in the area of Youth Justice.
Specifically, these publications emphasise the way in which service users (and service
providers) of state-sponsored and other organisations reflect on their experiences.
Apart from the polemical nature of the articles on state wards, my publications in this
area are largely aimed at identifying particular shortcomings in the provision of services
for certain ‘disadvantaged’ groups. Where appropriate, the studies have attempted to
record the discursive accounts of ‘respondents’ as accurately as possible (although
recognising the inherent subjectivity of any such analysis). Qualitative methodological
techniques were used to achieve this objective. The rationale for taking such an
approach, whether in relation to people with disability, young people or the service
providers themselves, was to ensure not only that the views and opinions of all those
concerned were conveyed through the text, but also to ensure a degree of critical
engagement with the issues raised. I refer to ‘critical engagement’ in two senses: first,
the need to subject the views of respondents to some degree of analysis without diluting
the essence of what they are saying and second, to utilise these views as the basis for

proposed changes to policy and practice.
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Criminology

My publications in this area are drawn from a forthcoming book, articles and book
reviews. The thematic focus derives from a concern with issues relating primarily to the
workings of the criminal justice system, particularly as it impacts upon certain
populations. Specifically, the publications reflect a general concern with how certain
individuals and groups experience the operational practices of social control and how
those systems often serve to stigmatise and negatively label those caught up in them. I
refer also to those publications that in various ways deal with the construction of
certain bodies of knowledge concerning ‘crime’ and ‘crime prevention’. I have argued
that such knowledge is predicated upon various criminological and other discourses that
have served, in a range of complex ways, to position certain groups as a major threat to
social order, thereby rendering them the targets of state intervention. This concern with
the creation of the ‘Other’ is consistent with the common theme running through this
report, namely, how subjects experience systems of social control and how official
policies and practices impact upon them. The publications discussed in this section
contribute to an understanding of how ‘subjects’ are constructed through certain
discursive representations and practices, and how they are subsequently regulated and
controlled through a range of specific state-sponsored interventions. The latter is

discussed primarily in relation to recent developments in Queensland.

Understanding Criminology (Hil, Bessant and Watts, forthcoming) is a critical
introduction to criminology. The book provides an overview of the historical
development of criminological theories and includes a number of case studies on topical
issues and controversies such as the supposed link between unemployment and crime;
corporate and state crime, crime prevention, the family and crime, and young people
and crime. Based on a post-structural perspective, the book concentrates on how
criminology as a disparate body of knowledge has served (often inadvertently) to
discursively represent certain groups as the ‘Other’. It further examines (through the
lens of ‘governmentality’) the contribution that criminology has made towards the

policing, regulation and control of certain ‘problem populations’. We argue for an
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approach to criminology that focuses in more critical depth on the construction and
representation of the ‘crime problem’ in late modernity and which lays bare the ‘deep
structures’ of contemporary crime control. Additionally, we have sought to focus on
the concept of ‘justice’ and the implicit and explicit ways in which criminologists have
(or have not) dealt with this concept in relation to issues of crime, criminality and crime
control. We have argued that in the wake of deepening social and economic divisions
brought about by ‘globalisation’, the general shift to more punitive cultures of crime
control in neo-liberal democratic states, and the growing ascendancy of techno-
administrative criminology, the discipline may well benefit from a more critically
reflexive analysis of its contribution to the study of crime and crime management — a
reflexivity that is cognisant of the way in which changes to crime control occur in
contexts shaped by altered social, economic and political, arrangements as well as by
new strategies, systems and technologies of government. Although there is evidence of
on-going reflexivity in the discipline (see, for instance, Nelken 1996; Walton and Young
1998, Garland 2000), we argue that further critical engagement with contemporary
socio-political and economic issues is vital if the discipline is to avoid slipping steadily
into the paradigmatic concerns of administrative criminology. Some of the main issues
would, for instance, include an analysis of ‘globalisation’, militarism and contemporary
modes of governance, re-examination of categories such as ‘crime’, ‘crime rates’ and
‘crime prevention’; more critical discussion of the relationship between the ‘crime
problem’ and other spheres of life; the role of ‘self governance’ in the crime prevention
project, and unmasking contemporary processes of differentiation leading to the

creation of the ‘Other’.

My contribution to developing the above approach reflects a modest attempt over the
years to question some of the received wisdoms of crime control discourse. Specifically,
many of my articles have focussed critically on a range of State, Territory and
Commonwealth Government crime prevention initiatives in Australia (Hil forthcoming
a, b; Hil 2000a; see also Hil 2000 b; Hil 1999a-c; Hil 1996, Hil 1993; Hil, Bessant,

Watts and Weber 1999). For example, I have drawn attention to a host of hidden



assumptions evident in the Commonwealth Government’s recent report on crime
prevention, Pathways to Prevention (Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium
1999). Written by a team of criminologists (most of whom are developmental
psychologists), the report argues for a highly individualistic approach to crime
prevention in which the ‘causes of crime’ are located in various ‘dysfunctional’
relationships within the family household. While the report acknowledges the possible
influence of ‘disadvantage’ on crime, its epistemological focus remains firmly fixed on
the individual cognitive and behavioural ‘deficits’ associated with offenders as well as
the lack of skills and/or neglect exhibited by parents in respect of their offending

children.

In my response to the report, I have highlighted the narrow conception of crime (in fact,
there is little explicit discussion of this concept in the report), and its general failure to
theorise the construction of the ‘crime problem’ (ignoring, for instance, the question of
white collar crime and state crime). The report also fails to engage the question of
‘policing’ in any specific sense. Instead, the crime problem is associated closely with
the actions of the urban and rural poor. I have argued that, in many ways, crime
prevention discourse of the sort articulated in Pathways to Prevention dovetails neatly
with current public discourse on the ‘underclass’. Thus, the report proposed that crime
prevention should be directed at specific ‘problem populations’ which are said to be
made up of social groups most often linked to an aberrant (and excluded) ‘underclass’ —
the poor, unemployed, single mothers, black people, youth and certain ‘ethnic’ groups.
In my view (Hil 1999b), Pathways to Prevention reflects a range of contemporary
individualistic discourses that are aimed at highly technical (that is, problem fixing)
‘solutions’ to a narrowly conceived crime problem. I further argue that it is useful to
view current crime prevention initiatives in the context of governmental processes and
practices that seck to ‘manage’ cerlain problem populations who are regarded by

powerful groups as a threat {o social and political order.



This argument has been addressed in different ways in relation to crime prevention
strategies promoted by the Queensland and South Australian State Governments (Hil
1996; Hil forthcoming ‘a’). My approach here has been to highlight many of the
assumptions contained in these strategies and to offer alternative ‘readings’ of them. On
reflection, what has concerned me most in such cases has been the continued tendency
of some criminologists to locate their explanations of and proposed ‘solutions’ to crime
in the context of administrative-correctional agendas. Thus, taken-for-granted categories
such as ‘crime’ and ‘crime prevention’ become the operational conduits through which a
raft of disciplinary measures can be exercised over certain problem populations. The
socially constructed nature of such concepts and their location in the domain of
contemporary government are seen as marginal (if not irrelevant) to the imperatives of
crime prevention/reduction and order maintenance. I have therefore argued in my
publications that the primary concern in many current approaches to crime prevention
is to articulate and promote a range of operational practices and technologies that can be
applied to certain social groups. Some of these ‘technologies’ include the
implementation of various parenting programs, behavioural modification schemes,

school-based assessment procedures, crime audits and so forth.

In another critical essay entitled ‘Youth Crime, Risk and Governance: A View From
Queensland’ (Hil 1999a), I addressed a number of issues relating to crime prevention
research and policy in the Australian state of Queensland. Specifically, I took issue
with the Sibling Study (Kennedy 1997), a major research project focussing on the ‘bio-
psycho-social’ antecedents of youth crime. In addition to highlighting the
epistemological foundations of the study (based heavily on a narrow ‘developmental’
perspective), 1 alluded to many misconceptions that it held of ‘young offenders’ in
particular and of young people in general. In my view, the study ascribed a range of
dubious characteristics to young people, thereby providing the questionable
epistemological foundations for a variety of interventions into the lives of offenders and

their families. 1 further noted that the study (and other allied policy and practice



initiatives based on the concept of ‘risk’) reflected wider discourses based on highly

technical and individualistic conceptions of crime causation.

