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A Note from Grace 
 

Hello everyone! I hope that this brief provides some useful evidence and a head start on 
your research. With a variety of perspectives and research, perhaps you can find new 
ideas that you are interested in learning more about.  

If you have any questions about anything in this brief, or just want advice or help on 
anything, feel free to email me! Gjoh00@gmail.com 

Additionally, hello to all of my wonderful Classic Debate Camp friends!! I have loved 
watching you all succeed this season and I cannot wait to see you all again this summer. I 
want to thank my fellow CDC instructors who helped me with this project - Nick 
Protasiewicz, Eva Lamberson, Josh Pittman, Jen Gonda, Natalie Schaller and Mr. Paik.  

Good luck everyone, I know you will do amazing things. Be confident and have fun!!  

- Grace Johannes 

Information about how I research:  

1) I have included the link for every place I cut a card. For you to be safe (and this 
applies with every brief you use!) you should check the link, go to the article and 
read / download the whole thing--- Especially if you are planning on reading the 
card in your case. 

o Obviously, I hold myself to a very high standard when it comes to 
evidence, but I am of the opinion that if you want to read a card in round, 
you also have the responsibility to hold yourself to a similar standard. And 
the excuse “it came from a brief” will never get you out of an evidence 
issue…  

2) I cut in whole paragraphs. This means that the text pasted is the entire paragraph 
that the evidence comes from – and potentially multiple paragraphs if the 
information is across two or three. Again, especially if using these cards in your 
case, you are accountable for looking at the rest of the article to see more context 
and if in your case, you may want to download the whole article so you can show 
your opponent this context.  

3) How I cut cards 
a. Tag 
b. Author Last name, Year 
c. Author Full name, Author qualifications, Full date, Publication, “Title of 

article/work”  
d. Link  

4) For tags- I also hold myself to a high standard of not power tagging… but you 
should probably read the card to understand how I am warranting my claim!!! 
Make it a habit of asking yourself why I came to that conclusion or where the 
evidence says so… and perhaps even write your own tag.   



CDC March-April 2020 LD Brief 5 

TOPIC ESSAYS  
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Wording, Definitions, and Key Arguments 
by Nick Protasiewicz1 (nhprotasiewicz@gmail.com) 

 
I. Wording 
 I personally adore the wording of this topic. There are three main items about 
wording that I would note.  

First, the resolution is descriptive, not prescriptive. That is, to affirm the 
resolution is not to advocate for any specific action to be taken. A judge signing the ballot 
either way will not change anything in our hypothetical debate world. Rather, the topic 
just asks us to judge whether the practice of predictive policing is just. I think the main 
implication of debating a descriptive topic is that the affirmative doesn’t have a solvency 
burden. If the resolution were, for example, “The United States ought to abolish the 
practice of predictive policing,” most negs would understandably put a burden on the aff 
that, for them to win the round, they must prove that the abolition of predictive policing 
would be better than the alternative of keeping it. After all, if predictive policing were 
bad, but getting rid of it would just make the world worse, then it may be better to leave 
the situation be. But with this topic, the aff doesn’t have to prove a “solution,” just the 
“problem.”  

Second, and a corollary of the first, this topic has no actor to carry out an action. 
If we go back to the alternative example topic I gave above, the actor would presumably 
be the US federal government. From there, any good framework will lay out a theory of 
the obligations of the actor (or the other side of the coin, the dues of the objects). 
However, with this topic, I think you have a little more freedom in your interpretation. 
You could view the topic from the perspective of the federal government and apply 
theories of political philosophy, you could narrow it down to the institution of the police 
or the criminal justice system and create/utilize a philosophy of its obligations, or you 
could even narrow it further down to an individual police officer and consider individual 
ethics. Alternatively, you could think about an interpretation that doesn’t rely on any 
specific actor, whether that is based on some inalienable right or some objective 
ethic/obligation that transcends any particular actor. 

Third, there are really no qualifiers or pesky prepositional phrases written in; the 
topic is intentionally (I would like to think) vague. Consider if the topic were worded 
“The use of predictive policing in the United States is unjust.” Suddenly, the debate is 
grounded. It’s an evaluation of a pool of concrete events that all fall under the umbrella 
of “predictive policing.” And more specifically, the topic is no longer about just 
predictive policing. It’s about the mixing of predictive policing with everything 
																																																													
1 Nick has attended Classic Debate Camp all four years of its existence: The first three years he attended as 
a student, and then in 2019 he crossed over and became a Junior LD Instructor. Nick will be returning to 
CDC in 2020 for his second year on the staff. Nick has the distinction of being the only LD debater to win  
the Ohio state title in back to back years, 2018 and 2019.  
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characteristic of the United States: an outdated system of privacy protections, data-
hungry corporations, one of the most racially diverse populations out of developed and 
industrialized countries, the gross racism that characterizes our criminal justice system 
and so many other institutions, a lack of police accountability, etc. I think affs on this 
topic need to be incredibly careful to ensure that whatever arguments they make target 
the inherent nature of predictive policing, because a smart neg will identify a lot of aff 
arguments to be what I view as non-issues in this debate. For example, if an aff argues 
that predictive policing has a lack of transparency, I would handle this argument by 
explaining that, yes, a lack of transparency and accountability in the American criminal 
justice system could very well mean that it is not wise for the US to utilize the tool of 
predictive policing. However, this argument does not indict predictive policing as 
categorically unjust. Perhaps other places in the world handle the issue of transparency 
better than we do. Why throw out the baby with the bathwater? Finally, it is important to 
note that “predictive policing” is a pretty broad term that the resolution does not narrow 
down. For the aff to focus on a specific type of predictive policing would be the same 
folly as above. I’ll get into this issue more in section two. 
 
II. Definitions 
 “Predictive Policing”: I think the most important thing to note in terms of a 
definition is that predictive policing takes many different forms. There are, of course, real 
world predictive policing programs you could describe to help define the term, like 
PredPol’s use in LA. These concrete programs could likely be of use to both sides, 
depending on whether a given police department handles prediction technology well or 
not. However, you probably want an abstract definition that can still be as accurate as 
possible. RAND has a useful definition in an online report where they divide predictive 
policing into four broad categories, all with a different spin on what is being “predicted.” 
I won’t go into detail about each of these, but here they are: 

1. “Methods for predicting crimes” (location based) 
2. “Methods for predicting offenders” 
3. “Methods for predicting perpetrators’ identities” 
4. “Methods for predicting victims of crimes” 

In terms of strategy, I would imagine the aff would benefit from a narrowed definition of 
predictive policing, while the neg would want to stretch predictive policing to its limits to 
gather as much potential offense as possible.  
 “Is”: I think a lot of debate over this term could also fall into the “wording” 
section, but I’ll discuss it here briefly. I imagine the most conniving ways to leverage this 
word are actually in using it to redefine predictive policing. One could make the 
argument that because the resolution says “is,” the whole topic refers to predictive 
policing in its present state. From there, the neg could be limited to defending only the 
current applications of predictive policing in places like the United States and China, 
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where it is obviously flawed, to say the least. Some negative debaters will likely go down 
the route of consequentialism anyway and won’t be as disgruntled by this analysis, but 
negs who intend to take a theoretical approach should be ready to clarify this term. 
 “Unjust”: Definitions of “unjust” will likely fall under the framework debate, and 
I recommend debaters handle the clarification there. Since the concept of “justice” is 
explicit in the resolution, most debaters will probably value “justice,” defined either by 
Aristotle or Rawls. Aristotle’s approach, the one I think is simpler, clearer, and cleaner, is 
“to give each their due,” or to ensure that people get what they deserve. Rawls’ 
conception of justice is a little more complicated, given that it is defined through his two 
principles of liberty and equality. One could make the argument that liberty and equality 
are of course things that people are due, and so the definitions aren’t that big of a deal, 
but a) I’ve come to understand the Aristotelian definition to focus much more on the 
individual (justice was described as the crown virtue an individual could possess) 
whereas Rawls tends to be a bit more zoomed out and looks at society at large, and b) the 
Rawlsian framework is a bit more elaborate, and the questions unanswered by it create a 
lot of openings for a debater to attack. Moreover, I think one of the most critical skills 
debaters can have on this topic is understanding where they and their opponent both agree 
and disagree on framework. Especially if both debaters nominally run the value of 
“justice” but substantively disagree on what it means, it is important to a) clarify the 
distinction between different conceptions of justice and b) clash over why one is 
preferable to the other. Again, I don’t think the debate over definitions of “justice” can be 
boiled down to “well, I have two dictionaries backing me up, and you only have one.” It 
has to be a philosophical dispute, so it should be handled under the framework.  
 As a general piece of advice, your case should never be contingent upon a very 
specific, offbeat definition. A small exception can be made to this rule for the word 
“justice,” but I don’t think it’s prudent to build an aff or neg based on a conception of 
predictive policing that most people will disagree with. It’s unproductive, doesn't even try 
to get to the heart of the resolution, and probably won’t get that many wins. 
 
III. Arguments 
 I imagine stock arguments on this topic will tend to fall into three categories: 
efficacy, equality, and rights. Efficacy arguments will center on whether predictive 
policing actually works when it comes to stopping crimes. These arguments will usually 
also be paired with a utilitarian, or at least consequentialist, framework. As with most 
consequentialist arguments, they require a lot of research and evidence-gathering in order 
to be executed reliably. I worry that consequentialists, whose strength lies in the 
contentions and the evidence, may have to do a lot of framework justification on this 
topic, though. When faced with conflicting frameworks of stopping crimes and ensuring 
equality, for example, a lot of judges will intuitively lean toward the latter, and a heavy 
burden may be on you to elevate the obligation of community safety above other goals.  
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 Equality based arguments are incredibly intuitive and powerful. Most immediate 
research on predictive policing points to profound racial biases in the AI systems (on top 
of a criminal justice system in America that suffers from the same problem). If pursuing 
this route, affs should really search for a way to make inequality an inherent flaw with 
predictive policing, rather than just arguing that the technology works off of and 
amplifies prejudices already ingrained in society. After all, regular policing is already 
racist, and any AI technology or institutional program introduced into a racist system is 
likely to generate racist outputs. Perhaps the aff should look into the links between race 
and socioeconomic status, and maybe make an argument based on the idea of being 
economically trapped in crime-ridden communities.  
 Rights based arguments could come in a lot of forms, and I can imagine the most 
philosophically creative cases starting here. You could work with constitutional rights 
(4th Amendment), data privacy rights, or even try to make some stretches from John 
Locke’s natural rights. One thing to note about both equality and rights arguments is that 
both of these frameworks can be construed in a consequentialist way as well. If you run a 
rights-based case, but describe it as “whoever protects the most rights wins,” it’s 
basically generic consequentialism with a specification, and you run a very high risk of 
losing under your own framework. I would recommend framing these types of cases as if 
some absolute moral rule is being violated by the other side, rather than as a game of 
costs and benefits.  
 
 In general, I’m not debating it, of course, but I think this topic has a ton of 
potential for super interesting philosophical debate. It’s also one of the most relevant and 
important topics the NSDA could’ve chosen, so there’s a lot to be learned even from just 
researching. Good luck to everyone debating, and feel free to reach out to me with 
questions! :)  
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Framing and Resolutional Analysis 
by Eva Lamberson2 (evathelamberson@gmail.com)  

 
Introduction 
 In this topic analysis, I will examine what the resolution actually entails, including 
defining the key terms and examining the question(s) the resolution is asking, and then 
break down some of the most advantageous framings for the affirmative and the negative. 
 
What does the resolution mean? How should we interpret it? 

So what is predictive policing? Brayne, et al. (2015) write “Predictive policing 
refers to the use of analytical techniques by law enforcement to make statistical 
predictions about potential criminal activity,”3 which includes methods for predicting 
crimes, offenders, perpetrators’ identities, and victims. I actually think the phrase 
‘predictive policing’ is the clearest part of this resolution, so I won’t go into it too much. 
It seems that we are straightforwardly discussing (often quantitative) analytic techniques 
to predict the aforementioned categories (through the use of AI). Any fringe 
interpretations of ‘predictive policing’ seem to be just that: fringe (and perhaps abusive) 
interpretations of the resolution. 

