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1. MEETING AMERICA’S CRIME PREVENTION CHALLENGE

Early on, you focus on kids, and you can make the difference... fbul] it is important that it
either be a program with known results or a program with promising results because
good will, in my opinion, is not enough.
-~Kent Alexander, U.5. Attorney,
Northern District of Georgia'

The Council’s first report, The State of Violent Crime in America, was released a year ago, in
January 1996. It highlighted the twin challenges of protecting Americans from victimization at the hands
of adult and juvenile criminals, and restraining convicted but community-based adult and juvenile
criminals so that they cannot commit additional crimes against persons or property.

But, as the Council clearly stated on page one of The State of Violent Crime in America, the
Nation’s first crime challenge is preventing at-risk children from becoming juveniles or adults who
criminally violate the life, liberty, or property of others. That, in turn, “means focusing our attention on
the earliest stages of youth development™

As every study shows, after all is said and done, the most serious criminals are males
who begin committing crimes at a very early age. Many crime-prone boys, including the
most violent ones, embark on their criminal careers well before they reach puberty; few
wait until they are old enough to vote or legally take a drink before committing their first
serious crimes, In thinking about the root causes of crime, conservatives stress such
factors as fatherlessness and extreme moral poverty, while liberals stress such factors as
hopelessness and extreme economic poverty. But nearly everyone now agrees that
society’s best anti-crime insurance policy would be to produce children who are born to
loving, responsible parents or guardians, and raised in homes, schools, and neighbor-
hoods where their life prospects--becoming literate, graduvating from high school, escap-
ing abuse and neglect, avoiding serious criminal victimization, landing a decent
job--increase rather than diminish from birth into their 20°s.2

Over the last year, the Council has conducted research and related activities, including field
hearings conducted in several big cities, featuring both local officials and community activists. These
hearings and research have reinforced our concerns about youth crime, and bolstered our belief that
America’s crime prevention challfenge--at core, a challenge of at-risk children in need of adults--must be
met, and soon.

The month after our first report was released, for example, the federal government released a
report of its own indicating that in 1994, there were over 2.7 million arrests of persons under age 18 (a
third of them under age 15), up from about 1.7 million juvenile arrests in 1991, Some 150,000 of these
2.7 million arrests were for violent crimes. In all, juveniles were responsible for an estimated 14 percent

'Council on Crime in America, transcript of field hearing, Atlanta, Georgia, March 11, 1996, pp. 30-31.

XThe State of Violent Crime in America (Council on Crime in America, January 1996), p. 1.
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of all violent crimes and a quarter of all property crimes known to the police. Nationally, juveniles
perpetrated 137,000 more violent crimes in 1994 than in 1985, and were responsible for 26 percent of the
growth in violent crime over that period, including 50 percent of the increase in robberies, 48 percent of
the increase in rapes, and 35 percent of the increase in murders.’

According to several widely-used measures, certain categories of juvenile crime and criminal
victimization have fallen over the last few years, most dramatically in New York City. As we stated in
our first report, demographics (in particular, the size, geographic concentration, and rate of growth in
at-risk populations of young males) play a role in determining crime rates. But demographics “do not
even begin to explain these drops” in crime. This is especially true in the Big Apple, where the drops
have occurred “even as the population of at-risk youth has been growing.” Rather, behind the drops in
violent crime in New York City and elsewhere we found imprisonment policies targeted against violent
and repeat offenders, and the effects of outstanding police work.* The best empirical studies published
over the last year suggest that we were right, and hold out hope for further crime reductions via
community-based policing strategies that attack crime by aftacking “quality of life” disorders, and via
sentencing policies that keep career criminal predators behind bars.”

No one, however, should feel certain that recent declines in crime will necessarily continue into
the next century. Practically speaking, even if crime rates continued to decline--indeed, even if rates of
violence were cut in half--most Americans and their children, especially the residents of our nation’s
inner cities, would still face more serious and life-threatening crime and disorder than their parents and
grandparents faced. Morally speaking, the picture is not much better. Even if, for example, we succeeded
in depriving tomorrow’s would-be juvenile felons of access to high-tech weapons and thereby averted
many shootings and murders, we would still be left with the tragedy of youngsters whose social and
spiritual conditions were such that they would use guns to commit crimes if they could get them.

Serious juvenile violence continues to be heavily concentrated in the urban minority neighbor-
hoods of fewer than a dozen states, In our view, this remains a cause for heightened concern, not compla-
cency. It means that America’s most truly disadvantaged children still figure disproportionately in the
statistics on murder, rape, robbery, assault, and other serious crimes.