My appraisals of current crime control initiatives in Australia need to be viewed as part
of a wider and burgeoning process of critical engagement. Thus, along with other
scholars in Australia (see for example, Tait 2000; Bessant 1999; Bessant, Hil and Watts,
forthcoming, Kelly 1999; Watts 1998), I have sought in a number of related publications
to bring to light many of the epistemological problems associated with current risk-
based approaches to crime prevention. We are particularly concerned about the return
to a classical view of crime causation, which regards such behaviour as the by-product
of moral failure and/or individual pathology. Our aim therefore is to identify the
shortcomings of an individualistic approach and to question simplistic conceptions of
‘crime’ and the ‘crime problem’. The latter point has been developed in polemical
exchanges with Professor Ros Homel (Hil 1999b) and Professor Elliott Currie (Hil
2000b) both of whom, I believe, have tended (albeit in different ways) to place their
preoccupations with crime prevention/control over and above some of the ‘big
questions’ that continue to haunt criminology. Such questions include, for instance, the
definition of ‘crime’, the relationship between crime and structural inequality and the
continued differentiation of certain populations as the criminal ‘Other’. (Having said
this, 1 acknowledge that Professor Currie has highlighted such matters in other

publications, as he has pointed out in a response to my comments — see Currie 1999).

Included in my list of publications are a number of other articles dealing with criminal
justice issues. They include the emergence of vigilantism in many parts of Australia
(Hil 1998a,d), ‘racialised vigilantism’ (Hil and Dawes 2000), ethical considerations in
the study of vigilantism (Hil, Dawes and Eddy 1999), prison policy and practice in
Queensland (Hil 1998b), and an earlier piece on the emergence of probation day centres

in England during the early 1980s (Hil 1982).
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My other publications in the area of criminology are presented largely in the form of
book reviews and deal with topics such as: the sociology of punishment (Hil 1997),
contemporary ‘law and order’ policies (Hil 1998c), ‘cultures’ of crime and violence in
western countries (Hil 1995), Aboriginal perspectives on criminal justice (Hil 1994b),
and prisons and accountability (Hil 1985). In a recent review essay (Hil 2000c), I have
also considered current feminist debates on crime and masculinity and the general
question of domestic violence. Again, the purpose of such publications has been to
report on studies that have highlighted the unintended consequences of crime control
and the suspect claims and justifications made on their behalf. The process of reviewing
books has advanced my own knowledge of current arguments and controversies in
criminology and to communicate my critical assessments of these books to a wider

audience.

A Note on Research Design and Methodology

Many of the above publications are based directly on empirical studies that rely on the
use of a wide range of qualitative research designs and methodologies. The latter have
sought to convey the views and experiences of subjects in systems of social control.
This broad approach is based on a range of theoretical traditions including symbolic
interactionism, with its emphasis on meaning (see Plummer 1995); ‘naturalism” which
encourages an ‘appreciative’ stance on the part of the researcher in relation to the
subjects of inquiry (Matza 1969); and Denzin’s interpretivist interactive approach
which ‘attempts to make the world of lived experience directly accessible to the reader’

(Denzin 1989: 10).

In adopting this broad commitment to what might be termed ‘subject-centred’ research,
I have sought to apply methodological techniques that enable subjects to speak as
openly and freely as possible, and to ensure that their accounts are reported as
accurately as possible through the medium of text. Given the constraints of working as a
researcher in government organisations (which tended to rely on the provision of

statistically oriented research and information), such an approach was often difficult to
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sustain. Where possible, however, I attempted to integrate the perspectives of subjects
directly into the research design (for example, see Hil 1988— Youth Justice section).
More recently, in my work on families and crime I have drawn explicitly on the
interpretivist interactive tradition of inquiry (see Hil and McMahon, 2001 — Youth
Justice section). This involved the use of methodological techniques such as in-depth,
semi-structured interviews with individual and groups. Similarly, my recent work on
vigilantism in North Queensland involved in-depth, semi-structured interviews with the
residents of a suburb and members of a vigilante group (Hil and Dawes 2000 — see
Criminology section). Further, in a study of Methadone users attending a Brisbane
clinic I conducted sensitive semi-structured interviews with vulnerable and often
traumatised respondents (many of whom had been heavily involved in various forms of
criminal activity). Interviews were also carried out with service providers (Hil and

Christie 2000 — for reference, see Criminology publications section).

The general methodological techniques employed in my fieldwork have been
complemented by analysis of both primary and secondary source materials, including
Acts of Parliament, government reports, departmental documents, case files and

academic texts (books, monographs, articles, reviews, etc.).

Over the years I have demonstrated a capacity to identify key areas of research in the
stated areas of inquiry and to develop informed and well-structured approaches to
research. This required knowledge of appropriate methodological techniques as well as
the practical, ethical and moral issues associated with qualitative inquiry. Consequently,
I have produced an empirical body of work that reflects my interest in people’s
experiences of control systems and which in turn has been disseminated widely through
publications, conferences, seminars and workshops (see Appendix 3). Based on the
actual lived experiences of people in conirol systems, my published work has, [ believe,
helped to provide a more informed approach to policy and practice issues in

Queensland and elsewhere (see Chapter 2).
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Summary

This chapter has dealt with the nature, context and scope of my publications over the
past twenty years. The publications were grouped into a number of inter-related areas
of inquiry: Youth Justice, Young People and Social Welfare, and Criminology. I have
demonstrated that a significant number of these publications focused on issues of
contemporary scholarly and public interest. While my publications have been aimed at
different audiences, they nonetheless demonstrate a significant degree of thematic unity.
Additionally, many of my polemical and critical articles have been concerned with the
implications of policies and practices on those people coming into contact with official
agencies of social control. The chapter has also included a brief discussion on research
designs and methodologies used in my empirical studies. This was undertaken in order
to demonstrate some of the theoretical underpinnings of my research endeavours and to
highlight the efforts I have made to record the views and perspectives of subjects in
systems of social control. (For a more comprehensive discussion of the theoretical

sources of my research interests, see Chapter 3).
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CHAPTER 2
CONTRIBUTON OF PUBLICATIONS TO ADVANCING AREAS OF STUDY:
REFLECTION AND COMMENT

Introduction

As noted, my publications have been produced for various audiences with different
aims and objectives in mind. Some have been written specifically for management and
administrative purposes while others have been aimed at an academic and popular
readership. The degree of influence of each publication on the reader depends, of course,
on how and why it was read in the first place (Bizzell 1992). Inevitably, personal
interpretations (or ‘readings’) of my publications hinge on the reader’s biographical
experiences, cultural background, political affiliations, and professional perspectives
(Ventola 1996). Although I am required in this report to demonstrate how these
publications have contributed to ‘advancing an area of study’, I intend to move away
from any narrow conception of 'scholarly'. Instead, I will broaden my analysis
somewhat by commenting on how, for instance, social welfare and other practitioners
have drawn upon the findings contained in my work. In short, I take an ‘area of study’
to apply to designated field of inquiry and to those people in and beyond the academy

who read textual material for a wide range of policy, practice and other purposes.

Nature of Contribution

The rest of this chapter is devoted to an examination of the specific nature of my
contribution to advancing the stated areas of inquiry. In order to avoid excessive
repetition of the thematic content covered in Chapter 1 (which also includes some
discussion of my contribution to advancing scholarship), I intend to refer to the various
ways in which my publications have been read and received by others. It is the extent
to which my work has been acknowledged, disseminated and incorporated into the
viewpoints, arguments and practices of academics, policymakers and practitioners that I
consider a particular area of study to have been ‘advanced’. I also take the term to refer

to the original nature of my publications insofar as they address new and innovatory
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fields of social inquiry. In focussing on the way in which my work has been
communicated to and received by others, the following discussion will cut across the

areas of study discussed in Chapter 1.