What makes this resolution perplexing to interpret, in part, is that it doesn’t 
contain a qualifier.4 These types of phrases are difficult to interpret, especially if the truth 
of the statement is not well known. For example, it is easier to intuit what qualifiers ought 
to be applied to the statements ‘dogs are mammals’5 or ‘tigers have stripes’6 than it is to 
understand how we ought to interpret ‘predictive policing is unjust.’7 This lack of 
qualifier leaves the resolution open to some interesting interpretations. I think the fairest 
(and most correct) interpretation of the resolution is generic8; in general, predictive 
policing is unjust. However, there are certainly other justifiable interpretations which I 

																																																													
2 Eva first came to Classic Debate Camp as a student in 2017. That year she was in the Advanced LD Lab 
with Senior Instructor James Lewis and Junior Instructor Natalie Schaller, who was the 2017 NSDA 
national champion. In the spring of 2018, Eva won the LD championship at the NCFL grand national 
tournament. Eva then returned to CDC as a Junior LD Instructor in 2018 and 2019. Following Natalie, Eva 
was the second national champion on the CDC staff.  
3  http://www.datacivilrights.org/pubs/2015-1027/Predictive_Policing.pdf 
4 Such as always, usually, rarely, etc. Most resolutions are bare plurals (plural noun phrases without 
qualifiers), but I find the resolutions that are both bare plurals and truth-testing to be particularly difficult to 
interpret the meaning of.   
5 All dogs are mammals. 
6  Most tigers have stripes. 
7 For a more in depth explanation of this, check out this Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy article on 
generic generalizations: https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/generics/#IsolGeneInte   
8 As opposed to ‘all of the time’ or ‘sometimes.’ This may seem fairly obvious, but I am certain there will 
be negative debaters who say “no, I only need to prove one instance where predictive policing is not 
unjust” or “the affirmative needs to prove in all instances predictive policing is unjust!” I don’t think these 
interpretations are wrong, per se, but I think they are mildly unfair and not intuitive. 
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would suggest debaters consider. This is a debate that has been, and continues to be, 
discussed extensively on the national circuit,9 but has not yet become common in 
traditional debate, which I think is unfortunate. Traditional debate, in my opinion, could 
greatly benefit from more semantic discussions of what the resolution actually means, so 
while writing cases, I would encourage you to consider how we should interpret the 
resolution as a whole; what qualifiers should we apply to ‘predictive policing is unjust’? 
 A standalone word in the resolution that seems to be up to interpretation is ‘is.’ I 
know this sounds a bit ridiculous, but ‘is’ seems to be a pretty operative word in this 
resolution because its interpretation will pretty heavily impact the question that the 
resolution is asking. To me, there are three primary dichotomies that arise from ‘is.’ The 
first was just touched upon in the previous paragraph: Should we interpret ‘is’ as 
categorical or on net? Is predictive policing always unjust or generally unjust? Should we 
interpret ‘is’ as in use or on principle? That is, is predictive policing unjust in the way 
that it is used, or is it inherently, intrinsically unjust? Should we interpret ‘is’ as now or 
as possibly? As in, is predictive policing unjust in its current form, or will it be unjust in 
its future/possible use? I think, given robust warranting, any combination of these 
interpretations could be fair; the question becomes which set of interpretations is the most 
advantageous? I could go into a lengthy explanation of which I personally think are the 
best, but I’ll keep my answer short: the way that you interpret the resolution depends, as 
it always does, on your side, your framing, and your strategy. Perhaps this section asks 
more questions than it answers, but these questions are central to understanding the 
resolution, and I think it's best for debaters to determine their own approach. 

I think an important thing to note about this resolution is that it is, on face, an 
exclusively truth-testing question, not one of policy implementation.10 This means that 
the central question of the resolution is “what is justice?” Once this question is answered, 
we know how to determine the answer to the question “is predictive policing unjust?” 
Essentially what I’m saying here is that your framework, and the framework that is used 
in the round will ultimately determine what the truth or falsity of the resolution is. So 
let’s get into framing! 
  

																																																													
9 For a more extensive explanation of this view, read this article by USC philosophy professor and Victory 
Briefs director Jake Nebel: https://www.vbriefly.com/2015/02/20/the-priority-of-resolutional-semantics-by-
jake-nebel 
10 This may seem obvious, but for some debaters, this will be the first resolution they debate with no sort of 
clear policy question. In case anyone is interested, the (recent) past resolutions that most clearly resemble 
this one are the 2019 NSDA topic (“Violent revolution is a just response to political oppression.”) and the 
2018 NSDA topic (“The United States’ use of targeted killing in foreign countries is unjust.”)  
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Affirmative framing 
Here I’m going to briefly go through what I think are the most advantageous 

framing choices for affirmative debaters, going into a little bit about what these framings 
would entail and why they are particularly useful for this resolution. 

 
a. Rawls.11 I think Rawls is helpful for a number of reasons. First, his 

philosophy focuses on answering the question of justice.12 Second, Rawls’ 
philosophy has both deontological and consequential aspects, allowing 
debaters to play the game on multiple levels. The liberty principle focuses 
on deontological constraints on the state: are there equal basic liberties for 
all? One could, quite reasonably, argue that predictive policing is a major 
liberty concern; it takes individuals’ information, subjects them to scrutiny 
and surveillance, increases arrests, and so on. The difference principle 
focuses on inequality. Predictive policing often violates both parts of the 
difference principle: it exacerbates existing inequalities that harm 
disadvantaged persons in society (it disparately impacts people of color 
and low income individuals) and is not attached to positions open to all13 
(as the actual method of predictive policing and what it causes the police 
to do is often very secretive to the public and allows politicians and police 
to evade accountability). I think the Rawlsian account on the affirmative is 
both quite strong and quite interesting. 

b. Structural violence. This will be a common framing, and I think it’s a 
good strategy; it’s straight to the point and will be able to weigh some of 
the largest problems with predictive policing. Predictive policing is shown 
to target disadvantaged communities and allow police to hide under the 
shield of legitimacy that the technology gives. Predictive policing, you 
could reasonably argue, exacerbates the worst effects of racist criminal 
justice systems. 

c. Utilitarianism. Personally, I don’t think util is trutil on this topic. The 
empirical evidence is more general than quantitative and it’s not 
particularly conclusive since predictive policing has not been used for very 
long and is not used in very many places. I also think utilitarianism might 
struggle to answer the truth testing question on the affirmative more than a 
deontological framing might. I certainly think utilitarianism is an 

																																																													
11  This topic analysis will examine philosophical concepts with an assumption that the reader knows the 
basics of the theories discussed. If you would like an in depth but simple to read explanation of 
philosophical theories, go to the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. It is immensely useful (and good to 
cut phil cards from!) 
12 After all, his book is literally called A Theory of Justice. 
13 This is a bit more of a tenuous link, but, ultimately, still applicable. 
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acceptable framing on the affirmative, but I ultimately think most of the 
impacts you would be drawn to running would fit more neatly under a 
different framing. 

d. Libertarianism.14 As was briefly touched upon in the Rawls section, 
predictive policing might constitute some serious liberty concerns. Most 
consider it intense police surveillance, it is shown to increase 
(unnecessary) arrests and police interrogations, and increases the tendency 
for pre-crime15 arrests. It increases police presence, which generally 
creates a fear factor and could freeze someone from acting, as the police 
are a dominating and coercing presence. 

e. Kantian/human dignity.16 I think Kantian moral philosophy could be 
reasonably run on the affirmative, primarily in regards to the humanity 
formula. A Kantian might say it is unacceptable to surveil entire 
populations, interrogate persons to learn new information about others,17 
to take some detaining action prior to the committing of a crime, and so 
on, in the name of decreasing crime; such actions treat all individuals as a 
means. 

Clearly these are not all of the frameworks that can be run on the affirmative; it’s 
not even close to an exhaustive list. But this brief can only be so long, and I think the 
above framings are the strongest and/or most common framings that will be run on this 
topic. 
 
Negative framing 
 This section will do essentially the same as the prior section, but for the negative. 
 

a. Utilitarianism. I think this will be a popular negative framing. It both 
tailors to a comparative analysis of justice, which I think negative debaters 
will prefer, and will be able to account for the good impacts of predictive 
policing. The utilitarianism framing allows us to say “well, predictive 
policing is imperfect, but it is more effective and less biased than standard 
policing practices.” This type of negative case can focus on the successes 
that predictive policing has, such as preventing crime, catching offenders, 
and increasing accuracy. 

b. Pragmatism. See above, though a pragmatic framing would be burdened 
to focus specifically on how predictive policing functions, is used, and 

																																																													
14 Or one of its tamer variations, like Republicanism. 
15  That is, predicting a crime before it happens and detaining the future offender.  
16 Or some more recent iteration, like Korsgaard. 
17 Which predictive policing increases.  
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succeeds. I suspect that this would end up being quite similar to a 
utilitarian negative, however. 

c. Communitarianism.18 This seems mildly counterintuitive, given what we 
discussed on the affirmative side of things, but hear me out. There is an 
argument to be made that predictive policing actually creates stronger 
community-police relationships and can make communities better and 
safer. First, in some counties in the U.S. predictive policing 
outcomes/crime maps were published, increasing police transparency, 
generally making citizens trust the police more, and increasing safety. 
There is also an interesting argument that predictive policing allows police 
to identify high-risk areas and allocate resources to those communities.19 

 
 Let me know if you have any questions! 

  

																																																													
18 This is perhaps not the exact term to use, though it is in the ballpark of what I’m looking for.  
19  As opposed to pre-crime arrests.  
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Exploring the Negative 
by Grace Johannes20 (Gjoh00@gmail.com) 

 
Throughout my research on this topic, it seems to be much easier to find literature about 
how predictive policing is biased and has been used to violate the rights of citizens all 
across the globe. In my mind, any strong affirmative is one who can stake themselves on 
a conception of justice that they support and advocate how predictive policing violates it. 
The greater challenge for case structuring and framework in my mind is the negative. In 
Nick’s topic analysis he touched on several of the arguments I’m going to detail a bit 
more. Reading his interpretation of the wording and philosophical grounds will give 
people a solid background on how I see the negative. Of course, there are a plethora of 
negative arguments, and these are just some guiding thoughts and questions for one type 
of framework that I would be interested in if I was debating the topic! 
 
I think the negative has two key goals in laying out their framework and theme for a case:  

First, they need to define predictive policing in the broadest terms possible. In my mind, 
an affirmative is going to point out one specific technology or program that the police 
use, describe why it is racist or is likely to cause the end of the world and try to limit the 
debate to that one thing. As a negative – I would be prepared to answer these arguments 
in rebuttal, as you will need to engage with the examples that they define as predictive 
policing… but you cannot allow that definition to limit your offensive ground. Make the 
debate a whole lot bigger by challenging their definition of predictive policing.  

In this brief, I cut a card from Karppi (2018) that describes how historical shifts in 
policing define the difference between proactive and reactive policing.  

use of predictive policing in law enforcement is part of a longer historical shift 
from reactive policing to proactive policing …. since the 1980s, the police work 
has moved from chasing suspects of crime into proactive policing of particular hot 
spots where crimes may occur. 

If I were to use this type of framework, I would expand the definition of ‘predictive 
policing’ to be any type of policing that is not reacting to existing crime. This means any 
policing that identifies an area as likely to have crime or danger and increases presence of 
policing there. So even increasing presence at a major event (like a festival or concert) 
that is prone to crime or chaos is predictive policing. Increasing presence there would be 
a predictive policing measure to prevent crime and increase safety even though a crime 
																																																													
20 In June of 2019, Grace won the NSDA national championship in LD. Then in July, she became a Junior 
LD Instructor at Classic Debate Camp – the third national champion to teach at CDC. In 2020, Grace will 
be joining us for our inaugural year at our new campus: Miami University in Oxford, Ohio. Because she 
missed debating so much, she agreed to be the lead author of the first CDC LD brief. 
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has not been committed- they are just predicting that that event or area needs more 
security. Therefore, a police department is being predictive if they predict crime and 
attempt to prevent it. In the mind of the negative, a police department cannot do its job 
without this type of prediction. A world without predictive policing is a world where the 
cops only step in if the crime has already happened. With that definition in the 
framework, the case can lay out the importance of security, deterrence and police 
presence.  If you were to use this type of framework, you need to be careful in describing 
and defining, and really press the affirmative during cross examination about how they 
define predictive policing. Because the resolution doesn’t prescribe an actor or action, it 
will be challenging (but not impossible) to set the burden on your opponent to prove how 
law enforcement could exist without any predictions. If you can do so, suddenly the 
affirmative has a whole lot more to cover in their 1AR.  

Second, the negative needs to prove that there is some benefit to predictive policing 
AND that this benefit is just. Be careful to not read a case that simply says, “Predictive 
policing is effective and therefore just.” The affirmative will be very quick to prove that 
effectiveness as justice is a very dangerous and flawed framework (you can be really 
speedy and low cost at being racist but that does not suddenly make it just). The 
effectiveness argument can work, but it needs to be developed into an argument about 
what justice is and also showing that the intent/outcome of the policing itself is just. My 
argument is that effectiveness is valid if you can prove the action (policing) would be just 
or morally improved with the use of effective techniques.  
 
Some guiding questions for what justice and framework might look like: 
What would the world look like without effective policing? How would that influence the 
rights, protection and everyday lives of people? This is where you challenge yourself to 
find the impacts that predictive policing has on the world and why they matter.  
 
What is the intent of policing? How does/can predictive policing advance this intent?  
You are likely answering with security or protection of rights. A rights-based case could 
work- you will be weighing how security preserves rights and how higher security can 
protect rights better than without. The affirmative you face will likely be reading a case 
about how predictive policing erodes the rights of people (privacy, bias, targeting…) but 
if you work hard on those blocks, then a rights-based weighing case could be a really 
simple way to clash and turn a lot of their offense.  
 
Is predictive policing intrinsically bad? Or has it just been used in places where bias and 
discrimination exist? In other words, is predictive policing the causal reason for the 
offense in my opponents’ case? By proving that there is nothing intrinsically bad about 
predictive policing, you can write a framework about how predictive policing and its 
methods themselves are just… even if the country, justice system or city it is being used 
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by is unjust. Nick touched on this a little as well, but one of the biggest weaknesses of the 
affirmative is showing that predictive policing is responsible for the injustice that they are 
describing. This is an effective argument if you include an example of predictive policing 
that is just and didn’t create the harms that the Aff case outlines. In other words, is the 
predictive policing actually bad, or have the circumstances that it has been used in caused 
it to seem bad?  
 
What is policing? Can we stretch those boundaries too? Is providing targeted social 
services using by predictive technology within the scope of the resolution? Does policing 
have to be a police officer entering an area or are other actions that are policing too? 
Collins Dictionary defines policing as “the activities carried out by police officers in 
order to preserve law and order.” So, in that case, what activities can police officers do to 
preserve law and order? What have they done in the past? Finding offensive ground 
requires looking beyond just the few examples that the affirmative may give.  
 
