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[bookmark: _GoBack]	In Krivo and Peterson’s analytical research entitled, “Extremely Disadvantaged Neighborhoods and Urban Crime”, the correlation between neighbourhood disadvantage and crime is studied; specifically testing two hypotheses based on these correlations. The authors focus on the relationship between socio-structural disadvantages and criminal activities, as well as the need for analysis on race as a variable in criminological research. I will argue that Krivo and Peterson use an individualistic account combined with consensualist theory to analyze the topic. Additionally they use empirical data to generate multivariate statistics on the relationship between crime and societal disadvantage. My argument will discuss that the evidence used in order to support the author’s claims on social disadvantage and its association to crime rates are strong and positive in nature. 
	Krivo and Peterson use an individualistic (micro) approach to this topic by bringing to light the various societal factors at work that lead to one’s criminality. An individualistic focus poses the question, “why do people offend?” (Kempa, Lecture 1, Slide 4) Krivo and Peterson focus on the social class correlate of crime by examining, “family disruption — the percent of families headed by females; male joblessness — the percent of civilian noninstitutionalized males age 16 and older who are either unemployed or not in the labor force; occupational composition — the percent of persons age 16 and older who are employed in professional or managerial occupations.” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.624) Each of these variables are interconnected with the ideology of poverty and social disadvantage as possible correlates of crime.  By analyzing these individuals’ behaviors and socio-structural situation, we are able to answer to the fundamental question in criminology, why do people commit crime?
 Krivo and Peterson do not only take a micro focus on their analysis, but also a consensualist view on the topic at hand. The consensualist lens of criminology is rooted to the theory that our society creates barriers and is part of the reason for crime. On the other hand a conflictual lens would be a, “systems critique,” (Kempa, Lecture 1, Slide 4) where we see societal relations as the problem. We can see that Krivo and Peterson take an analytical approach to the society in relation to crime. We can see that the social conditions studied serve to encourage crime while leading to society losing, “networks of informal control, and fewer viable conventional community-based institutions that discourage crime.” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.622) The author’s continue to argue that our social system is set up in a manner where barriers described as, “structural constraints,” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.622) are created, ultimately leading to criminality. Krivo and Peterson collect a lot of data to back up their claims but the question remains, is this evidence sufficient to back up their claim?
Using various statistics and empirical data, Krivo and Peterson have compiled a great deal of strong evidence to support their claim that neighbourhood disadvantage is a strong correlate of crime. By using smaller sample sizes in the process of using census tracts, they are able to, “construct reliable crime rates and other aggregate characteristics.” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.623) They analyze the populations effectively by race and the various disadvantages in these tracts allowing for their data to remain unbiased by other correlates in order to prove that race is irrelevant. Krivo and Peterson use crime statistics over a period of three years to, “minimize the impact of annual fluctuations and increase the likelihood of having sufficient incidents to construct reliable rates.” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.624) Their data also includes two alternative control variables to prevent their results from being skewed. Through additional analysis and testing methods are used in order to avoid biases and inaccurate results. Through multivariate statistics, “all the explanatory variables have the expected positive relationships with property and violent crime,” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.626) entailing that their hypotheses were proven to be correct and that there is a relationship between disadvantage and crime. Although no research is perfect, there are a few important steps to complete this research.
Following in the footsteps of Krivo and Petersons, one’s next step must be in the direction of analyzing other correlates of crime in relation to this study, such as the effects of age, gender, and the composition of families; whether they are single parents, legal guardians, other family members etc. These are important variables in the sense of determining why people offend. One area in which Krivo and Peterson made an interesting claim was in the influence of positive role models by stating that, “the presence of stable working- and middle-class families in the ghetto provides mainstream role models that reinforce mainstream values.” (Krivo &Peterson, pp.637) Although throughout the paper there is little to no evidence provided on this theory, however it produces an interesting path for future criminological research. Another topic that was touched upon was the role of institutional control, where it is mentioned on various accounts due to its influence on the prevention of crime. Unfortunately, this concept is not expanded upon but it can be used as a bridge into new criminological research as well. The last limitation of this study would be that certain statistics and theory weren’t as advanced in the publishing year, therefore there is some uncertainty in the data, however this is insignificant in retrospect.
 In conclusion we can see that Krivo and Peterson’s research, “Extremely Disadvantaged Neighborhoods and Urban Crime,” provides an individualistic and consensualist view on the correlation between social disadvantage and crime. Their evidence strongly points to a positive association between these variables proving that there is in fact a relationship between neighborhood disadvantage and crime. Furthermore, their research opens the door to further criminological analysis in relation to other correlates of crime and forms of crime prevention. 
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