I can claim to have advanced an area of study in a number of ways: (a) my work is
original insofar as it covers new and innovatory aspects of social inquiry; (b) my
published work (mostly refereed) is located in sources that are likely to be read by
academics, policy makers and practitioners); (c) my work has been cited by my
academic peers in their publications and (d) the contents of my publications have been
discussed in various forums (conferences, seminars, lectures, training sessions and media

interviews).

Substantiation

My contribution to advancing the stated areas of inquiry is evidenced by the following:

e A significant contribution to advancing knowledge in Youth Justice, Young People
and Social Welfare, and Criminology. Based on theoretical and empirical work, the
various essays and studies I have contributed to the advancement of knowledge in
particular scholarly areas of inquiry, and to the facilitation of ongoing debate and
discussion on a range of contemporary, social issues. My scholarly work on
families, crime and juvenile justice is the first of its sort in Australia and adds
significantly 1o an international body of work on such matters (see Chapter 1 for
details). The results of this study straddle both academic and applied disciplines and
have therefore been accessed by a large readership such as policy makers, managers,

practitioners, academics, etc.

e Significant contributions to a wider public debate about the connection between
parenting and youth crime. The work undertaken by Dr Tony McMahon and
myself in Australia has had some influence in terms of contesting the more
simplistic assumptions in this area. We have undertaken two major studies on

families and crime over the past few years, resulting in a number of publications.
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The conclusions stemming from these publications have also been communicated to
wider audiences through the mediums of conferences, workshops, committees and
seminars. For instance, in 1996 I undertook training workshops on communication
and relationship building skills with practitioners of the Queensland Department of
Families, Youth and Community Care. Additionally, in 1996 I presented my
findings to a regional conference dealing with the Queensland Juvenile Justice Act
1992 and to an international social work conference held in Israel, 1998 (see

conferences listed in Appendix 3);

A wide range of refereed and non-refereed publications which have appeared in
Australian and international journals and magazines. For instance, many of my
articles have been published or are due to be published in prestigious refereed
journals such as the Journal of Criminal Justice, Australian Social Work, Australian
Journal of Social Issues, Journal of Australian Studies, Just Policy, Alternative Law
Journal, Western Criminology Review and Crime Law and Social Change (see

Appendix 1);

A number of articles have been cited in the works of other scholars such as a major
textbook on Australian juvenile justice (Cunneen and White 1996); two recent books
on youth justice issues (Davis 1996, Bessant, Watts and Sercombe 1998), a book on
crime and Australia’s Indigenous people (Cunneen 2001), and academic journal

articles (see for instance, White 1999, Homel 2000, Haines and Sutton 2000);

Work cited in Commissions of Inquiry reports at both state government and federal
levels including the Queensland State Government’s Commission of Inquiry into
Abuses of Children in Queensland Institutions (Queensland State Government 1999)
and the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission’s National Inquiry
Report on the Removal of Aboriginal Children from their Families (Human Rights

and Equal Opportunity Commission 1997);
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Work cited in conference and seminar papers (Petrie 2000; Bessant 1998;
McMahon 1998b; Crane 1997) and used as the basis of my own conference and

other public presentations;

Work relating to the Queensland Department of Families, Youth and Community
Care that has contributed to considerable policy debate and discussion at a local and
regional level in the state. For example, in mid 2000 I met with regional managers
from the Department to discuss issues relating to the provision of services to young
offenders and their families. As a result of this meeting I have been appointed to
develop and implement a training program with the Department to examine practice
approaches relating to the supervision of young offenders. The basis for the training
sessions will be material extracted from a book co-authored with Dr Tony

McMahon due to be published later in 2001.

Published exchanges with other academies and social policy analysts in professional
journals (Hil 2000 a, b — see Criminology section). These publications have led to
my involvement in extensive advisory work with community organisations and
issue-based presentations at conferences and other public forums (see Appendix 3

for details);

Publications that have been used as the basis for submissions to Commissions of
Inquiry, for instance, in the area of institutional abuses of children in Queensland

(Hil and Bessant 1999¢ — see Youth Justice section);

Implementation of recommendations relating to young people and people with
disability in the Whitsunday Shire, Queensland. For example, recommendations
concerning the provision of health and welfare services as well as leisure and
recreation facilities for young people were formally debated and subsequently
implemented during a session of a Whitsunday Shire Council meeting in 1996.

Further, recommendations in a report (Hil, McMahon and Wilkinson 1995 — Young
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People and Social Welfare section) dealing with disability and employment in the
Whitsunday Shire were widely accepted by various agencies in the region. The
report and its recommendations served to heighten community awareness of the
issues facing people with disability in terms of their access to and participation in

the workplace;

Numerous media interviews on a variety of topics covered in both my empirical and
work. For instance, I have discussed issues such as prisoner numbers in Queensland
(ABC Radio, Brisbane; 4BC, Brisbane, ABC, Bundaberg, 28 November 2000);
Inside QUT, 28 November 2000); increases in Queensland Crime figures (Courier
Mail, 9 November 2000); including youth crime on the Sunshine Coast (Sunshine
Coast Daily, 28 July 1999); young people ‘at risk’ (Courier Mail, 2 June 1999);
school yard violence in the USA (Radio 4EB, 24 May 1999); the emergence of
vigilantism in Queensland (Courier Mail, 21 August 1998); the impact of
globalisation on juvenile crime (International Federation of Social Workers media
team, 8 July 1998); the Youth Crime Forum held on 11 June 1998 (Win Television
News, June 1998); the Sunshine Coast Youth Crime Forum (Channel 7, 10 June
1998); young people, vandalism and graffiti (Sunshine Coast Daily, 27 September
1998); juvenile crime issues on the Sunshine Coast (Sunshine Coast Daily, June 10
1998); vigilante research in Queensland (5DM Radio Adelaide, 11 May 1998); a
paper I presented to the ‘Youth ‘98’ conference at the University of Melbourne
(Herald Sun, 17 April 1998); Queensland political Opposition’s promotion of
‘early intervention’ as a crime prevention initiative in Queensland (Sunshine Coast
Daily, 23 February 1998); the launch of my jointly edited book, Youth, Crime and
the Media (Sunshine Coast Daily, 25 November 1997); juvenile crime on the
Sunshine Coast (Radio CFM, 29 October 1997); juvenile crime in Townsville and
the public seminar organised by the Centre for Social and Welfare Research (4BC
Radio, Townsville, 8 July 1996; Channel 10, 8 July 1996); the provisions under the
Juvenile Justice Act 1992 dealing with parental restitution (Townsville Bulletin, 13

May 1996); the proposals for a new Juvenile Justice Act (Radio 4TO, 5 July 1996),



juvenile crime forum organised by the Centre for Social and Welfare Research at
James Cook University of North Queensland (Channel 9, 5 July 1996); juvenile
crime and parental restitution legislation (Radio 470, 15 May 1995); the launch of
the Socio-Legal Information Network Group (SLING), (ABC Radio, 26 October
1994); juvenile crime in the Townsville region (4BC Radio, 15 October 1994);
Jjuvenile justice and crime prevention (Townsville Bulletin July 1994); juvenile crime
in Ayr (4KIG Radio, March 1994); juvenile crime in Queensland (Win Television
News, February 1994).

My main contribution in the area of criminology has largely been in the form of critical
engagement with criminologists, specifically in relation to contemporary approaches to
crime prevention in Australia, as well as scholarly reviews of various key criminological
texts. My articles on crime prevention are part of a wider criminological discourse
concerned with attempts to theorise crime and its attempted management. Moreover,
my publications in this area have been timely interventions given that they relate to on-
going policy deliberations both at State and Commonwealth Government levels in

Australia.

In an article dealing with a major empirical study of actual and/or potential young
offenders (Kennedy 1997), I was the first in Australia to critically analyse the emergent
context and questionable assumptions associated with this empirical contribution to
criminological inquiry (Hil 1999a ~ Criminology section). The arguments contained in
the article have been read widely and formed the basis of a conference on crime

prevention held in July 1999 and a public seminar held in March 2000 (see Appendix
3).