In general, the negative needs to really focus on describing the attributes of predictive 
policing that are beneficial or just, and then give reasons as to why the affirmative is … 

a) Cherry picking and misrepresenting what predictive policing fully is- their 
examples are not enough to prove that predictive policing is unjust. 

b) Not upholding the safety/security/individual rights of people… their conception 
of justice does not consider how essential policing is for security, and that security 
and protection of rights is foundational for achieving justice.  

 
Again, feel free to reach out with any questions!  
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Criminology and Predictive Policing 
By Josh Pittman21 

 
This essay will offer considerations for debaters on the March-April LD Topic— 

predictive policing is unjust. I’ll begin with an overview of the common misconceptions 
of policing, then survey mainstream criminology theories with respect to predictive 
policing, and conclude by briefly discussing racial arguments.  

 
Debaters should try to understand policing as a practice and the nature of how 

policing works. Americans are inundated with popular depictions of our criminal justice 
system and policing, but these narratives rarely match up to the day-to-day reality of 
policing. Compounding the problem, most people do not have experience with police 
until they are in one of the more stressful situations of their lives, further distorting their 
view.  

First, the overwhelming amount of people in criminal justice (CJ) system have 
likely committed a crime. In fact, surveys such as the National Crime Victimization 
Survey (NCVS)22 imply that police are not doing an adequate job arresting criminals 
because the rate of reporting in such surveys outpaces Uniform Crime Reporting Program 
(UCR)23 or official reports of crime collected by the FBI from national departments.  

Second, state, local, and federal prisons are overwhelmingly populated with 
violent offenders, not otherwise innocent people busted for simple possession.24  

Third, police officers are not a special class of citizens in the US. Legally 
speaking, police officers are citizens who take on an affirmative duty to protect the 
public, but otherwise are subject to the same laws (use of force/self-defense) that citizens 
are subject to.  

The resolution doesn’t specify policing in the United States, but the United States 
Criminal Justice System (USCJS), or other western policing systems, are great models to 
debate because, while still plagued with issues, these systems are considerably more 
restrained than police forces in other states that operate with the level of impunity 
typically seen in military occupations.  

Heuristics or mental shortcuts work naturally on the human brain. I’ll show how 
these apply to police below, but we as consumers of news media also eat up narratives 
about police officers because that is the information that is available (and profitable, 
																																																													

21	Josh has been coaching LD at Gahanna-Lincoln HS in Columbus, Ohio. He joined the Classic Debate 
Camp staff in 2019 and was the Senior Instructor of the Lower Intermediate LD Lab. 4 out of 10 students in 
Josh’s lab qualified for the 2020 Ohio state tournament. Josh is a J.D. candidate at The Ohio State 
University Moritz College of Law. He earned his B.A.in Political Science at The Ohio State University. 
Josh also completed minor coursework in Criminology and Sociology. 
22 NCVS Data- https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cv18.pdf 
23	UCR Data- https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2018/crime-in-the-u.s.-2018/topic-pages/violent-crime	
24 Prison Composition Pie Chart- https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/pie2019.html  
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another essay). My recommendation to debaters is to consider policing from an 
unfamiliar perspective—the officers whose governing policies we are debating.  

Criminology has a plethora of lenses to understand crime, its causes, and how to 
measure success in policing. Criminology is a much wider field than I could possibly 
sketch out here, but the following theories represent the mainstream of theoretical lenses 
that criminology presents. I’m writing this as a primer that will give you some basic 
considerations to guide your further research. As a general note, it is well accepted and 
data driven that most crime is committed by young males of all backgrounds in western 
countries. Each theory presented will offer a different reason why this pattern of behavior 
persists, and crime is committed.  

First, Sampson and Laub offer a simple restatement of the pattern I sketched 
through their Age-Graded Theory. They argue that social controls vary over the life 
course, and even the most serious offenders will desist if social controls or bonds are put 
in place. They identify several turning points that enable adult offenders to desist from 
delinquency such as military service or marriage. Second, Travis Hirschi’s social control 
theory argues that attachment, commitment, belief, and involvement cause individuals to 
desist from crime. (Aff Hint: Not policing or state control). Third, Robert Merton makes 
a similar point. He argues that “anomie” or normlessness produced by rapidly shifting 
moral values combined with personal goals of success manifests strain—a condition 
caused failure to achieve one’s social goals. Again, policing plays little role in this 
theory, so we might expect it to be as minimal or less predictive as possible. Finally, 
Robert Agnew takes this theory and finds that it only applies to economic frustration.  

The following theories will lean more to negative ground. First, Edward 
Sutherland first coined Differential Association Theory to emphasize the different 
learning that groups of people go through. He and sympathizers found that criminal 
behavior is learned through interactions with others. Thus, if police efforts can be 
targeted in spaces where this learning occurs, crime patterns can be disrupted. 
Differential Reinforcement from Robert Akers is similar, but the true learning happens 
when criminal behavior is rewarded. A “reward” could take the shape of committing 
crime and getting away with it, so police intervention is critical to future behavior. 
Second, labeling theorists find that criminal behavior is best predicted through past 
behavior because offenders take on socially undesirable labels and their future behavior is 
rooted in frustration with this label. If labels effectively predict crime, police would be 
well advised to concentrate in areas with former offenders. Aff could take this finding 
and discuss how predictive policing traps individuals in the system, though Neg should 
turn around and point to their continued offending and thus harm to innocent people. 
Finally, Terrie Mofitt argues there are two patterns of offending. Adolescents, or limited 
offenders, are the bulk of offenders, but their aberrant behavior will diminish once they 
age. Life course, or persistent, offenders have early onset delinquency that continues to 
adult criminality. These offenders commit a lot of planned/coordinated crime, and it is 
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often violent. Predicting where these offenders are likely to be and the crimes they are 
likely to commit would thus seem like a justified use of predictive policing because it 
spares the majority of law-abiding citizens from encounters with police.  

 
Racism and implicit bias undoubtedly work on the criminal justice system. 

Racism refers to overt racial bias, and implicit bias implies more subtle racial reasoning 
even if unconscious. All people suffer from implicit bias, and the criminal justice system 
mitigates its effect by using adequate procedural methods such as jury trials and cross 
examination of police testimony. Overt racism has been found in police departments 
across the nation.25 Due process protects defendants once they are in court, but databases 
and other predictive policing tactics lack such protections. For this reason, they are a 
breeding ground of inaccuracies and discrimination. Gang databases are a great 
example.26 These databases often employ old data collected by officers themselves and 
not vetted after submission. This means that the way the law works on different groups of 
people is governed by the personal beliefs of individuals making the submissions. This is 
very fertile Aff ground to criticize the use of these databases in policing.  

 
The goal of this essay was to explain ways that criminology and racial bias 

interact with predictive policing and sketch out a basic understanding of how this 
information might function in debate on the topic. The American story of policing is a 
complex history. On one side, the police can do no wrong, and on the other side, every 
interaction is a form of state oppression. I would argue that there is a huge middle ground 
that debaters need to become comfortable sitting within for arguments to be received well 
by judges of diverse backgrounds. Good luck at tournaments on the predictive policing 
topic!  
  

																																																													
25 https://www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/fbi-white-supremacists-in-law-enforcement  
26 https://www.propublica.org/article/politic-il-insider-chicago-gang-database  
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Truth, Justice, or Both? 
by Jen Gonda27 

 
 After reading the thoughtful analyses by Nick, Eva, Grace, and Josh, I felt 
compelled to contribute to the discussion. Each analysis added important considerations 
for this topic. We all bring different experiences to debate, and as Nick pointed out, a 
topic such as this allows for many different interpretations. I offer a view of the 
resolution from a determinist perspective. This is likely the perspective you will find 
across the empirical research. Many of the questions related to this topic, from a 
statistical perspective, have established answers within the research literature. With that 
in mind, it is necessary to explore arguments with the premise that research you will find 
is “true.” 
 What if I told you that your educational attainment can be predicted, with a very 
high degree of accuracy, based on a certain degree of characteristics and demographics 
that are outside of your control? In fact, the top ten factors that predict how a student 
achieves on state tests have nothing to do with that student’s actions (or even the 
teacher’s actions). What if I told you that based on my geolocation data in my phone, 
google could predict where my first work location was tomorrow, or leisure location on 
Saturday? (Assuming that they were not listening to me already). What if I told you that 
based on a person’s academic achievement and their demographics, it can be predicted 
whether they will be in prison? All of these questions are extremely fatalistic, but they 
can be proved correct almost always. The more data we have as a society, the more 
predictions are possible. This is not a new phenomena; in fact, it is the basis of why we 
structure our society like we do.  

Humans are animals and animals follow routines. Our routines are based on our 
living environment, our culture, our education, and all of the other characteristics that 
make each of us unique. Our behavior changes based on our environment and what 
happens to us. We learn how to walk by avoiding falling, we learn how to talk by 
listening to others and trying different sounds to make words to get our needs met, and 
we make laws to try to prevent something bad from occurring again. Some of us learn 
how to commit crimes based on our environment and our experiences. In fact, criminal 
behavior is based on human behavior patterns. The study of criminality is not all that 
different from topics you have likely already explored, such as terrorism. When a person 
has a certain degree of risk factors, they are likely engaging in behavior patterns that are 
prerequisites to criminal behavior. Predictive policing is an extension of criminal 

																																																													
27	Jen taught the Novice LD Lab at Classic Debate Camp in 2017. She took a year off in 2018. Then Jen 
returned to CDC in 2019, took over the Advanced LD Lab, and also served as the Curriculum Coordinator 
of the LD division. She will continue in that role in 2020. Jen coached debate for 7 years at Cardinal 
Mooney HS in Youngstown, OH. She is a behavior analytic consultant who helps school districts to 
decrease problem behavior, and she is currently working on her PhD dissertation.	
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profiling or criminal trends. Predictive policing is simply utilizing the information that 
already exists to prevent pain and suffering – what can be so bad about that? 
 The answer to that question rests on the side of the resolution you are arguing. I 
am going to start with the negative. Predictive policing is not unjust because it is simply 
using data that is already available to minimize human suffering. I agree with Grace that 
the negative definition of predictive policing should be broad, and it should also 
emphasize the public safety aspect of the activity. Predictive policing is not incarcerating 
those who have yet to commit a crime, you will argue, but rather a mechanism for 
minimizing suffering for the potential victim and perpetrator. Remember, when we talk 
about justice and providing “dues,” that includes the victim and the perpetrator. It would 
be wise to consider how predictive policing could contribute to providing just “dues” to 
potential criminals. There is a load of evidence, as I suggested above, that criminal 
behavior is an effect of a wide array factors, many of which are outside of the 
individual’s choices. Yes, many criminals do not choose to be criminals; it simply 
happens based on their environment. There are some extremely valuable examples that 
can tell this story-- particularly how predictive policing can prevent children from 
becoming victims or criminals. If we have the technology, and it is being used widely in 
different domains such as marketing and health care, there is no reason not to utilize it in 
order to uphold whatever value you choose.  Society can be bettered by harnessing this 
technological progress. 

The problem with utilizing any technology are the human errors. The affirmative 
can aptly argue that the same analysis that can predict criminal behavior should be used 
to prevent the biases that will occur. Even if 99 out of 100 young men, in poverty, with a 
diagnosis of conduct disorder, and a history of drug abuse will commit a crime (totally 
made that up, but I bet it is not far off based on the research of conduct disorder), what 
about the 1 who does not? While that 1 may be a statistical outlier, outliers exist and they 
have rights. Even with all of the predictive technology, what about free will? Should a 
society that values individual rights interrupt the day to day activities of a few to protect 
the many? Individual rights arguments are extremely powerful in the affirmative world 
based on the theoretical conceptions of justice across a variety of authors. The modern 
democratic world was founded on the ideals that our environment, upbringing, and social 
status should not limit our rights. This is exactly what predictive policing does; it uses 
data that we often have no control over to limit rights. I would not dwell too much on 
arguing the data the negative brings to the debate. A lot of the empirical evidence is 
going to side with the accuracy of predictive policing. I do not recommend arguing that 
correlation does not equal causation because with enough correlative factors, that 
research often proves true. However, arguing that there is always a chance with 
prediction that a person will not commit the crime and that chance is the basis for the 
protection of individual rights can easily devalue the empirics presented by the negative. 
You are going to find strong philosophical foundations with the theories already 
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presented, such as Rawls. I want to emphasize that there are undeniable benefits of 
predictive policing; the argument rests with whether those benefits fit within your defined 
conception of justice. 

So how does the affirmative reconcile with the benefits of predictive policing? 
Here, I would like to extend Eva’s claim on how you interpret the resolution. I do so with 
caution as the following interpretation could be argued as non-topical. That, however, is 
to be determined within the round. The negative will be able to present a great case on the 
benefits of predictive policing in regard to societal welfare and the affirmative deserves 
to be able to claim some of those benefits. You could argue that the reason predictive 
policing is unjust is because applying the available predictive data to policing shows 
neglect for the other societal institutions that should have used that predictive data to stop 
the pattern of behaviors that led to criminality. In short, why are we letting these potential 
criminals get so close to committing crimes? That is injustice for all! If any society could 
predict criminal behavior, they should be changing their education systems, mental health 
systems, social safety nets, etc. Predictive policing is unjust because now people are in 
danger and there was enough information to predict that they would be in danger. 
Predictive policing is unjust because we have allowed people to become potential 
criminals when we had the data to do something before it got this far. This is undeniably 
true across the evidence: there are certain risk factors and behaviors that can predict 
criminality, so why not target those risk factors and prevent the need to violate individual 
rights. Again, this may not be your argument of choice and that is fine, but it is worth 
discussing with your team and debate friends.  