Over the years I have sought to integrate my research and teaching. For instance, many
of the conclusions stemming from my research and writing have been integrated into my
teaching on the Bachelor of Social Work, Bachelor of Community Welfare and Masters

in Social Policy programs at James Cook University of North Queensland, Bachelor of
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Arts at Sunshine Coast University College, and the Bachelor of Arts (Justice Studies)

and Masters in Arts (Justice Studies) at the Queensland University of Technology.

Summary

This chapter has focused on the contribution my publications have made to advancing
particular areas of study — namely, Youth Justice, Young People and Social Welfare,
and Criminology. I have taken ‘advancing’ to refer to the originality of my work and its
general contribution to engaging others in critical reflection and scholarly debate. By
‘originality’ I refer to the new and innovatory contribution my work has made to
advancing particular areas of study — see, for instance, my discussion of research on
families and juvenile crime in Chapter 1. In addition to a discussion of my engagement
with scholarly work (especially in Australia), I have also demonstrated how my
publications have been communicated to and received by others in the academy and

elsewhere.

My publications have been concerned with contemporary theoretical, social policy and
practice-based issues, and the discursive tone of my work has generally been
descriptive, polemical and critical. The latter, of course, carries risks but I believe that
my approach has been constructive and aimed at providing an alternative perspective to
many of the received wisdoms of the day. I believe my overall contribution over a
twenty-year period needs to be gauged by the interests, debates and discussions I have
contributed to generated in government departments and more generally in the world of
the academy. Also, I have had some success in contributing publicly to debates on a
host of contemporary issues through my participation in the media and forums such as
seminars and conferences. The dissemination of my work through these mediums has
facilitated debates on a range of issues and concerns to the forefront of current policy
deliberations in Queensland and elsewhere. Indeed, my written work needs to be seen as
integral to other forms of scholarly work aimed at articulating various thoughts, ideas
and arguments to academic and other audiences. Moreover, my academic work over the

years has been informed by a belief that it is important from both a scholarly and
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political perspective to not only undertake high quality research and writing but also to
ensure that certain issues are kept on the public agenda so that informed and meaningful

discussion can take place.
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CHAPTER 3
KNOWLEDGE CONSTRUCTION: PERSONAL AND INTELLECTUAL
ORIGINS

Introduction

My aim in this chapter is to trace the personal and intellectual sources of my interest in
the stated areas of inquiry and especially to acknowledge the influence of a number of
major theoreticians on my work over the course of a twenty-year career in government
departments and academic institutions. The present chapter should be viewed in
conjunction with the thematic interests identified in Chapter 1 and the contributions
made to advancing areas of study discussed in Chapter 2. Essentially, this chapter is a
general review of the literature that has influenced my reading and writing over the past
two decades. The review has been undertaken by threading together the personal and
intellectual origins of my work. In other words, as argued below, I attempt to locate the
origins of my intellectual interests within a biographical context. Therefore, in reflecting
on my published material I have endeavoured to remain cognisant of the way personal
experience has fashioned my interests and concerns and how my work ‘fits® into wider

discursive contexts.

Thus, in contrast to a positivistic perspective on my publishing record ~ that is, a
preoccupation with measurable quantity and quality of such material — I have taken a
more introspective and interpretive position which acknowledges the interface between
personal experience and intellectual labour (Bauman 1990; Mills 1959). Thus, in
developing what is essentially a retrospective and ‘autobiographical’ analysis of my
work I remain cognisant of the vital, indeed unavoidable, connection between textual
material and the situational and personal contexts in which that work is located (see
Conway 1990; Brewer 1998; Robinson 1992). My interest in certain social issues has
thus been rendered meaningful by what I experienced prior to and during the
development of my scholarly work. In short, I developed scholarly interests in certain

areas precisely because they resonated so meaningfully with my personal experiences.
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It is in this regard that I wish to demonstrate how my biographical experiences

influenced my professional and scholarly interests.

The route to my interest in social issues came through a set of coincidental
circumstances. Long before entering university I had some understanding of how
structural inequalities had impacted on my life. As the son of Polish migrants who had
experienced many forms of discrimination and the challenges and vagaries of industrial
working class life (my father was a semi-skilled lathe operator and my mother worked
in the factory ‘canteen’), and having personally felt ‘condemned’ to secondary school
education after failing my ‘11-plus’ examinations, I soon came to realise how certain
social arrangements served to shape my life. I also became acutely aware throughout my
secondary school education of how pupils were expected to attain only what was
deemed ‘possible’ or ‘reasonable’ in that environment. Rarely listened to or respected
as individuals, our status as working class ‘lads’ seemed to confirm what the teachers
already knew, namely, that our educational and intellectual horizons were very limited.
The profound sense of being unheard helps to explain, at least in part, my later interest
in the accounts of subjects — indeed, I have always found such accounts far more
interesting and revealing than those of ‘experts’ or ‘authority figures’. In aiming for a
career on the factory ‘shop floor’ — a socio-cultural process described wonderfully by
Paul Willis in his book, Learning to Labour (1977) — I was in effect giving expression to
the extent of my occupational aspirations at the time. Like many of my friends, I had no
real idea of what a university was, let alone a degree. Usually, our educational
destination was a sandwich course at the local technical college. Formal education was
considerably less important to us than, say, buying clothes and participating in various

hedonistic activities (drug taking, alcohol consumption, going to parties and so forth).

In 1972, while studying for my Advanced Level examinations at a local technical college
(Henley College of Further Education, Coventry), I discovered something of the joys of
sociology. I was especially interested in a book by Stan Cohen (1972) entitled Folk

Devils and Moral Panics not only because of the catchy title or the picture of a leather-
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jacketed Rocker on the front cover (of the Paladin edition), but also because it dealt with
a sub-culture of which I had once been a member — the Mods. While revelling in
information about skirmishes between Mods and Rockers on the beaches of Brighton,
Clacton and Margate (I had always envied the type of character depicied by rock singer
Sting in the film, Quadrophenia), 1 became absolutely fascinated by the way Cohen
described the ‘social reaction’ to such events. Specifically, I was made aware of the
processes by which Mods and Rockers were regarded by the ‘establishment’ as a threat
to social and political order, and how this was linked to wider post-war concerns about

working class affluence and the supposed breakdown of ‘traditional” moral authority.

Essentially, Cohen was describing processes that led to the representation of certain
social groups as the ‘Other’, and therefore as a threat to social order. Cohen’s brilliant
analysis was assisted by his lucid, engaging and at times humorous prose. This was
particularly refreshing after having read so many turgid textbooks during my A-level
sociology course. I was drawn immediately ~ for both aesthetic and intellectual reasons
— to Cohen’s type of sociological inquiry. So impressed was I with his work that I
applied successfully for a place at the University of Essex where Cohen worked as a
Senior Lecturer in the Department of Sociology. In my second year I specialised in the

Sociology of Deviance and was fortunate enough to have Stan Cohen as my educator.

Early on I learned that Folk Devils and Moral Panics was in fact part of a burgeoning
critique of mainstream British criminology. This critique had emerged in America and
Britain during the mid to late 1960s and was concerned with what was seen as an
excessively positivistic (and correctionalist) approach to the study of crime (Garland
1997). I began to access works by American labelling theorists (for example, Becker
1973; Lemert 1972) and British ‘social reaction’ or ‘sceptical’ theorists (Cohen 1972;
Young 1971) who insisted on a sociological approach that looked more closely at
processes of social control as opposed to the individual (‘pathological’) characteristics
of offenders. I was particularly interested in essays contained in two edited volumes

Images of Deviance (Cohen 1971) and Politics and Deviance (Taylor and Taylor 1973),



both based on proceedings of the National Deviance Conference — a body made up
largely of sceptical sociologists opposed to the positivistic inclinations of ‘mainstream’
British criminology. Later I read a range of other highly influential works on deviance
and social control (Rock and Macintosh 1974; Taylor 1973), the media and deviance

(Cohen and Young 1973; Chibnall 1977) and crime and delinquency (Wiles 1976).