I applaud Nick, Eva, Grace, and Josh for their incisive analytical essays. By now, 
you have a wide variety of ideas to synthesize as you develop your own cases. Good 
luck! 
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GENERAL EVIDENCE 
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Definitions  
Predictive policing is the use of statistical predictions to identify likely targets 
for police intervention 
Perry et al, 2013  

Walter L. Perry, Brian McInnis, Carter C. Price, Susan C. Smith and John S. Hollywood, RAND 
Corporation, sponsored by the National Institute of Justice “Predictive POLICING: The Role of 
Crime Forecasting in Law Enforcement Operations”,  

https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR200/RR233/RAND_RR233.su
m.pdf 

 

Predictive policing is the application of analytical techniques—particularly quantitative 
techniques—to identify likely targets for police intervention and prevent crime or solve past 
crimes by making statistical predictions. Several predictive policing methods are currently in use 
in law enforcement agencies across the United States, and much has been written about their 
effectiveness. Another term used to describe the use of analytic techniques to identify likely 
targets is forecasting. Although there is a difference between prediction and forecasting, for the 
purposes of this guide, we use them interchangeably.1 
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Predictive policing can be separated into four categories: predicting crimes 
based on times and places, predicting future offenders, predicting former 
perpetrators, and predicting victims of crimes.  
Perry et al, 2013  

Walter L. Perry, Brian McInnis, Carter C. Price, Susan C. Smith and John S. Hollywood, 
“Predictive POLICING: The Role of Crime Forecasting in Law Enforcement Operations”, RAND 
Corporation, sponsored by the National Institute of Justice  

https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR200/RR233/RAND_RR233.su
m.pdf 

 

In our assessment of predictive policing, we found that predictive methods can be divided into 
four broad categories: 1. Methods for predicting crimes: These are approaches used to forecast 
places and times with an increased risk of crime. 2. Methods for predicting offenders: These 
approaches identify individuals at risk of offending in the future. 3. Methods for predicting 
perpetrators’ identities: These techniques are used to create profiles that accurately match likely 
offenders with specific past crimes. 4. Methods for predicting victims of crimes: Similar to those 
methods that focus on offenders, crime locations, and times of heightened risk, these approaches 
are used to identify groups or, in some cases, individuals who are likely to become victims of 
crime. 
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Predictive policing is using data to enhance current policing  
National Institute of Justice, 2014 

National Institute of Justice, "Overview of Predictive Policing," June 9, 2014, nij.ojp.gov: 
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/overview-predictive-policing 

Law enforcement work is frequently reactive: Officers respond to calls for service, quell 
disturbances and make arrests. Today more than ever, law enforcement work is also proactive. In 
proactive policing, law enforcement uses data and analyzes patterns to understand the nature of a 
problem. Officers devise strategies and tactics to prevent or mitigate future harm. They evaluate 
results and revise practices to improve policing. Departments may combine an array of data with 
street intelligence and crime analysis to produce better assessments about what might happen next 
if they take various actions. Predictive policing tries to harness the power of information, 
geospatial technologies and evidence-based intervention models to reduce crime and improve 
public safety. This two-pronged approach — applying advanced analytics to various data sets, in 
conjunction with intervention models — can move law enforcement from reacting to crimes into 
the realm of predicting what and where something is likely to happen and deploying resources 
accordingly. The predictive policing approach does not replace traditional policing. Instead, it 
enhances existing approaches such as problem-oriented policing, community policing, 
intelligence-led policing and hot spot policing. Predictive policing leverages computer models — 
such as those used in the business industry to anticipate how market conditions or industry trends 
will evolve over time — for law enforcement purposes, namely anticipating likely crime events 
and informing actions to prevent crime. Predictions can focus on variables such as places, people, 
groups or incidents. Demographic trends, parolee populations and economic conditions may all 
affect crime rates in particular areas. Using models supported by prior crime and environmental 
data to inform different kinds of interventions can help police reduce the number of crime 
incidents. 
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History & Methods 
Policing has shifted away from being reactive, and rather is proactive by 
identifying hot spots 
AND  

Predictive policing uses three data points: past type of crime, past place of 
crime and past time of crime to predict future crime  
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

In 2015, The New York Times published a debate titled, “Can predictive policing be ethical and 
effective?” Predictive policing, as defined by RAND Corporation’s (Perry, McInnis, Price, Smith, 
& Hollywood, 2013, p. xiii) report, is “the application of analytical techniques—particularly 
quantitative techniques—to identify likely targets for police intervention and prevent crime or 
solve past crimes by making statistical predictions.” The use of predictive policing in law 
enforcement is part of a longer historical shift from reactive policing to proactive policing. As 
described by Sarah Brayne (2017, p. 989), since the 1980s, the police work has moved from 
chasing suspects of crime into proactive policing of particular hot spots where crimes may occur. 
According to Brayne (2017), “[p]redictive policing is an extension of hot spots policing, made 
possible by the temporal density of big data (i.e., high-frequency observations)” (p. 989). As 
explained by PredPol, one of the service providers, predictive policing uses algorithmic 
analysis of “criminal behavior patterns” together with three data points, “past type, place 
and time of crime” to provide “law enforcement agency with customized crime predictions 
for the places and times that crimes are most likely to occur” (Predpol 2016). 
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Predictive policing has been used in many cities across the globe  
AND 

Research is also focused on facial scanning and machine vision to identify 
people  
McCarthy, 2019 

Odhran James McCarthy, Senior Fellow for The United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice 
Research Institute, February 26, 2019, United Nations University, “AI & Global Governance: 
Turning the Tide on Crime with Predictive Policing”  

https://cpr.unu.edu/ai-global-governance-turning-the-tide-on-crime-with-predictive-policing.html 

 

Although no country has put in place a national predictive policing programme as of yet, 
predictive policing tools have been developed and deployed in several cities across the globe. For 
instance, in the United States, the company, Palantir, has developed and tested predictive policing 
tools in cities such as Chicago, Los Angeles, New Orleans and New York as far back as 2012. 
Another company, PredPol, has also developed a predictive policing tool that has been deployed 
in approximately 40 agencies across the United States since 2012. Outside the US, police 
departments in countries such as China, Denmark, Germany, India, the Netherlands, and 
the United Kingdom are reported to have tested or deployed predictive policing tools on a local 
level. Japan has also announced its intention to put a national predictive policing system in place 
in the run-up to the 2020 Tokyo Olympics and a predictive policing programme was recently 
approved in the United Kingdom that could be rolled out to all national police forces in the near 
future. This list is certainly not exhaustive and is likely to grow as AI becomes more advanced 
and law enforcement becomes more familiar with its potential. There is also a lot of interest in 
exploring advancements in machine vision, such as facial recognition, in connection with 
predictive policing. This combination could further enhance the capabilities of law enforcement 
to prevent crimes by enabling them to, not only identify when and where they may be most 
needed, but also to analyze footage collected through surveillance cameras, body-cameras and 
drones to identify potential offenders in a crowded space or even predict who may commit a 
crime based upon facial expressions that might indicate guilt. 
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AFFIRMATIVE 
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Computers should not be the arbiter of justice 
PP allows for important cultural choices to be made by technology, justifying 
things just “because the computer said so”  
AND 

Tagging places as “hot spots” change how law officers view the people living 
there 
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

In The New York Times debate predictive policing is defined as a technique of incongruous 
mixture of systems, technologies, events, and actors. It is seen as a computationally based 
practice, which has the capacity to prevent crime, but it also carries a capacity to bring along new 
unjust conditions. One interesting feature of the debate is that many of the critics of predictive 
policing focus on its computational techniques; the practices of using computational systems in 
making future predictions, and acting upon those predictions in the real. For example, 
Gangadharan (2015) in her commentary warns us that predictive policing can lead to ceding 
judgment to predictive software programs and justifying actions because “the computer 
said so.” In these critiques, predictive policing is shaping our relations to the surrounding world 
autonomously and without human control. Jussi Parikka (2015a, p. 30) notes that cultural 
techniques have epistemological, organizational, and social consequences. One particular 
technique of predictive policing is focused on flagging hot spots based on the probability of 
crime. As I will discuss in the following sections, these predictions are seen to have the capacity 
to change not only how we understand certain locations as high-crime areas but the flagging of 
particular areas as hot spots also changes our orientation and, for example, law enforcement 
officers’ orientation toward those areas and people living there (Chavis, 2015). This exemplifies, 
what Siegert (2013, p. 57) means when he notes that human is always a product of cultural 
techniques and has no ontological priority. Cultural techniques are means by which humans come 
to understand themselves and are formed as subjects (Parikka, 2015a, p. 30). This is the point 
where the approach of cultural techniques not only bears similarities with many traditional takes 
on posthumanism but also differs from them. WinthropYoung (2014, p. 386) points out that 
posthumanism argues for the hybridization of the human through and with technology, but for 
cultural techniques, the human never existed without the non-human. The idea that we are 
entering to an era where things happen because the computer said so is very much in line with 
how the cultural techniques approach frames human–technology relations. For the cultural 
techniques approach, the human mastery over a technology is problematic. Cornelia Vismann 
(2013), for example, maintains that Cultural techniques define the agency of media and things. If 
media theory were, or had, a grammar, that agency would find its expression in objects claiming 
the grammatical subject position and cultural techniques standing in for verbs. Grammatical 
persons (and human beings alike) would then assume the place assigned for objects in a given 
sentence. (p. 83) 
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Efficacy and Ethics  
There is tension between the effectiveness of PP and ethics 
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

This is where the effectiveness of predictive policing meets its ethics. Predictive policing when 
executed carries specific operations. These operations are tied, for example, to the computational 
power of processing large datasets and analyzing information from various sources ranging from 
criminal records to weather reports and in some cases even social media data. Computers and 
algorithms are more effective than human beings in making connections between different data 
sets. If we look at the current techniques of analyzing data in predictive policing from the 
perspective of effectiveness, we can quite easily accept Friedrich Kittler’s (2017) notion that, we 
are in a situation where “computers and cybernetics” are becoming “increasingly necessary” and 
the humans are becoming “increasingly random” (p. 13). If for the sake of effectiveness, we are 
moving to computational cultural techniques, then the question is how ethical can a machine or a 
computational technique be? What is the role assigned for humans? In other words, how does 
ethics function through cultural techniques.  
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Algorithms are only as good as the information given to them and can’t 
always give information that local residents could 
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

The New York Times debate does not focus on particular predictive policing technologies or 
service providers but discusses predictive policing on a general level. The debate shows how 
predictive policing has been praised for its effectiveness, while its ethicality has been criticized. 
As Cami Chavis Simmons (2015), a former federal prosecutor and a professor and the director of 
the criminal justice program at Wake Forest University School of Law, puts it in the debate, 
“some researchers claim [that predictive policing software] is better than human analysts at 
determining where crime is likely to occur and, thus, preventing it.” The caveat is, for example, 
she (Chavis, 2015) continues, that Algorithms cannot inform police about the underlying 
conditions in the “hot spot” that contribute to crime in that area. A computer cannot tell the police 
department that rival gangs that are about to engage in a violent confrontation about territory, but 
a local resident could. While some of the commentators in the debate such as Sean Young (2015), 
executive director of the University of California (UC) Institute for Prediction Technology, 
believe in the power of algorithmic sorting of data and are “developing a platform to analyze this 
social data and spit out realtime predictions about future events and help public health officials 
prevent disease outbreaks, stop violent crime and reduce poverty,” others like Faiza Patel (2015), 
the co-director of the Liberty and National Security Program at the Brennan Center for Justice at 
New York University Law School, are more skeptical about the effects arguing that “algorithms 
used to predict the location of crime will only be as good as the information that is fed into them.” 
In her commentary, Seeta Peña Gangadharan (2015), an assistant professor in the Department of 
Media and Communications at The London School of Economics and Political Science, even 
states that “these technologies are fundamentally discriminatory.” These examples illustrate how 
the ethics and effectiveness of predictive policing is located somewhere in between new 
technologies and techniques that go into their use and consequently are produced by them 
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Using biased data to predict results allows the justification of ethically fuzzy 
targeting  
Barrett, 2016 

Lindsey Barrett, Georgetown Law Graduate Policy Fellow (and attorney), November 3, 2017, 
N.Y.U. Review of Law & Social Change Volume 41 Issue 3, “Reasonably Suspicious 
Algorithms: Predictive Policing at the United States Border” 

https://socialchangenyu.com/review/reasonably-suspicious-algorithms-predictive-policing-at-the-
united-states-border/ 

 

While the empirical accuracy of predictive policing programs is not the sole problem with the 
technology, it remains a significant concern. An automated prediction is only as accurate as the 
information on which it is based. Data that is incorrect, haphazardly collected, or erroneously 
entered will lead to misguided determinations, and those determinations can only ever be as 
inherently effective, accurate, and useful as the subsequent actions they are used to 
justify.68 Some prediction programs rely on commercial data brokers and data gleaned from social 
media, which risks producing acontextual and inaccurate results. Commercial data brokers—
companies that aggregate data about consumers to sell for marketing and analytics purposes—
operate with little accountability or oversight, and have been subject to considerable criticism for 
lack of transparency and low data quality standards.69 Quality controls on existing policing data 
systems tend to be lacking, resulting in inaccuracies such as erroneous arrest reports.70 Further, 
predictive policing algorithms rely on general statistical correlations. Even when mathematically 
sound, it is ethically problematic to entirely reduce an individual’s agency to an amalgamation of 
demographic probabilities and fuzzy correlations.71 For example, it would be empirically accurate 
to state that one in six black men has been incarcerated as of 2001, and that one in three will be 
incarcerated over the course of his life if current trends continue.72 It would be immoral, 
unethical, and likely unconstitutional to incorporate that demographic probability into the 
prediction of an individual’s likelihood to commit a crime in real time.  
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Dirty data has led to multiple instances of biased policing  
(I suggest reading this entire article)  