Such works suggested that the study of crime and deviance required a more sociological
approach than that offered by mainstream criminology. Thus, in contrast to the latter,
sociologists regarded categories such as ‘crime’, ‘criminality’ and the ‘crime problem’ as
deeply problematic and therefore as objects of analysis in themselves. Cohen’s (1974)
critical review of British criminology — updated over a decade later in another critical

‘stocktaking’ of the discipline (Cohen 1988) — was a devastating assault on the

empiricist and correctional orientations of British criminology.

Interest among sociologists in the emergence of ‘social reaction’ led to a range of
important theoretical articulations regarding the presence of deviants in the social body.
Some members of the National Deviance Conference, however, developed an
increasingly ‘radical’ approach to the study of crime and deviance. The most important
text of the early 1970s, which I read with considerable interest and excitement, was The
New Criminology by lan Taylor, Paul Walton and Jock Young (1973). Drawing heavily
from Marxist theory — and yet later denying that the text was explicitly ‘Marxist’
(Walton and Young 1998) — The New Criminology proposed a ‘social theory’ of crime
that viewed ‘working class crime’ and processes of ‘criminalisation” as the consequence
of class conflict, material disadvantage and state control. The criminalisation of sections
of the working class was regarded therefore as a by-product of the capitalist political
economy in which the interests of corporate capital required the regulation and control
of potentially disruptive sections of the population. According to Walton et al (1973), a
fully social (materialist) theory of crime would take account of the historically

contingent, immediate and wider contexts of criminal action.
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Although initially enthused by The New Criminology and later essays contained in a
companion reader (Taylor, Walton and Young 1975), I soon became aware of an often
less-than-positive reaction to this body of thought as well as the general moral and
political complexities associated with the concept of deviance (Pearson 1975). Edited
by Downes and Rock, Deviant Inierpreiations (1979) offered one of the first major
critical reactions to The New Criminology. Doubt was placed on the book’s idealisation
of the working class, its failure to acknowledge the victims of crime, its ignorance of
women’s issues, its excessive and misleading critique of some theories — for instance,
labelling theory (Plummer 1979) — and the dubious claim that crime and deviance could
be eradicated if structural inequalities disappeared (Cohen 1979). Thus, while The New
Criminology provided a trenchant critique of most of the sociological theories of crime
and deviance up to the early 1970s, it was somewhat less successful in developing a
coherent ‘social theory’ of crime (Walklate 1998). Whatever its strengths and
weaknesses, the book marked a crucial intervention in post-war criminology, and in
many ways proved both the high-point of ‘radical criminology’ and the beginning of an
altogether different debate about the antecedents of ‘working class’ crime (Young 1999).
Perhaps the primary influence of the book on my own work has been in alerting me to
the wider ‘structural’ and socio-political contingencies of crime and the way in which

certain populations are repeatedly and consistently ‘criminalised’ by the state.

This theme of what might be termed ‘differential criminalisation® was further articulated
in one of the most impressive studies of crime in the 1970s: Policing the Crisis by Hall,
Critcher, Jefferson, Clarke and Roberts (1979). Despite its laboured and somewhat
‘over theorised” extrapolations on the so-called ‘mugging’ phenomenon (Cohen 1980),
the book proved rewarding reading, particularly in its attempt to link the state’s
reaction to mugging with a host of other socio-economic and political concerns.
Specifically, Hall et al argued that the state’s response to mugging emerged against the
backdrop of a deep and prolonged economic ‘crisis’ in capitalist countries. In order to
contain potential outbreaks of social disorder among aberrant ‘problem populations’ the

state, via the hegemonic mechanism of ‘authoritarian populism’, generated more
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intensive and ‘targeted’ forms of regulation and control (harsher sentences, more police
powers, etc.). Mugging therefore was used as a pretext to increase the general level of

social control over particular sections of the population.

Three significant points emerged from my reading of Policing the Crisis: first, that social
reaction to specific concerns over crime should be viewed against the backdrop of the
dominant socio-economic and political arrangements of the day; second, that ‘policing’
(conceived in its broadest sense as the mechanisms used for social regulation and
discipline) was focused on those groups deemed a threat to social order; and third, that
analytical attention should be drawn to the particular discursive signifiers used to
describe and interpret characters and social events. Indeed, my own work on the notion
of ‘responsibility’ shares much in common with Hall et al’s (1979) analysis of mugging.
Like mugging, the notion of responsibility has provided a convenient discursive pretext
for a range of regulatory practices in respect of certain populations. Thus, its
significance derives not simply from the discursive relevance of the term but also from
the specific disciplinary practises that occur through its presence in political and public

consciousness.

Despite having reservations about Hall et al’s analysis, particularly the absence of
sufficient supporting evidence to justify their arguments (Cohen 1980), I nonetheless
gained considerable insight from this and other works emanating from the Centre for
Contemporary Cultural Studies at the University of Birmingham (see for example Willis

1977, 1978; Hall and Jefferson, 1976).

Policing the Crisis was one of the last major texts, at least in Britain, to make explicit
use of Marxist theory in its analysis of crime. To be sure, other texts had been
published around this time on capitalism and the ‘rule of law’ (see Fine, Kinsey, Lea,
Picciotto and Young 1979) but the late 1970s and early 1980s were a time of profound
theoretical transformation in criminology. This change can, I believe, be attributed to a

number of overriding factors: a reaction to what was seen by some critics as the
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determinism and idealism of The New Criminology (Downes and Rock 1979); the
growing ascendancy in the 1980s of administrative criminology with its emphasis on
victims and ‘situational’ crime prevention (Gilling 1997); the rise of new criminological
‘realisms’ that proposed to take crime and its effects ‘seriously’ (Brake and Hale 1993;
Walklate 1998); the emergence of the ‘justice movement’ from the late 1970s onwards,
underpinned by individualistic explanations of crime causation (Cohen 1985; Hudson
1993, 1996); the rise of radical political conservatism in the ‘west’ with its reliance on
individualistic notions of ‘self help’ and ‘responsibility’ (which fed into the research
agendas of administrative criminology); the emergence of serious doubts over the
capacity of socialist states to deliver social justice — indeed, post-war evidence of
systematic abuses of human rights in many communist bloc countries, as well as their
lamentable economic records, served to strengthen the case of those who questioned the

seemingly romantic claims of radical criminologists.

Although this is not the place to consider the many consequences of these
developments on criminology, it is evident that the discipline has been profoundly
affected from both within and without (Garland 1997; Young 1999). My own view is
that the discipline is now in something of a theoretical impasse, having been traversed,
restructured and re-shaped by various ‘realisms’, subjected to the occasionally
unhelpful deconstructivism of postmodernist analysis, rendered secondary to the
‘practical’ 1mperatives of administrative criminology, and urged increasingly 1o
demonstrate its ‘practicality’ and ‘relevance’ to governments and other funding bodies
(Hil, Bessant and Watts, forthcoming — see Criminology section). However, I have
gained much through reflecting on the issues and debates in theoretical criminology
covering the past three decades or so. This has helped me to both formulate my own
thoughts around the ‘problem of crime’ and to apply this knowledge to my research and

writing.
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The Phenomenology of Social Control’

In the mid-1980s I read two books by two complementary authors: Discipline and
Punish: The Birth of the Prison (Foucault 1977a) and Visions of Social Control: Crime,
Punishment and Classification (Cohen 1985). The former text was part of a larger
project that sought to question many Marxist interpretations of history, particularly in
relation to power, control and the creation of ‘subject populations’. Central to
Foucault’s (1980a) project was a concern to unmask the ‘production of truth’ by
focussing on the way in which discourses served to position particular populations as
the subjects of concern, analysis and regulation. Indeed, Foucault was most interested in
the ‘genealogy of the modemn subject’ (Rabinow 1986) and the ways in which
discourses served to legitimate a range of disciplinary practices. Discipline and Punish
was very much in this mould. It alerted me to the importance of genealogical analysis as
a way of highlighting the ‘dividing practices’ of the state in respect of those populations
deemed most in need of regulation and control. In Foucault’s description of the period
of the ‘great incarceration’ in the nineteenth century I found a vivid and highly
persuasive analysis of the discursive practices that rendered entire populations subject

to the regulation and control of powerful social groups.