Richardson et al, 2019 
Rashida Richardson, ( Director Of Policy Research, Ai Now Institute At New York 
University), Jason M. Schultz(Professor Of Clinical Law, New York University) & Kate 
Crawford (Distinguished Research Professor, New York University; Principal 
Researcher, Microsoft Research; Co-Founder, Ai Now Institute At New York 
University), Feb 13, 2019, “Dirty Data, Bad Predictions: How Civil Rights Violations 
Impact Police Data, Predictive Policing Systems, And Justice” 
 
https://www.nyulawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/NYULawReview-94-Richardson-
Schultz-Crawford.pdf 
 
 
Law enforcement agencies are increasingly using predictive policing systems to forecast 
criminal activity and allocate police resources. Yet in numerous jurisdictions, these 
systems are built on data produced during documented periods of flawed, racially biased, 
and sometimes unlawful practices and policies (“dirty policing”). These policing 
practices and policies shape the environment and the methodology by which data is 
created, which raises the risk of creating inaccurate, skewed, or systemically biased data 
(“dirty data”). If predictive policing systems are informed by such data, they cannot 
escape the legacies of the unlawful or biased policing practices that they are built on. 
Nor do current claims by predictive policing vendors provide sufficient assurances that 
their systems adequately mitigate or segregate this data. In our research, we analyze 
thirteen jurisdictions that have used or developed predictive policing tools while under 
government commission investigations or federal court monitored settlements, consent 
decrees, or memoranda of agreement stemming from corrupt, racially biased, or 
otherwise illegal policing practices. In particular, we examine the link between unlawful 
and biased police practices and the data available to train or implement these systems. 
We highlight three case studies: (1) Chicago, an example of where dirty data was 
ingested directly into the city’s predictive system; (2) New Orleans, an example where 
the extensive evidence of dirty policing practices and recent litigation suggests an 
extremely high risk that dirty data was or could be used in predictive policing; and (3) 
Maricopa County, where despite extensive evidence of dirty policing practices, a lack of 
public transparency about the details of various predictive policing systems restricts a 
proper assessment of the risks. The implications of these findings have widespread 
ramifications for predictive policing writ large. Deploying predictive policing systems in 
jurisdictions with extensive histories of unlawful police practices presents elevated risks 
that dirty data will lead to flawed or unlawful predictions, which in turn risk perpetuating 
additional harm via feedback loops throughout the criminal justice system. The use of 
predictive policing must be treated with high levels of caution and mechanisms for the 
public to know, assess, and reject such systems are imperative. 
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Constitutional Concerns 
A lack of transparency in policing algorithms leaves the citizens and judicial 
system without checks on the legitimacy of arrests  
Barrett, 2016 

Lindsey Barrett, Georgetown Law Graduate Policy Fellow (and attorney), November 3, 2017, 
N.Y.U. Review of Law & Social Change Volume 41 Issue 3, “Reasonably Suspicious 
Algorithms: Predictive Policing at the United States Border” 

https://socialchangenyu.com/review/reasonably-suspicious-algorithms-predictive-policing-at-the-
united-states-border/ 

 

The value of transparency in government is both inherent and indirect. It is inherent, in that a 
democratic government assumes informed participation by the governed. It is indirect, in that it is 
a check on corruption or systemic flaws that would otherwise continue without public scrutiny. 
The inherent value of transparency is significant for predictive policing, such that police officers 
can understand the information they are receiving, and thus act on it appropriately, and judges can 
determine whether or not an officer’s reliance on that information was reasonable. The indirect 
value of transparency is significant because of the problems outlined above that can be endemic 
to the use of algorithmic decision-making. Both kinds of transparency are essential for predictive 
policing to be used in an effective, legal, and ethical way that does not eviscerate the reasonable 
suspicion standard.90 But transparency surrounding the use of predictive policing algorithms is 
widely lacking. Some companies, such as Intrado (the manufacturer of Beware), claim the right to 
shield the code powering their algorithms as trade secrets.91 While those claims may be 
reasonable in some cases, if a police officer, magistrate judge, or the public does not have access 
to how the predictions are made, there is no check on the legitimacy of the factors used. Nor is 
there a way to ascertain whether further decisions that relied on those determinations—such as a 
search, seizure, or arrest—were legally reached. There is no way for law enforcement, courts, 
legislatures, or the public to gauge the accuracy and value of the software without understanding 
how the methodology led to any purported success. 
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The efficacy of algorithms blurs the reasonable suspicion standard and 
increases discrimination  
Barrett, 2016 

Lindsey Barrett, Georgetown Law Graduate Policy Fellow (and attorney), November 3, 2017, 
N.Y.U. Review of Law & Social Change Volume 41 Issue 3, “Reasonably Suspicious 
Algorithms: Predictive Policing at the United States Border” 

https://socialchangenyu.com/review/reasonably-suspicious-algorithms-predictive-policing-at-the-
united-states-border/ 

 

As big data’s promises of increased efficiency and serendipitous insights spread across a broad 
range of sectors, they are accompanied by new risks—some intuitive, some unpredictable. That 
dichotomy is heavily accentuated in the law enforcement context, where blithe application of new 
technologies to analogue doctrines poses a greater threat to individual rights. The potential for 
data analytics to add efficiency, accuracy, and accountability to existing procedures could be all 
the more beneficial. Predictive policing algorithms, which approximate the probability of crimes 
occurring in certain areas, or being committed by certain people, epitomize this dual dynamic. 
These algorithms have the potential to increase accuracy and efficiency, but they also threaten to 
dilute the reasonable suspicion standard and increase unintentional discrimination in a way that 
existing law is ill-equipped to prevent. This threat is of particular concern at the United States 
border. At the border, Fourth Amendment protections are generally weaker than in the interior 
due to the long-recognized governmental prerogative to investigate external threats poised to 
infiltrate the country. This article will argue that the use of predictive policing algorithms at the 
border should not be barred outright, as the government should permit potentially beneficial uses 
of the technology to develop. However, use of these algorithms should be carefully limited by 
statute to prevent the wholesale trammeling of privacy and civil liberties. 
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Collecting Data to anticipate crime violates the right of privacy to innocent 
citizens 
Van Kooten, 2018 

E.L. van Kooten, May 2018,Tilburg Law School LLM Law & Technology 2017 - 2018 (Master 
Thesis) “Predictive policing; An investigation into the use of the Crime Anticipation System by 
the Amsterdam police department and the safeguard against discrimination” 

http://arno.uvt.nl/show.cgi?fid=146478 

 

The use of CAS (Crime Anticipation Systems) can be problematic because of the possibility of 
infringements of rights. First of all, the right to privacy regulated in Article 8 ECHR. With data 
mining, a lot of data is collected. No distinction is made (yet) between guilty and innocent 
citizens. This can have consequences for the privacy of, most of all the innocent, citizens. In the 
Netherlands, the data collecting must meet the standards of the purpose limitation principle and 
the data minimization principle. It must be clearly defined for what purpose data is collected and 
no more data must be collected than necessary for the intended purpose.78 CAS uses police data 
like crime history and data from the CBS. When using CAS, there is not a specific case or person 
about which or whom information is sought. Information from everyone, guilty or not, is 
collected to be able to make the best possible predictions. This goes against the purpose limitation 
principle. With the consequence that more data is collected than necessary. So there is also an 
infringement of the data minimization principle.  
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Computers create biased outcomes and do not meet the reasonable suspicion 
standard 
Edwards, 2016 

Ezekiel Edwards, Director of ACLU Criminal Law Reform Project, ACLU Reforming Police, 
“Predictive Policing Software Is More Accurate at Predicting Policing Than Predicting Crime” 

https://www.aclu.org/blog/criminal-law-reform/reforming-police/predictive-policing-software-
more-accurate-predicting 
 

To quote one of my ACLU colleagues in Massachusetts, predictive policing may serve as a “tech-
washing of racially discriminatory law-enforcement practices” already in existence. That is why 
machine predictions as they exist today have no place in assessing whether the police have 
reasonable suspicion for a seizure under the Fourth Amendment. Even assuming accurate and 
unbiased outputs, a computer’s judgment should never alone establish reasonable suspicion 
for a stop. We — including police departments — need to ask whether predictive policing will 
help lead to safer communities, fairer treatment, increased trust, greater transparency, and 
increased public health interventions. We also need to ask whether computer-generated crime 
forecasts will lead to increased racial profiling, privacy infringements, increased community and 
individual surveillance, and increased violations of rights. Unfortunately, as our statement notes, 
“vital goals of policing, such as building community trust, eliminating the use of excessive force, 
and reducing other coercive tactics, are currently not measured and not accounted for by these 
systems.” These omissions are large enough to be disqualifying, and so they cannot be ignored. 
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Discrimination/ Dirty Data 
Technology will perpetuate racial bias in law enforcement by designating 
“hot spots”  
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

Models that would predict the likeliness of parolee’s reoffending have been developed since the late 1920s, and databased risk 
assessment has been part of the justice system for the past three decades (Brayne, 2017, p. 981). “What is new about modern 
predictive policing” Francois (2015) continues “is the promise that, using so-called big data, law enforcement can use sophisticated 
objective statistical and geospatial models to forecast crime levels, thereby making decisions about, when, where, and how to 
intervene.” Gangadharan (2015) calls this promise “myopic view of technology’s role in public safety. A misguided belief in the 
objectivity and neutrality of predictive technologies permeates every step of the process.” Francois, Patel, Chavis, and Gangadharan 
all use racial profiling as an example of how the objectivity of statistical and geospatial models is a fallacy. Francois (2015) 
points out that racial profiling has been a problem in crime forecasting, long before computational 
analysis of data. Gangadharan (2015), maintains that over-reporting of crime incidence by law 
enforcement in minority communities—whether due to implicit or explicit racial bias—will 
literally color the computational analysis, designating these areas a “hot spot” for more 
policing, which will probably lead to increased incarceration rates there. If we think about 
predictive policing as a cultural technique rather than technology, our register immediately moves 
from neutrality or objectivity toward acknowledging that these systems are constantly drawing 
distinctions and shaping our culture in their own ways. Techniques and technologies are never 
neutral; they, for example, establish and maintain “power-laden boundaries across race, 
gender, and class” and have differing consequences for different people based on not only 
identity-related factors but also for example access to the technologies and techniques in question 
(Noble and Roberts, 2015, p.2, 9). Drawing distinctions is not only a question of how tecniques or technologies are being used by 
people. As Liam Cole Young (2015) notes, “[t]he study of cultural techniques holds that media and things are not simply passive 
objects to be activated at the whim of an intentional (human) subject. Media and things supply their own rules of execution.” He is 
here referring to Siegert’s famous example of the door as a cultural technique. For Siegert, door has particular affordances, which limit 
its potential usage. One can, for example, open or close the door, and when opened one can move from one space to another. To 
rephrase, big data techniques used in predictive policing can be seen solving some ethical problems but while doing so, they open 
others. For example, in the context of locational data, Brayne (2017, p. 997) points out that big data crime prediction can eliminate 
some problems such as the human tendency of utilizing stereotypes regarding class or race when facing incomplete information of a 
potential suspect. However, referring to previous research, she (Brayne 2017, pp. 997-998) is also quick to note that big data 
techniques only appear neutral on the surface, and crime data are often incomplete; for example, crimes taking place at public places 
have a heightened role because of their reporting, crimes are not reported by groups and individuals not trusting the police, and the 
police attention is often focused on particular neighborhoods at disproportionately high rate. “These social dynamics 
inform the historical crime data that are fed into the predictive policing algorithm,” she (Brayne 2017, p. 
998) notes. 
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Drawing hot spots creates “inside and outside” by dividing and biasing views 
of areas 
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

Many of the critics of predictive policing in The New York Times debate seem to suggest that we 
cannot really know where a crime will take place because the data are biased. They highlight that 
using biased data in locating hot spots may even create “tension and further destabilizes an area 
most in need of police protection” (Chavis, 2015). Could we solve the problem by building more 
extensive and comprehensive mechanisms for data analysis, which would then better inform us 
about potential crimes? What the cultural techniques approach would argue is that data are only 
part of the problem. Paraphrasing Siegert (2008) cultural techniques never merely communicate 
or exchange information, but they are acts that create “order by introducing distinctions” (p. 35). 
The larger epistemological and ontological problem, then, is related to drawing distinctions 
between different areas and people living in those areas in the first place, in the Roman Empire 
with a plow, today with data, and tomorrow who knows how. Drawing a line, mapping a 
location, defining a hot spot is never neutral nor objective but an ethical decision and a 
political act. It marks “the distinction between inside and outside, civilization and 
barbarism, an inside domain in which the law prevails and one outside in which it does 
not,” as Siegert (2013, p. 60) puts it. 
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Predictive crime mapping entrenches current racial policing by using police 
data as a valid measure to create/control districts  
Jefferson, 2017 

Brian Jordan Jefferson, PhD and Associate Professor of Geography and Geographic Information 
Science  at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, May 11 2017,  Annals of the American 
Association of Geographers “Predictable Policing: Predictive Crime Mapping and Geographies of 
Policing and Race”  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2017.1293500 