According to Foucault, this was achieved through the complex intersections of power
and knowledge in which the claims to ‘truth’ in religion and science (and especially the
social sciences) provided the necessary epistemological pretext for the creation of
various regulatory regimes and interventionist practices. For Foucault, power was more
than the simple ‘top-down’ exercise of state control, as often articulated in Marxist
texts (especially in the 1970s). According to Foucault, power flowed through a
complex network of ‘capillaries® into various sites in the ‘social body” (such as the
family, school and neighbourhood), which in turn ensured the ‘normalisation’ of social

relations and related processes of self-regulation and discipline.

Like many other academics over the past two decades or so, 1 was profoundly

influenced by Foucault’s work — especially his studies on insanity (1967), the human
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sciences (1972, 1974), language (1977b) and sexuality (1980b). Indeed, it is fair to say
that, along with others such as Derrida (1978), Foucault ushered in a paradigmatic shift
away from the influence of Marxism to a perspective concerned with genealogical and
discourse analysis (Boyne and Rattansi 1990). In a sense, the deconstructivist project
developed by Foucault and others had already been in evidence among many western
social scientists in the post-war period (Best and Kellner 1990), as it had been in the
sociology of crime and deviance (Cohen 1996). Despite this, it seemed to me that
Foucault was offering a mode of analysis that would enable researchers to look more
closely at the ways in which current disciplinary practices are constituted and

legitimated in the neo-liberal state.

Stan Cohen’s Visions of Social Control (1985) is in many senses an extension of
Foucault’s work. Specifically, Cohen examined the historical development of ‘master
patterns’ of social control ranging from the ‘exclusionary’ practices associated with
prisons and asylums which emerged in the nineteenth century to more ‘inclusionary’
(‘community-based’) projects of more recent times. In a number of illuminating
chapters, Cohen drew attention to the processes by which punitive and correctional
practices have been legitimated through appeals to bodies of specialised (‘scientific’)
knowledge. Cohen further highlighted the continual expansion of the ‘net’ of social
control over the past 200 years or so, with the prison remaining at the core of an
overarching and increasingly penetrative system of regulation and discipline. Cohen
argued that the rise of various diversionary programs, ‘alternatives to custody’ and
‘community-based’ initiatives served mainly to expand the numbers of people under the

direct (and indirect) supervision and control of the state.

Although Cohen’s arguments were persuasive, I have since become increasingly aware
that his reliance on a somewhat totalised conception of social control has been subject
to emotive criticisms, principally on the grounds that: (a) it leads to a sense of ‘terminal
gloom’ whereby it appears that little can be done to counter the forces of oppression

and repression (Blagg and Smith 1989); (b) it tends to rest on an assumption of planned
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and orchestrated social reaction to a particular event or series of events (Hunt 1999); (c)
it assumes that unwanted and negative outcomes necessarily result from state-
sponsored interventions (Van Krieken 1991); and (d) it concentrates excessively on
social reaction and draws attention away from the consequences of certain actions on

individuals and communities (Thompson 1998).

Such criticisms are a useful corrective to some of the assumptions often associated with
Cohen’s work on social control. However, in contrast to Hunt’s (1999: 18-19)
somewhat premature dismissal of Cohen’s work, I would argue that the concept of
social control and the arguments contained in Visions of Social Control are useful in
alerting us to the way in which disciplinary practices have increasingly ‘penetrated’

various sites in the social body over the past 200 hundred years.

One of the major points I drew from Cohen’s study was contained in an excellent
chapter entitled ‘Inside the System’. Here, Cohen called for more sociological attention
to be drawn to the specific practices occurring in (often highly secretive) systems of
social control and to the ways subjects experienced this from their perspectives. A
similar point has been made in relation to the ‘treatment’ of those with mental health
problems (Goffman 1960; Masson 1988) and others regarded as an actual or potential
threat to social and political order (Sibley 1995). Such writers insist that if we are
genuinely interested in understanding the impact of systems of social control on people,
then it is necessary to listen to the accounts of ‘inmates’, ‘patients’ and ‘offenders’
rather than ‘experts’ and ‘professionals’. In examining the sociological literature on
crime and deviance, it is indeed interesting to note how the voices of those caught up in
systems of social control have so often been ignored or relegated to the margins of
interpretive analysis. Having said this, of course, there is a strong tradition of
ethnographic inquiry in criminology that has focused on the accounts of members of
sub-cultures as evidenced in the work of, for instance, Whyte (1955) and more recently,

Gill (1977), Willis (1978), Foster (1990), and Greaf (1993). Nonetheless, it is apparent
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that apart from such instances the narratives of subjects tend to remain largely

peripheral to the current concerns of criminology.

Both Foucault and Cohen were calling (albeit in different ways) for more attention to be
drawn to the objectifying processes that served to construct people as subjects, and to
how those enmeshed in systems of social control articulated their own experiences (as
opposed to the views of accredited ‘professionals’ and ‘experts’). This simple yet

profound point has informed much of my own work.

My interest in people’s experiences of social control was strengthened in 1983-4 when
I completed a postgraduate diploma in social work at the University of Southampton.
My studies involved reading extensively in two broadly related areas: the sociological
theories of phenomenology and ethnomethodology, and what became known in social

work circles as ‘client studies’.

In relation to the former, I read a number of texts dealing with phenomenological and
ethnomethodological approaches to the study of deviance (for example Phillipson 1971;
Himer, Phillipson and Silverman 1992; Atkinson 1978). In focussing on the meanmgs,
‘underlying rules’ and ‘deep structures’ of social behaviour, these theories offered what
I considered to be an interesting and productive way of examining how people in
systems of social control articulated their own experiences. At the same time, I was
acutely aware of the many theoretical shortcomings associated with phenomenological
and ethnomethodological studies, including their tendency to reduce social behaviour to
what seemed like trivial interactional nuances as well as a general failure to locate
people’s experiences in wider historical and socio-political contexts. Despite such
problems, I was made aware of the importance of ‘meaning’ as a way of helping us to
interpret and understand social phenomena and human action. In an edited volume,
Understanding Everyday Life (1973), Jack Douglas sought to contextualise the scope of
phenomenological analysis. He remarked that ... social actions are meaningful actions;

that is, they must be studied and explained in terms of their situations and their
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meanings to the actors themselves’ (Douglas 1973: 4). Douglas (1973: 39) further stated
that “... taken for granted properties of everyday communications are of fundamental

importance in understanding everyday life and all human events’.

In distinguishing between ‘normative’ and ‘interpretive’ paradigms (Wilson 1973),
Douglas and others emphasised a sociological approach that took seriously the
‘contextual determinants of meaning’. I considered phenomenology to be important in
that it at least acknowledged the accounts of ‘actors’ themselves, even though in
practice sociologists continued to impose their own interpretive frameworks on such
accounts (Cohen 1980). The tradition of phenomenological inquiry has of course a long
history, dating back to the work of Alfred Schutz (1970) and in a less explicit form to
the early work on sub-cultures (see Whyte 1955) and the ‘naturalism’ of American
sociologist David Matza (1969). The work of Sykes and Matza (1957) on the
rationalisations used by offenders to account for their criminal actions (‘techniques of
neutralisation’) and the literature on motivation in the sociology of deviance (Taylor
1979) further demonstrated the usefulness of a phenomenologically oriented

perspective.