 

This article draws on critical geographic engagements with policing and race and geographic 
information systems (GIS) to investigate the implications that predictive crime mapping has for 
racialized modes of urban policing. Focusing on the Chicago Police Department (CPD), it 
analyzes collaborations between geographic information scientists, crime experts, and police who 
have recently begun integrating temporal data into GISbased maps to predict when and where 
future crimes will occur. The article builds the case that predictive crime mapping further 
entrenches and legitimizes racialized policing as it (1) rearticulates police data sets as 
scientifically valid and (2) correlates those data with other geocoded information to create new 
rationalizations for controlling racialized districts through differential policing practices. The 
article uses a mixed-methods approach that includes analysis of open-ended interviews with 
computer scientists involved with the CPD’s Predictive Analytics Group and city technical 
documents to explain the recursive relation between GIS-based knowledge production and 
racialized policing. The article casts into relief the central role that the production of geographic 
information plays in current modes of racialized policing and how this contributes to the ongoing 
racial differentiation of urban geographies.  
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The use of geographic mapping systems to shift police emphasis has been 
federally funded and is quickly becoming common  
Jefferson, 2017 

Brian Jordan Jefferson, PhD and Associate Professor of Geography and Geographic Information 
Science  at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, May 11 2017,  Annals of the American 
Association of Geographers “Predictable Policing: Predictive Crime Mapping and Geographies of 
Policing and Race”  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2017.1293500 

 

Indeed, a growing number of GIScientists, crime experts, and urban police departments are using 
geographic information systems (GIS) and predictive analytics to shift police emphasis from 
“targeting classes of people or geographic regions to targeting specific individuals and more 
precise locations” (Rosenblat, Kneese, and Boyd 2014). Nearly a dozen departments have 
received federal funding to develop GIS-based “crime forecasting” methods to map prospective 
crimes over the past five years (Tompson and Townsley 2009; Uchida 2009; Beiser 2011; 
Thompson 2011; Greengard 2012; Vlahos 2012).1 In an age of heightened tension between police 
and racialized communities, however, critical questions emerge: Do predictive mapping practices 
have meaningful impacts on racial profiling or the widespread criminalization of the racialized 
poor? What do these practices reveal about relations among spatial statistical analysis, 
geovisualization, and racialized urban geographies? 
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Crime mapping in Chicago did not make the police more precise, it just 
legitimized the criminalization of racialized areas  
Jefferson, 2017 

Brian Jordan Jefferson, PhD and Associate Professor of Geography and Geographic Information 
Science  at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, May 11 2017,  Annals of the American 
Association of Geographers “Predictable Policing: Predictive Crime Mapping and Geographies of 
Policing and Race”  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2017.1293500 

 

Although predictive policing has been met with considerable criticism and is being reevaluated 
by city authorities, it nonetheless sheds light on connections between geographic information 
production and the differential control of racialized populations and places. In specific, the 
Chicago case illustrates that predictive crime mapping does not incur more precise applications of 
police force but rather legitimizes the widespread criminalization of racialized districts. Precrime 
maps lend a seal of scientific approval to official crime data sets that were not compiled through 
scientific method for one, and they rearticulate an everincreasing range of geographic conditions 
typical to racialized districts as criminogenic for another. Precrime maps garb the epistemologies 
of racialized policing in a scientific veneer, by mobilizing the language of spatial statistical 
analysis and data analytics to bolster city officials’ rationale for using differential police 
surveillance and control in Black Belt and latinx districts. The implications of these findings for 
critical geography are twofold. First, the analysis contributes to geographic encounters with 
police, race, and neoliberal urbanization by showing the central role that geographic information 
production plays in rendering communities of economically redundant and racialized labor 
fractions as sites of intensified social control. Not only does racialized policing proceed through 
the mental maps that officers construct to rationalize differential territorial practices (Herbert 
1996), but it also spreads through the bureaucratically produced geographic information bits that 
codetermine the scope and intensity of policing in racialized districts. Second, my analysis 
advances knowledge in critical GIS literature by elucidating the role that GIS has in constituting 
and controlling racialized subjects and spaces. Specifically, the article casts into Predictable 
Policing 11 relief the way in which the GIS-based precrime maps contribute to reducing 
racialized problem populations and the social disorders that afflict them to objects of intensified 
police surveillance and control. Moreover, the analysis suggests that the pervasiveness of GIS-
based policing practices spreads alongside the growth of racialized problem populations. That 
societal conditions shape the development and utilization of GIS is well established (Sheppard 
1995). Furthermore, geographers have chronicled the “power of GIS to discipline, to produce 
geography and other sites in its own image” (St. Martin and Wing 2007, 242). Examination of 
predictive crime mapping thus provides deeper insights into the concrete social function of 
policing in neoliberalizing cities. In particular, GIS furnishes police with a serviceable tool to 
identify and intercept problematic persons dislodged by deindustrialization, labor market 
bifurcation, and recent rounds of urban redevelopment with greater efficiency.  
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Increasing police presence in racially sensitive areas will only perpetuate the 
amount of arrests in the area, causing a continuation of racial targeting and 
social struggle 
Barrett, 2016 

Lindsey Barrett, Georgetown Law Graduate Policy Fellow (and attorney), November 3, 2017, 
N.Y.U. Review of Law & Social Change Volume 41 Issue 3, “Reasonably Suspicious 
Algorithms: Predictive Policing at the United States Border” 

https://socialchangenyu.com/review/reasonably-suspicious-algorithms-predictive-policing-at-the-
united-states-border/ 

 

The biggest problem with substituting algorithmic techniques for existing methods is the 
perception of empirical neutrality and infallibility that data analytics tends to confer. In reality, an 
algorithm that relies on data produced by biased institutions and attitudes does nothing to 
inherently remove that institutional bias.73 Machine-learning algorithms, for example, analyze a 
set of training data and design rules to apply to prospective data based on the relationship 
between various attributes in that initial set.74 That means that any correlations between 
attributes like race and arrest rates can be recognized and replicated by the algorithm. This 
integrates discrimination into the software in a way that is subtle, unintentional, and difficult to 
correct, because it is often not the result of an active choice by the programmer.75 Consider 
PredPol’s sole reliance on historical crime data. If the majority of the arrests fueling the original 
predictions were racially motivated, this will produce higher law enforcement presence in the 
area. This presence will in turn produce more arrests, and the data from that encounter that is fed 
back to the algorithm will result in a prediction that the area is high risk.76 When that data is used 
to assess the area as high crime, the prediction is no more neutral than the discriminatory stops 
that fueled it. Such a program is facially race-neutral, and attaches a degree of ostensible 
empiricism to the determination, without remotely correcting the underlying bias that has 
presumably been removed. The facial neutrality of the classifiers or the variables is irrelevant to 
the existence of bias in the algorithm: data analytics are designed to isolate correlated features 
and infer patterns that are not explicitly designated, with traits like race, gender, and 
socioeconomic status deductively encoded into the function of the algorithm.77 Entrenching 
implicit bias through the choice of variables, or the particular criminological theories the 
algorithm relies on, poses similar concerns. Data can be skewed by the underreporting of crimes, 
or an enforcement focus on certain crimes or groups over others. Crime data does not reflect the 
rate at which crimes are committed; it measures the rate of crime that was caught and 
recorded.78 The design of the algorithms can also be reflective of that analyst’s worldview, and 
will produce results that are shaped by it.79 Choice of variables and models can be mitigated, if 
not entirely cured, by increased transparency, such as through making the source code available. 
However, the institutional bias entrenched in the data itself, or perpetuated by user behavior, is 
much more difficult to isolate or correct, in addition to the problem that the reasoning behind the 
result of a machine-learning algorithm is often inexplicable.80 

  



CDC March-April 2020 LD Brief 46 

Predictive policing is formed upon bad data and will only perpetuate the 
inequalities in the criminal justice system 
Edwards, 2016 

Ezekiel Edwards, Director of ACLU Criminal Law Reform Project, ACLU Reforming Police, 
“Predictive Policing Software Is More Accurate at Predicting Policing Than Predicting Crime” 

https://www.aclu.org/blog/criminal-law-reform/reforming-police/predictive-policing-software-
more-accurate-predicting 
 
Unfortunately, many predictions made by policing software don’t come true. This is because 
predictive tools are only as good as the data they are fed. Put another way: garbage in, 
garbage out. Data collected by police is notoriously bad (we don’t even know how many people 
police kill every year), easily manipulated, glaringly incomplete, and too often undermined by 
racial bias. When you feed a predictive tool contaminated data, it will produce polluted 
predictions. In fact, it appears predictive policing software is more accurate at predicting policing 
than predicting crime. Rather than informing us where criminals will be and when they will 
commit crimes, these algorithms more reliably predict where the police will deploy.The root of 
these problems is in the data. Since predictive policing depends on historical crime data, and 
crime data is both incomplete (a large percentage of crime is unknown and/or unreported) and 
racially skewed (take drug offenses, for example), it seems inescapable that resulting predictions 
made by policing software will be inaccurate and arbitrary. Data woes aside, predictive policing 
can only be as helpful or harmful as the practices of the police department using it. If a police 
department places a premium on over-enforcement of low-level offenses over reducing 
communities’ entanglement in the criminal justice system, or if its mindset is characterized by 
militarized aggression and not smart de-escalation, or if it dispenses with constitutional 
protections against unreasonable searches and seizures and racial profiling when inconvenient, 
then predictive tools will only increase community harm. And if that’s the case, they increase 
community harm and should not be used.  
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Relying on PP data will only continue to reinforce the racial disparities in the 
CJ system  
Edwards, 2016 

Ezekiel Edwards, Director of ACLU Criminal Law Reform Project, ACLU Reforming Police, 
“Predictive Policing Software Is More Accurate at Predicting Policing Than Predicting Crime” 

https://www.aclu.org/blog/criminal-law-reform/reforming-police/predictive-policing-software-
more-accurate-predicting 
 

The harmful consequences of relying on bad (and secret) predictions in the context of policing are 
significant, including increased profiling of individuals and communities, deploying police 
resources inefficiently, and creating deeper fissures between police and the communities they are 
entrusted to protect. Flagging individuals using predictive analytics also poses the serious risk to 
those individuals, and to entire neighborhoods, of the police acting on a presumption of guilt by 
association. Given the rising popularity of predictive policing in the absence of proof of its utility, 
the ACLU, along with several other civil rights and technology organizations, has released a 
shared statement of civil rights and liberties concerns. Chief among these concerns is that 
predictive policing as currently deployed will harm rather than help communities of color. If 
there is one reliable prediction about our criminal justice system, it is that unwarranted 
racial disparities infect every stage of the criminal law process. Time and again, analysis of 
stops, frisks, searches, arrests, pretrial detentions, convictions, and sentencing reveal differential 
treatment of people of color. From racial bias in stops and frisks in New York, Boston, and 
Baltimore, to unwarranted disparities nationwide in arrests of Blacks and whites for marijuana 
possession (despite comparable usage rates), to disparities in the enforcement of minor offenses 
in Minneapolis, New Jersey, and Florida, as sure as the sun rises police will continue to enforce 
laws selectively against communities of color. The effect these disparities will have on predictive 
policing is, in fact, the most predictable part of predictive policing. Racially biased discretionary 
decisions will result in data points that the police will feed into predictive tools, which will in turn 
result in predictions that will have nested within them those original racial disparities. As such, 
they will likely compound the crisis of unequal and unfair treatment of communities of color 
under the inveigling imprimatur of empiricism. When you feed a predictive tool contaminated 
data, it will produce polluted predictions.  
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China 
The Chinese government uses predictive policing to target and detain ethnic 
minorities  
Human Rights Watch, 2018  

Mass Surveillance in China Reports from the HRW, February 26, 2018, “China: Big Data Fuels 
Crackdown in Minority Region” 

https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/02/26/china-big-data-fuels-crackdown-minority-region 

 

Chinese authorities are building and deploying a predictive policing program based on big data 
analysis in Xinjiang, Human Rights Watch said today. The program aggregates data about people 
– often without their knowledge – and flags those it deems potentially threatening to officials. 
According to interviewees, some of those targeted are detained and sent to extralegal “political 
education centers” where they are held indefinitely without charge or trial, and can be subject to 
abuse. “For the first time, we are able to demonstrate that the Chinese government’s use of big 
data and predictive policing not only blatantly violates privacy rights, but also enables officials to 
arbitrarily detain people,” said Maya Wang, senior China researcher at Human Rights Watch. 
“People in Xinjiang can’t resist or challenge the increasingly intrusive scrutiny of their daily lives 
because most don’t even know about this ‘black box’ program or how it works.” 