My reading in two other areas complemented a general interest in subject’s experiences,
namely, the emergence in the 1970s of feminist criminology and the growth in prison
biographies and autobiographies. Carol Smart’s Women, Crime and Criminology (1977)
alerted me to the central importance of women’s perspectives in the study of crime and
criminology, and the way these perspectives had been largely excluded from the
discipline since its inception. A traditionally male dominated criminology had thus
disregarded women’s issues and/or explaimed crime by women in terms of biological
abnormality or pathological tendency (Naffine 1997). Significantly, women’s voices had
been excluded both in terms of authorship of scholarly texts and as subjects of analysis

(Heidensohn 1989).
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The same conspicuous omission, however, was not evident when it came to the study
of male prisoners. Indeed, there has been a long tradition of such accounts in the
popular and academic literature (Cohen and Taylor 1972). In more recent times,
autobiographies by male prisoners (see for example Probyn 1977; Boyle 1983; McVicar
1979) have surfaced with great regularity. Although limited by a gender-specific
perspective, such accounts were useful in alerting readers to some of the realities of
prison life that often contrasted with the benevolent claims made by prison
administrators and other government officials. The subjective accounts of prisoners
were complemented by a number of excellent academic studies that focussed on the
vagaries of prison life. For instance, Cohen and Taylor’s (1972) study of the
experiences of long term (male) prisoners in Durham prison, Psychological Survival,
stimulated my interest in the way in which people experienced (and survived) life in
‘total institutions’. Again, the message | gleaned from these sources was that if the
experiences of ‘subjects’ were to be understood, then it was preferable to address our
questions to inmates, patients, clients, consumers or any other individuals and social

groups who came into contact with agencies of social control.

During my social work course at the University of Southampton (1983-4) I accessed a
growing body of literature on ‘oral history’ (Thompson 1978). I was especially drawn
to the popular works of Tony Parker (1973) and Jeremy Seabrooke (1973). It seemed
to me that these writers were serious about conveying the voices of those often referred

to (somewhat patronisingly) as ‘ordinary people’.

Some years later 1 came across a book equally devoted to recording the voices of
subjects: Roger Graef’s (1993) brilliant study of a small group of ‘serious young
offenders’ attending a residential unit in South London. In my view, the study is one of
the most under-rated and yet illuminating accounts of young offenders’ experiences ever
written. What is particularly striking is the way the author contrasts the experiences
and outlooks of his own (middle class) children with those of his comparatively

disadvantaged respondents. The book thus highlights the importance of both giving a
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voice to previously silenced people and of situating the researcher in relation to the

subject of analysis.

I found the works of Tony Parker, Roger Graef and others refreshing insofar as they
seemed to capture the essential meanings of what ‘subjects’ were saying without
overloading them with excessive (and occasionally unhelpful) sociological analysis and
interpretation. As Beresford, Green, Lister and Woodard (1999) point out in their
recent study of poverty, the attempt to accurately report the narratives of
‘respondents’ (in this case, people who experience poverty) requires the use of
methodologies which are different to the more conventional (positivistic) approaches to
social research. Indeed, Beresford et al drew productively on ‘new paradigm’ research
which, in seeking to involve research subjects in the design of the study, differed
markedly from the positivistic divide often drawn between the researcher and subject. It
was argued by Beresford et al (1999) that, at a minimum, any study devoted to
recording the accounts of people requires research designs and methodologies that

enable them to talk as openly and freely as possible.

The genre of studies known in social work as ‘client studies’ enhanced my interest in
the phenomenology of social control. The work of Timms and Mayer (1970), Sainsbury
(1982), Rees (1978), Rees and Wallace (1982) and Jordan (1979) alerted me to the
importance of listening to clients’ experiences of welfare services. This in turn
highlighted the value of developing methodologies that allowed people to speak for
themselves. Although criticised on a number of grounds — for instance, the abstracted
emphasis on client’s views (Fisher 1986), a narrow view of clients as ‘consumers’ of
‘services’ (Barber 1991) and a failure to see social welfare as a system of state control
(Corrigan and Leonard 1978) — such studies nonetheless shed important light on the
way service users reflected on their experiences. The studies also provided social service
managers with some useful insights into the realities of welfare practice. As Rees and

Wallace note in their study on clients’ ‘verdicts’ on social workers (1982: 116):
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Over the past twenty years, research of various kinds has given a chequered
verdict on the achievements and shortcomings of social workers. Those
practitioners that possessed a certain confidence, often illustrated by skills
in advocacy and negotiation, were able to effect changes which clients valued
at the time. Conversely, other clients found themselves disappointed by
social workers’ attitudes, relative ignorance and uncertainty. The meaning
and weight of such conclusions varied according to the contexts in which

such social work was carried out, and in which the research was conducted.

The above observations resonate with much of my own work over the past few years,
especially the often marked contrast between what officials see as helpful or even
benign intervention and the experiences of clients themselves. Certainly, the work of
Rees and Wallace and others (and in a modest way, my own work) suggests that, at a
minimum, we must remain cautious about the claims made by those who profess

privileged knowledge and/or authority over others.

Finally, I wish to briefly mention the growing influence that postmodern writings have
had on my more recent publications. While I have some serious reservations about
much of this literature — specifically its tendency towards relativism, little or no
attention to the state, the reduction of social phenomena to image and representation,
and its often apolitical orientations (Best and Kellner 1990) — postmodernism has
nonetheless provided a trenchant critique of the totalising and often highly simplistic
conceptions associated with Marxist analysis. In highlighting the importance of
discourse, difference and ‘multiple realities’, postmodernism has given recognition to
the great range and diversity of human experience. Recent work by Young (1996) points
to the usefulness of discursive analysis in appreciating the way certain populations are
criminalised and rendered the ‘Other’ in late modernity. The insights gained from certain
postmodern writers have been incorporated into my more recent work on youth crime
and families as well as in a jointly authored text on criminology. I have also been

mpressed by David Sibley’s Geographies of Exclusion (1995) which considers

55



processes of social exclusion in relation to a number of domains, including those
organised bodies of knowledge that privilege one set of ideas over another. He argues
that such exclusionary practices often mean that the voices of certain groups take
precedence over others, thus ensuring the continued hegemonic dominance of powerful
groups in society. Sibley’s thesis dovetails neatly with many of the readings I have
alluded to above and to some extent reflects my own emphasis on peoples’ subjective

experiences of social control systems.

Summary

In this chapter I have attempted to sketch the many personal and intellectual sources
that have shaped my research and writings over the past two decades. While a number
of scholarly sources in the areas of the sociology of crime and deviance, criminology,
and client studies have not always been acknowledged explicitly in my publications,
they have nevertheless shaped my general interest and thinking in relation to many of
the themes identified in Chapter 1. As noted earlier, I believe that as a body of work
focusing largely, although not exclusively, on the experiences of people in justice and
welfare systems, my publications have contributed in various ways to advancing
scholarly debate in these areas. My knowledge of the literature has also enabled me to
identify the need for empirical work in a range of previously neglected fields of inquiry.
This is reflected, for example, in my work on the families of juvenile offenders and in

my current concern with aspects of informal crime control.
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CHAPTER 4
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This report has provided an overview of the nature, context and scope of my
publications and the contribution they have made to advancing inquiry in the areas of
Youth Justice, Young People and Social Welfare, and Criminology. I have also outlined
the research designs and methodologies used in my empirical studies. This was done in
order to demonstrate the use of particular empirical approaches aimed at articulating the

voices of subjects through the medium of written text.

My publications reflect a longstanding interest in the way in which subjects in systems
of social control describe and interpret their own experiences. Additionally, my work
demonstrates a concern with the impact of state-sponsored policies and practices upon
various individuals and social groups. As such, there is considerable thematic unity
across the stated areas of inquiry. My contribution to advancing these areas of inquiry
is evidenced in a wide and varied range of publications, citation of my work in other
scholarly publications, collaborative research and writing, and the formulation of
proposals for new research (relating, for instance, to work on families and juvenile
crime). My contribution is further demonstrated through regular participation in
scholarly debates on current policy and practice issues, often taking the lead in such
exchanges. Over the years 1 have also sought to disseminate my research findings to
different audiences and to participate actively in the academic community through

conferences and seminars.