Human Rights Watch said Xinjiang authorities in recent years have increased mass surveillance 
measures across the region, augmenting existing tactics with the latest technologies. Since around 
April 2016, Human Rights Watch estimates, Xinjiang authorities have sent tens of thousands of 
Uyghurs and other ethnic minorities to “political education centers.”These actions are part of the 
regional authorities’ ongoing “Strike-Hard” campaign, and of President Xi’s “stability 
maintenance” and “enduring peace” drive in the region. Authorities say the campaign targets 
“terrorist elements,” but it is in practice far broader, and encompasses anyone suspected of 
political disloyalty, which in Xinjiang could mean any Uyghur, particularly those who express, 
even peacefully, their religious or cultural identity. 
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The CCP is using surveillance and detention to “fight crime”  
Human Rights Watch, 2018  

Mass Surveillance in China Reports from the HRW, February 26, 2018, “China: Big Data Fuels 
Crackdown in Minority Region” 

https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/02/26/china-big-data-fuels-crackdown-minority-region 

 

While official references to IJOP are rare, one official WeChat report acknowledged that the IJOP 
is contributing analytics that land people in political education centers in the campaign against 
“Two-Faced” Uyghur officials thought to be disloyal to the Party: 

Finally, after the political legal [authorities] and public security used the IJOP to…again analyze 
and study [the cadres], they are sent to the county’s Occupational Skills and Education Training 
Center to be [politically] educated. Xinjiang police claim that the IJOP has assisted them in 
bona fide crime-fighting: two publicized cases involved finding a petty thief and an individual 
involved in unlawful financial transaction. “If the Chinese government’s goal is to prevent bona 
fide crimes, it could train police and procurators in professional, rights-respecting methods, and 
empower defense lawyers,” Wang said. “Arbitrary mass surveillance and detention are Orwellian 
political tools; China should abandon use of them and release all those held in political education 
centers immediately.” 
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Intent/Need for Crime Prevention  
Crime prevention is a foundational part of security  
Bachner, 2013  

Dr. Jennifer Bachner, Center for Advanced Governmental Studies at Johns Hopkins University, 
IBM Center for The Business of Government, “Predictive Policing: Preventing Crime with Data 
and Analytics” 

http://www.businessofgovernment.org/report/predictive-policing-preventing-crime-data-and-
analytics  

 

Crime prevention, defined as efforts to restrict crime from occurring, is generally considered to 
encompass three pillars: • Primary prevention strategies attempt to minimize the risk factors 
associated with criminal behavior. These programs, often housed in schools and community centers, are intended to 

improve the health and well-being of children and young adults. • Criminal justice strategies address known 
offenders; juvenile correctional facilities and prison rehabilitation aim to prevent convicted criminals from 
offending again. 6 • Law enforcement strategies focus on decreasing the probability that crime occurs in a particular area. 7 This 
is achieved by reducing the opportunity for criminal acts and increasing the risk of arrest. Predictive analytics is one law enforcement 
strategy to accomplish this form of prevention. By compiling and analyzing data from multiple sources, 
predictive methods identify patterns and generate recommendations about where crimes are likely 
to occur. Predictive analytics now complement and supplement other law enforcement strategies aimed at crime prevention. In the 
1950s, police chiefs were encouraged to rotate the geographic locations of officer assignments and ensure strict compliance with 
operating procedures to reduce corruption and increase trust. 8 The core tenets of police practice in this era were centralized control, 
random patrolling, and rapid response. Based on research conducted in the 1970s that evaluated the effectiveness of policing methods, 
it was concluded that a paradigm shift in policing was needed. There was general agreement that police departments had become 
“insular, arrogant, resistant to outside criticism, and feckless in responding to social ferment.”9 In response, police began moving to 
“community policing” which emphasized engagement with members of the local community for the purpose of creative problem-
solving. Officers were encouraged to work with civilians to assess local needs and expectations, obtain information, and develop 
solutions. In addition, officers strove for visibility by patrolling on foot, bicycle, and horseback. With the emergence of big data and 
accessible analytical methods, several new approaches to police practice have appeared in recent years. Sometimes called intelligence-
led policing, this approach emphasizes expertise, efficiency, and scientifically proven tactics. Modern policing demands 
decision-making that is guided by evidence; in particular, large volumes of quantitative data. The 
reliance on statistics and automated mapping, termed CompStat, has been widespread since 1995, 
when it was first implemented by the New York City Police Department. This philosophy has 
since been adopted by nearly every law enforcement agency in the country. Under the original framework 
of CompStat, crime data are collected and analyzed—primarily using geographic information systems (GIS)—to improve 
accountability and resource allocation. By mapping the distribution of criminal activity across low-level 
geographic units (e.g., city blocks and individual buildings), police can deploy officers to high-crime areas 
and track changes over time. Whereas traditional uses of CompStat are fundamentally reactive, the goal of predictive 

policing is proactive—to prevent crime from occurring in the first place. Predictive policing is therefore a component 
of intelligence-led policing that is focused on what is likely to occur rather than what has already 
happened. It is the frontier of crime prevention, and the data and methods required for this approach have only recently been 
developed and employed. 
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The purpose of law enforcement is to uphold rule of law so that individual 
liberty may exist  
Mosteller, 2019 

Jeremiah Mosteller, Criminal Justice Reform Policy Liaison for the Charles Koch Institute, 
Updated 2019, No original date given,  “The Role of Police in America” 

https://www.charleskochinstitute.org/issue-areas/criminal-justice-policing-reform/role-of-police-
in-america/ 

In the early 1800s, the founder of modern policing, Sir Robert Peel is believed to have said: “The 
police are the public and the public are the police.” This statement reflects the dual role that 
members of law enforcement hold in our society. Police officers are both part of the community 
they serve and the government protecting that community.The purpose of law enforcement in a 
free society is to promote public safety and uphold the rule of law so that individual liberty may 
flourish. Trust and accountability between law enforcement and the communities they are sworn 
to protect is essential to advancing these goals. The government holds the power to exercise force 
in achieving its ends, but must do so in a way that protects the rights of community members and 
upholds the rule of law. Proper policing practices require that law enforcement build positive 
relationships with their community, respect civil liberties, and avoid tactics that encourage the use 
of excessive force against citizens. 
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Social Reform/Resources 
PP can be used to provide social resources: it’s not always just arrests  
Karppi, 2018 

Tero Karppi, PhD and Assistant Prof at University of Toronto (Focused on Communication and 
Tech), April-June 2018, Social Media + Society (Peer Reviewed Journal), “The Computer Said 
So”: On the Ethics, Effectiveness, and Cultural Techniques of Predictive Policing 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2056305118768296 

 

The effectiveness of predictive policing here is premised upon not only the effective use of data 
but also the effective use of police resources and the physical presence of human bodies. 
Interestingly, Francois (2015) in The New York Times debate asks, if using law enforcement is 
the most ethical way to respond to predictive modeling of crimes: the deepest flaw in the logic of 
predictive policing is the assumption that, once data goes into the model, what the model predicts 
is the need for policing, as opposed to the need for any other less coercive social tools to deal 
with the trauma of economic distress, family dislocation, mental illness, environmental 
stress and racial discrimination that often masquerade as criminal behavior. Papachristos 
(2015) notes that in cities like Chicago, potential criminals are being identified with predictive 
policing systems, but instead of arresting or judging these people, more subtle ways to convince 
them out of harm’s way are used: Police and community members sit down at the same table with 
those at risk. The police warn of legal consequences; community and family members raise a 
moral and compassionate voice against gun violence; and service providers offer access to 
employment and health services. Policing here no longer refers to the duty of a police force to 
enforce the law but rather in the techniques of making sense to the world with other means. 
Papachristos (2015), for example, suggests a victim-centered public health approach; here 
techniques of predictive policing—that is, risk assessments and observations—would no 
longer be techniques of only law enforcement but also something social services and 
community members could use. 
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A2 Discrimination 
In LA, predictive policing did not significantly change the racial arrest rates 
or total amounts of arrests  
Brantingham et al, 2018 

P. Jeffrey Brantingham (prof of Sociology at UCLA),Matthew Valasik &George O. Mohler, 
published 09 Apr 2018, Journal of Statistics and Public Policy (Volume 5, 2018), “Does 
Predictive Policing Lead to Biased Arrests? Results From a Randomized Controlled Trial” 
https://doi.org/10.1080/2330443X.2018.1438940 

 

Racial bias in predictive policing algorithms has been the focus of a number of recent news 
articles, statements of concern by several national organizations (e.g., the ACLU and NAACP), 
and simulation-based research. There is reasonable concern that predictive algorithms encourage 
directed police patrols to target minority communities with discriminatory consequences for 
minority individuals. However, to date there have been no empirical studies on the bias of 
predictive algorithms used for police patrol. Here, we test for such biases using arrest data from 
the Los Angeles predictive policing experiments. We find that there were no significant 
differences in the proportion of arrests by racial-ethnic group between control and treatment 
conditions. We find that the total numbers of arrests at the division level declined or remained 
unchanged during predictive policing deployments. Arrests were numerically higher at the 
algorithmically predicted locations. When adjusted for the higher overall crime rate at 
algorithmically predicted locations, however, arrests were lower or unchanged.  
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PP in LA doubled the amount of crime prevented  
Brantingham et al, 2018 

P. Jeffrey Brantingham (prof of Sociology at UCLA),Matthew Valasik &George O. Mohler, 
published 09 Apr 2018, Journal of Statistics and Public Policy (Volume 5, 2018), “Does 
Predictive Policing Lead to Biased Arrests? Results From a Randomized Controlled Trial” 
https://doi.org/10.1080/2330443X.2018.1438940 

 

Place-based predictive policing is based on two core ideas: (1) mathematical forecasting methods 
can be used to anticipate future crime risk in narrowly prescribed geographic areas; and (2) the 
delivery of police resources to those prediction locations disrupts the opportunity for crime 
(Bowers, Johnson, and Pease 2004; Mohler et al. 2011). Randomized controlled experiments of 
predictive policing conducted in Los Angeles provided evidence that algorithmic methods not 
only predict two-times as much crime as existing best practice, but also double the amount of 
crime prevented (Mohler et al. 2015). While this treatment effect can be measured in the field, the 
specific mechanisms by which predictive policing delivers greater crime reduction are not 
immediately obvious. 
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We should use the data of predictive policing to fight against discrimination 
and reoffending in the CJS 
Siegel, 2018 

Eric Siegel, conference chair of the Predictive Analytics World Conference, February 19, 2018, 
Scientific American, “How to Fight Bias with Predictive Policing” 

https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/voices/how-to-fight-bias-with-predictive-policing/ 

But instead of crossing swords, the ultimate resolution would be to agree on measures to combat 
racial inequity. Debating whether the COMPAS model deserves the indictment “biased” distracts 
from the next course of action. Rather than only vetting a predictive model for whether it worsens 
racial injustice, let’s enhance predictive policing to actively help improve things. The key impetus 
to do so comes directly from the seeming paradox behind this dispute over “bias” that makes it so 
sticky to resolve. The oddity itself brings to light a normally hidden symptom of today's racial 
inequity: If predictive flags are designed so they indicate the same re-offense probability for both 
white and black defendants—that is, designed to be equally precise for both groups—then, given 
the higher overall rate of re-offense among black defendants, that group suffers a greater 
prevalence of false flags. And what an astonishing inequity that is. For a defendant of any race, 
being flagged means enduring a substantial risk that the flag is false. This can result in additional 
years of incarceration, with no way of confirming whether it was warranted (because the jailed 
defendant loses the freedom to demonstrate a lack of future crimes). For the black population, 
enduring this risk more often than whites adds insult to injury: Not only are black people more 
likely to become defendants in the first place, black defendants are in turn more likely to be 
unjustly sentenced to additional years on the basis of a false prediction of future crime. This 
inequity isn't new. Even before predictive models, the common practice of considering a suspect's 
conviction history would have contributed to the same kind of cyclic perpetuation for the African-
American population. The difference now is that it's been explicitly quantified and widely 
publicized. Awareness rises and the impetus to act will grow. Given this revelation, predictive 
policing is in an ideal position to respond and do something about it. An undertaking to 
integrate technology that supports decision-making across law enforcement, predictive 
policing has built the ideal platform on which new practices for racial equity may be 
systematically and widely deployed. It's an unprecedented opportunity for racial justice. To that 
end, let’s educate and guide law enforcement decision makers on the observed inequity. Train 
judges, parole boards and officers to understand the pertinent caveats when they’re given the 
calculated probability a black suspect, defendant or convict will reoffend. In so doing, empower 
these decision makers to incorporate these considerations in whatever manner they deem fit—just 
as they already do with the predictive probabilities in the first place. 
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Crime Deterrence  
The existence of police in an area can decrease crime without direct contact 
through a deterrent effect  
Brantingham et al, 2018 

P. Jeffrey Brantingham (prof of Sociology at UCLA),Matthew Valasik &George O. Mohler, 
published 09 Apr 2018, Journal of Statistics and Public Policy (Volume 5, 2018), “Does 
Predictive Policing Lead to Biased Arrests? Results From a Randomized Controlled Trial” 
https://doi.org/10.1080/2330443X.2018.1438940 

 

The prevailing view, derived from experiments in hot spot policing (Sherman and Eck 2002; 
Braga and Bond 2008), is that the presence of police in a given place removes opportunities for 
crime even without any direct contact with potential offenders (Sherman and Weisburd 1995; 
Weisburd 2008; Loughran et al. 2011). This general deterrent effect persists for some time after 
police have departed (Koper 1995; Sherman and Weisburd 1995) and appears to diffuse into 
nearby areas, where the police were not concentrating their efforts (Clarke and Weisburd 1994; 
Weisburd et al. 2006; Telep et al. 2014). General deterrence is not the only mechanism by which 
crime might be prevented by police patrol, however. Direct interference via stops, searches, 
detentions short of arrest, and arrest, may prevent crime by physically incapacitating potential 
offenders (Sherman and Eck 2002; Weisburd and Eck 2004). This use of selective incapacitation 
may have immediate effects on crime (Wyant et al. 2012), especially if prolific offenders are the 
ones being arrested. Incapacitation may have longer term effects if those prolific offenders are 
subsequently removed from the community. 