From the outset, I have argued for the importance of meaning as a bridge between
personal and professional experience. Specifically, I outlined the way in which my
experience of working class life in an English industrial city and involvement in a youth
sub-culture dovetailed experientially with the issues discussed in the sociological
literature on crime and deviance. My particular focus on the ‘phenomenology of social

control’ reflects a longstanding interest in how the accounts of subjects contrast with
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the claims made by those in positions of power and authority. This interest was
heightened during the 1970s and 1980s by a growing awareness of studies on deviance,
accounts of the experiences of ‘clients’ of social welfare agencies, feminist criminological
perspectives, autobiographical prison literature, and the genealogical work of both
Foucault and Cohen. While these writers have not always been acknowledged explicitly
in my work they have nonetheless served to influence the general direction of my
research and writing. Reflexive analysis of the sort required in this report has alerted me
to the heavy direct and indirect influence that the above theoreticians have had on my
work over the past few years. Further, I believe that this report illustrates not only a
general commitment to certain thematic interests in the stated areas of inquiry but also
an ability to engage various audiences on issues of scholarly interest and public concern.
The depth and breadth of my publications over the past two decades, as well as the
contribution I have made to advancing particular fields of study, illustrates a significant
degree of engagement in the academy and an on-going commitment to the promotion of

informed and critical scholarly debate.

In relation to the latter, I intend to build on the solid foundations established by my
research and writing by pursuing other projects that focus more explicitly on the
insights gained from post-structural perspectives (especially in relation to discursive
representations of certain populations as the ‘Other’ and disciplinary practices
evidenced in current approaches to crime prevention). I am currently working on two
related projects that seek to question the many claims and justifications in
contemporary crime control discourse. The first is a proposed empirical study of young
people and their families who have been identified in current crime prevention discourse
as being ‘at risk’. The aim here is to focus on the personal accounts of these subjects in
order to highlight some of the assumptions that permeate approaches to crime
prevention, particularly those that rely on the notion of ‘risk’. By drawing aspects of
new paradigm research (that is, an approach that emphasises the inclusion of subjects
directly in the investigative process), the study will develop an interpretivist

perspective that contrasts sharply with positivistic studies mentioned in Chapter 1
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(such as the Parhways 1o Prevention report). I intend to undertake this study because I
believe that high quality and cogently theorised research offers one of the most effective
ways of countering many of the questionable assumptions found in many areas of
contemporary public discourse. Thus, I hope to demonstrate that the lived experiences
of those deemed ‘at risk’ are likely to differ markedly to the views and opinions of

‘experts’ and ‘officials’ — a theme evident in a number of my earlier publications.

My second planned project is to focus on the emergence of law and order discourses in
western states over the past few decades and to theorise their relationship to a range of
overarching socio-political and economic transformations, with specific reference to
‘globalisation’. I am particularly interested in the complex connections between what
might be loosely termed ‘structural’ changes (brought about especially, but not
exclusively, by ‘globalisation’) and the governmental discourses that seek to explain
behaviour (including crime) as essentially reflective of individual ‘deficits’ and/or ‘social
exclusion’. In other words, I am concerned with the way in which socio-political and
academic discourses often focus on the individualised and exclusionary (positivistic)
‘causes’ of certain behaviours (often in the reformative context of social democratic
thought) while failing to address fully the implications brought about by wider
transformative processes. Drawing on the work of Michel Foucault, David Garland,
Stan Cohen, Albert Hunt, Jock Young, Pat O’Malley, Nick Rose, Alison Young and
others, I intend to concentrate on the role that contemporary crime control discourses
(especially those emanating from criminology) have played in promoting the radical
differentiation of certain populations as the criminal ‘Other’. But more than this, I
propose to identify the consequences of such discourses in terms of the interventionist

strategies that have emerged over recent years in western countries.
I view these two proposed projects as following on from a range of interests developed

through my work over the past two decades. The combination of interfacing theoretical

and empirical projects will enable me to critically analyse the discourses that currently
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underpin a range of ‘targeted’ disciplinary strategies in late modernity. The published

work discussed in this report has established the foundations for such an analysis.
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Notes

1.

Followmng Foucault (1977a), I use the term ‘subject/s’ to refer broadly to those
individuals and social groups under the surveillance, control and regulation of
various, largely state-sponsored, agencies and institutions. This of course does not
suggest a simple ‘top-down’ application of state power, as often conceived in some
areas of Marxist thought, but rather a concern with the way in which certain
populations are problematised and thus made subject to various disciplinary
practices. Although the body of my work has been concerned largely with the
‘governance of others’ (ostensibly through the processes and mechanisms of state-
sponsored governance), | am acutely aware of the complex processes of ‘self
governance’, that is, the exercise of regulatory practices through various sites in the
social body (the individual, family, school, neighbourhood etc.) whereby
‘normative’ attitudes and behaviours are absorbed by and through a range of
individual, group and ‘community’ practices. Similarly, when using the term ‘social
control’ in its most generic sense as the ‘organised ways in which society responds
to behaviour and people it regards as deviant, problematic, worrying, threatening,
troublesome or undesirable in some way or another’ (Cohen 1985: 1), I am cognisant
of the need to avoid any essentialist and/or simple hierarchical (‘top-down’) account
of such phenomena (Edwards 1988: 10-11). As already noted, my concern in this
report is with elements of social control practiced in neo-liberal democratic capitalist
countries (like Australia) by various organisations and agencies in relation to certain

populations deemed deviant, worrying, threatening and troublesome.

It should be noted that my definition of ‘young people’ accords with current
Queensland State Government policy, namely, those people aged between 12 and
25 years. However, when referring to ‘youth crime’, the age range is restricted to
those between 12 and 17 years inclusive, as defined in the Queensland Juvenile
Justice Act 1992. Generally, I avoid reference to ‘juvenile’ since the term ‘youth’ has
now been adopted as the official nomenclature of the Queensland Department of

Families, Youth and Community Care.
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3. Generally, I refer to the word critical’ as a mode of analysis aimed at identifying the
concepts, assumptions and propositions contained in any written or oral
articulation of argument. It also seeks to expose claims to ‘truth’ that underpin the
exercise of power and authority of one social group over another (Abercrombie, Hill

and Turner 1986: 57).

4. Published by the Hampshire Probation and After-Care Service, the report was
disseminated to a wider audience including academics, social welfare practitioners
and others with an interest in this area. The report also constituted the basis of

other publications (see Youth Justice references: Hil 1982a, 1988).

5. T use the term ‘phenomenology’ to refer broadly to that branch of sociological
theory concemned with the study of meaning and human action. In my view, the
main contribution of phenomenology has been to contest the positivistic
assumption that human action is shaped simply by structural and/or other
‘internal’/‘external’ drives, forces, causes and conditions. In emphasising agency,
phenomenology locates the meanings of human action at the centre of sociological
analysis. Although phenomenology has had considerable influence in sociology, it
has been criticised on the grounds that it has tended to generate trivial studies of
social action, is largely descriptive and avoids reference to the interface between
agency and structure and often tends to disembody mind ‘consciousness’ and
‘meaning’ (Collins 2000; Wolff 1978). I acknowledge the shortcomings of
phenomenology while at the same time recognising its vital contribution to
relocating the ‘actor’ to the forefront of sociological inquiry. Phenomenology thus
provides a useful corrective to crude positivistic interpretations of social action. I
use the term in order to acknowledge the emphasis I have given to the articulations

of ‘subjects’ in many of my essays and studies.
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APPENDIX 3

A CHRONOLOGY OF SELECT RESEARCH AND ALLIED PUBLICATIONS
UNDERTAKEN BY MR RICHARD HIL

The following inventory outlines the research activities undertaken while employed at
three universities in Australia and two govemment departments in England. The
symbol ‘P’ refers to primary studies based on empirical work, while S* refers to
research work based largely on secondary source material. There is of course
considerable overlap between works undertaken over this period. The second column
refers to the location of the research in terms of geographical location. Although the
emphasis in my published work has been on Australia much of my critical work covers
developments in other ‘western’ (mainly English speaking) countries. The third column
sets out a select range of publications relating to research conducted in each period of
publications. The fourth column refers to the thematic areas set out in this report,

namely Youth Justice (YJ), Young People and Social Welfare (YPSW), and Criminology
©).
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