  



CDC March-April 2020 LD Brief 58 

In Chicago, focusing on maintaining police presence in areas of common 
crime reduces rates of murders and shootings  
The Economist, 2018 

May 5, 2018, “Violent crime is down in Chicago”, The Economist, No Author Given  

https://www.economist.com/united-states/2018/05/05/violent-crime-is-down-in-chicago 

 

Mr Griffin’s latest gift to his hometown will mostly go to the CPD’s Strategic Decision Support 
Centres (SDSC), where civilian analysts and cops crunch data from gunshot detection-systems, 
surveillance cameras and computer programs with the aim of identifying the places where 
violence is likely to break out. Starting with six last year, the city has set up such centres in 13 of 
its 22 police districts. Some of Mr Griffin’s money will also finance mental-health care for 
officers; some will go towards evaluating complaints against them. Policing software such as 
Predpol or HunchLab, their makers claim, is able to forecast where crime is likely to be 
committed. Certainly the numbers are intriguing. After 2016 turned out to be the deadliest year 
for two decades, with 762 murders and 3,550 shootings, the following year, which coincided with 
the establishment of the first SDSC, was less bloody, with 650 murders and 2,785 shootings. The 
decline in crime in police districts with the new data centres was steeper than in those without. 
This could just have been reversion to the mean. But the Chicago police department thinks that 
HunchLab, the particular program it bought, has something to do with it. To see why this might 
be the case, consider Englewood. A hard-up, predominantly black neighbourhood on the South 
Side, Englewood saw a decline in murders of 44% in 2017 compared with 2016. Shootings fell by 
43%. A byword for concentrated poverty, rampant crime, drugs, guns and gangs, Englewood 
seems to have taken everyone by surprise with its progress. Laura West, an officer working at the 
district’s SDSC, which is staffed by two officers at all times, spends her days surrounded by 
screens. One shows a program called ShotSpotter, which uses the sound of gunfire to pinpoint 
shootings; another shows where surveillance cameras are (the city has more than 40,000); and a 
third displays HunchLab software. This blends data on crime statistics, population density and 
weather patterns with fixed points such as liquor stores and highway exit-ramps, to identify 
patterns of crime that may repeat themselves. (Predictive policing software also takes into 
account the phases of the moon and the schedules of sports games.) At-risk sites are marked with 
boxes colour-coded according to the type of crime. Patrol officers are encouraged to check them 
frequently. The key to Englewood’s improvement has not been more aggressive policing, says 
Kenneth Johnson, the district commander. “We cannot arrest our way out of our problems,” he 
says. Instead, as he tells it, the change is the result of targeted interventions, combined with 
improved relations with the local community. The CPD’s relationship with black Chicagoans in 
particular has long been fraught. Its recent nadir was a white officer’s seemingly wanton firing of 
16 bullets into Laquan McDonald, a black teenager, as he was walking away. The officer, Jason 
Van Dyke, who is about to be tried for first-degree murder, had been the subject of numerous 
complaints. Changing such a culture will take time. In Englewood, Mr Johnson tells his 350 
officers to attend community meetings, to build relationships and to avoid behaving like an 
occupying force.  

  



CDC March-April 2020 LD Brief 59 

In Chicago and NYC, PP has decreased murders, shooting and crime though 
technology and community outreach  
Majumdar, 2018 

Bambi Majumdar, Journalist, January 24, 2018 “Police technology linked to lower crime rates”, 
MultiBriefs 

http://exclusive.multibriefs.com/content/technology-linked-to-lower-crime-rates/law-
enforcement-defense-security 
 

Crime and violence have always dominated the headlines, but the latest statistics have given us some positive news as the number of 
violent crimes continues to drop across the U.S. Experts say the use of technology in police work may be turning the tide. Chicago 
made headlines earlier this month when 2017 crime stats were revealed for the violence-scarred 
city. The city rolled out a high-tech program called Shotspotters last year, which placed detection 
radars and cameras on utility poles to trigger an alert the moment there is a gunshot, pinpointing 
the exact location. This has reduced the response times and increased the chances of catching the 
perpetrators with video capture. The result has been a sharp drop in shootings and murders, 
even in the most dangerous of neighborhoods. Chicago reported a decrease in murders from 771 in 2016 to 650 in 
2017. Shootings also decreased from 3,550 incidents in 2016 to 2,785 in 2017. Chicago Police have found the technology to be very 
effective and now want to expand the program further. New York has also seen a decrease in violent crime, 
reporting a 13.7 percent drop in homicides and 9.9 percent drop in robberies. Officials stated that data-
driven and intelligence-led policing are responsible for this crime decrease. The latest tools and technologies help in collecting 
information, analyzing statistics, identifying trends and deploy the right resources in the right areas. They also attribute the 
success to extensive community outreach. Detroit police reported that homicides were at an all-time low in 2017. The 
last time they reported a number this low was in 1966. Among other reasons, Detroit Police Chief James Craig cited the use of 
advanced technology for this success. A real-time crime center aided in their efforts by improving intelligence gathering and sharing 
information between the various law enforcement partners. Advancements in technology and changing tech trends 
have even transformed the detection and prevention of financial and white-collar crimes. Financial 
institutions are expanding their offerings to meet customer expectations in the digital world. Naturally, there is always an immense 
risk with the data they handle. With cryptocurrency adding to the complication, new technologies that can mitigate the threat of fraud 
in real time are more critical than ever. Application of these technologies will enable financial institutions to detect financial crime 
better and prevent them in real time while meeting the regulatory requirements. Disruptive technologies like artificial intelligence and 
machine learning, blockchain, biometrics, predictive analysis and application programming interface (API) can aid in the process. 
These innovative technologies can be the anti-crime filters for financial institutions who can now offer a positive customer interaction 
while preventing crime. New York University sociologist and author Patrick Sharkey has offered an interesting perspective in this 
regard. His book, "Uneasy Peace," talks about the decline of crime and the great comeback of American cities. This urban revival has 
stabilized neighborhoods and is helping them grow. Sharkey attributes a large part of the crime decrease to technology and use of big 
data. Reading and using data helps combat and bring down violent crime. It also aids in dealing with motor vehicle thefts, home 
invasions and white-collar crimes better. A comprehensive Reuters report shows that big cities are embracing a twin approach to fight 
crime. They call this a high-tech, low-tech approach — combining the latest crime-fighting software and technologies with old-
fashioned community policing to build trust. Technology has helped police departments deploy resources faster and smarter, and link 
cases quicker. The sophisticated integration of predictive crime software with hardware such as cameras with gunfire detection should 
be adopted by more departments — and fast. 

  



CDC March-April 2020 LD Brief 60 

Predictive policing has been an important piece of stopping serial defenders 
since 2002  
Byrne and Marx, 2011 

James Byrne and Gary Marx, Byrne is Professor of Criminal Justice and Criminology, University 
of Massachusetts and Marx is Professor Emeritus at MIT, 2011, CPS 2011-3, nr. 20, 
“Technological Innovations in Crime Prevention and Policing. A Review of the Research on 
Implementation and Impact” 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/238011.pdf 

Since 2002, federal and state governments have continued to fund new police technology 
innovations, and new policing strategies with names like community-oriented policing, 
problem-oriented policing, intelligence-led policing, and most recently, predictive 
policing. A recently released report from the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF, 
2011) revealed that 70% of survey respondents reported using predictive policing 
analytics, including crime mapping software and data analysis techniques, to stop serial 
offenders and to develop crime prevention strategies for their agency. Survey respondents 
also noted that their agencies had purchased in-car video recording capability, with 25% 
of respondents indicating that 100% of their cars had this technology. Other technologies 
reported being used included wireless video streaming from fixed surveillance cameras to 
police vehicles (23%), license plate readers (71%), the use of GPS technology to track 
suspect movements (83%), track police vehicles (69%), and track on-duty officers (4%), 
monitor social media to identify investigative leads (86%). 
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Predictive policing can reduce crime based on patterns and predictions  
Pearsall, 2010 

Beth Pearsall, freelance writer and frequent contributor to the NIJ Journal, NIJ Journal Issue 266, 
June 22, 2010. 

https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/predictive-policing-future-law-enforcement 

"There is no predictive policing in a box," explained Colleen McCue, president and CEO of 
MC2 Solutions, which provides professional services in predictive analytics. "Let the problem 
guide the solution," she advised. Current analytic tools and techniques like hot spots, data mining, 
crime mapping, geospatial prediction and social network analysis can be applied to a broad range 
of criminal justice problems. For instance, they can be used to anticipate localized crime spikes, 
inform city and neighborhood planning and aid in police management decisions. 

Here are two examples of predictive policing at work: 

Reducing Random Gunfire in Richmond. Every New Year's Eve, Richmond, Va., would 
experience an increase in random gunfire. Police began looking at data gathered over the years, 
and based on that information, they were able to anticipate the time, location and nature of future 
incidents. On New Year's Eve 2003, Richmond police placed officers at those locations to 
prevent crime and respond more rapidly. The result was a 47 percent decrease in random gunfire 
and a 246 percent increase in weapons seized. The department saved $15,000 in personnel costs. 

Connecting Burglaries and Code Violations in Arlington, Texas. The Arlington, Texas, Police 
Department used data on residential burglaries to identify hot spots and then compared these 
locations to areas with code violations. According to Chief Theron Bowman, officers found that 
every unit increase of physical decay resulted in almost six more residential burglaries in the city. 
Thus, neighborhoods with greater physical decay could expect greater increases in residential 
burglaries. Arlington subsequently developed a formula to help identify characteristics of these 
"fragile neighborhoods." The police department and other city agencies now work more 
efficiently in the neighborhoods to help prevent crime. 
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BLOCK IDEAS 
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Answering Negative Arguments 
 

These are common arguments from the negative. The responses are potential things that the 
affirmative could argue/research about as a response. Of course, the type of response you use will 
depends on the case you decide to run, these are just some ideas to get you started.  

 
1. A2: All policing is predictive, and the world cannot exist without it. 

a. This debate will center around how predictive policing is defined. There are 
many definitions of PP that articulate that the practice requires using data and 
technology to predict crime. Argue for that definition.  

i. It is an unfair burden for the negative to claim that almost all policing 
would disappear, the resolution was clearly framed for discussion over 
systems that have recently been implemented to predict and act upon 
crime. That is the scope of the resolution.  

b. Your argument also is about how the systems that are currently used are flawed, 
biased or incorrect. The world can exist without these systems as they only 
produce negative outcomes, they don’t properly solve crime and only perpetuate 
systems of injustice.  

 
2. A2: Security is the most important/foundational right  

a. Security still exists without these systems. PP goes far beyond the limits of what 
just security looks like.  

i. If you accept my opponent’s conception of justice that places security 
above individual rights then we would all think that 
totalitarian/authoritarian states (North Korea, or perhaps China) that 
focus on security over individual rights are the most just. Clearly security 
requires limits and under today’s resolution… predictive policing 
tramples these limits through discrimination and erosion of rights 

 
3. A2: Predictive policing is essential for crime prevention/ deterrence  

a. There has been security far before predictive policing system. The resolution is 
more talking about increases of surveillance, data mining and targeting 

i. I will stand by the argument that these systems do not increase security 
for the greater good or population, they simply give more power to the 
government that they then use to oppress citizens.  

 
4. A2: Predictive policing can be used to provide social resources  

a. My opponent is bound to the resolution and current predictive policing- not that 
it “could be just if we changed the entire system.” Don’t let them escape their 
burden of proving that predictive policing is just by saying it could be if they 
advocated for something outside of the scope of the resolution  

b. Regardless, the targeting, data mining, bias and discrimination in the system still 
exist.  
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c. Plus, the whole point of PP is to find offenders and lock them up… at least if the 
point is security? Perhaps a double bind if their case is security based.   

i. Still, be prepared for arguments about rehabilitation and stake your 
ground on response B.  
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Answering Affirmative Arguments  
 

These are common arguments from the affirmative. The responses are potential things that the 
negative could argue/research about as a response. Of course, the type of response you use will 
depend on the case you decide to run, these are just some ideas to get you started. 

 

1. A2: The data used in these systems is biased  
a. There are a couple ways to go here… 

i. No, the data isn’t biased, it simply points out areas that are more likely to 
be dangerous and attempts to mitigate the issue OR 

ii. Yes, the data is biased in cases like the United States where the entire 
criminal justice system is biased. Don’t blame that on predictive 
policing.  

1. Then, provide an example of where it has not been biased and 
why the system is just in that instance. 

 
2. A2: Predictive Policing is unconstitutional 

a. Surveillance in the name of security has been tested and approved 
constitutionally- so many examples you can find.  

b. This block requires research and questions into their claim 
i. What exactly is unconstitutional? Is it the system or something else?  

ii. Isn’t this surveillance happening for security? Enter into that debate.  

 
3. A2: Predictive policing was really bad in an example they provide and therefore is 

unjust  
a. Again, refer back to your framework of what predictive policing is. Just because 

they can prove to me that predictive policing was bad when the Chinese 
Communist Party used it to suppress their political dissidents (like they do with 
everything else in their country), that doesn’t make it unjust. If that was the case, 
then almost everything is unjust due to one circumstance.  

b. They are cherry-picking and refusing to engage in the larger debate. On example 
doesn’t prove the resolution true. 

c. Also, you will need to do extensive research on all of the cities/states and find 
specific answers based on data  

 
4. A2: AI/ Computers cannot make just choices  

a. Computers make choices based on human created data and systems  
b. Do you think that humans are any better? The police don’t have a great system 

for being unbiased. At least technology is uniform and may check these sorts of 
issues  

i. Yes, those two arguments do kind of conflict, you will have to think 
through the strategy that you prefer.  
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