For Americans, the great democratic people of a pluralistic society nearing the dawn of the
twenty-first century, this persistent concentration of crime among the minority young of our inner cities
should be simply and totally unacceptable. Morally, every American should feel troubled by it. All of us
should stand ready to support changes that will save our most at-risk children.

Usnder no circumstances, therefore, should we ignore or trivialize our nation’s present and future

3 Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1996 Update on Violence (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, February 1996), pp. 10, 12, 13, and 20.

*The State, op. cit., p. 57.

*On policing, for example, see George L. Kelling and Catherine M. Coles, Fixing Broken Windows:
Restoring Order and Reducing Crime in Our Communities (The Free Press, 1996); on imprisonment, see Steven D.
Levitt, “The Effect of Prison Population Size on Crime Rates: Evidence from Prison Over-Crowding Litigation,”
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, vol. 111, May 1996, pp. 319-352.
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youth crime dilernmas. In the words of Chief of Police David Walchak, president of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, we must continue to focus on youth violence, and to search in earnest for
solutions that “run the gamut from early intervention to swift and sure punishment for chronic/violent
offenders.”

1. More Child Neglect and Maltreatment Equals More Youth Crime and Delinquency

Professor James Alan Fox of Northeastern University, editor of the Journal of Quantitative
Criminology, has repeatedly warned of an “impending youth crime wave.” Dr. Fox notes that “as many as
57 percent of children in America do not have full-time parental supervision, either living with a single
parent who works full-time or in a two-parent household with both parents working full-time. While
some children do enjoy suitable, substitute supervision provided by friends and relatives or in day-care,
far too many do not.™

Likewise, the country’s leading authority on child abuse and neglect, Douglas 8. Besharov of the
American Enterprise Institute, has reported that the number of reported instances of child maltreatment
more than quadrupled between 1976 and 1993, rising to nearly 3 million cases. Part of the increase is
explained by the fact that “professionals and lay persons have become more likely to report apparently
abusive and neglectful situations.” Even so, tens of thousands of cases still go unreported each year, and
child maltreatment is now the sixth leading cause of death for children under age fourteen.®

Sadly, as J. Tom Morgan has summarized, in 1995 homicide for children under the age of four
had “reached a forty-year high. It is now the leading cause of death among this age group. . . . Most of
these deaths were perpetrated by parents or caretakers. . . . It is estimated that about 22 percent of chil-
dren with learning disabilities acquired their disability as a result of severe child abuse and neglect.”

Not surprisingly, numerous empirical studies, both statistical and ethnographic, have found that
being abused or neglected as a child substantially increases the likelihood of future crime and delin-
quency. For example, a statistical study by the National Institute of Justice found that child maltreatment
increased the probability of arrest as a juvenile by more than 50 percent, as an adult by nearly 40 percent,
and for a violent crime by nearly 40 percent.'®

*Chief David Walchak, Youth Violence in America: Recommendations from the IACP Summit, Final Draft
{International Association of Chiefs of Police, August 27, 1996), p. 3.

“James Alan Fox, “The Impending Crime Wave Can Be Averted,” unpublished paper, Northeastern
University, July 18, 1996, p. 2, and “The Calm Before the Juvenile Crime Storm?,” Population Today, September
1996, p. 5.

*Douglas S. Besharov, “Child Abuse Reporting,” in Irwin Garfinkel et al., eds., Social Policies for Children
{Brookings Institution, 1996), p. 259. .

°}. Tom Morgan, Memorandum, Metropalitan District Attorneys, May 16, 1995, summarizing data from
the 1995 report of the U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect:

"Cycle of Violence (National Institute of Justice, 1992).
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In a compelling ethnography of urban street criminals, Professor Mark S. Fleisher, an anthropolo-
gist and former prison official, draws this inescapable conclusion: “An abundance of scholarly research
shows that anti-social and delinquent tendencies emerge early in the lives of neglected, abused, and
unloved youngsters, often by age nine;” and “once these youngsters leave home and go on the street, they
are at best difficult to extricate from street culture”™--a “culture” defined by the twin evils of
substance abuse (both alcohol and illegal drugs) and crime.”

2. More Caring Non-Parental Adults Equals More “Resilient Youth”

Juvenile criminals commit a frightening array of crimes, yet crime prevention studies offer real
hope that it is possible to get through to young people who have not decisively embarked on a life of
crime. As Professor Carolyn Smith and other analysts have found, a wealth of research “in both criminol-
ogy and child development suggests that family deviance, including criminality and substance abuse of
family members, affects developing children because such parents are likely to tolerate and model
deviance for children.”? But while child maltreatment is clearly associated with delinquency, crime, and
other negative life outcomes for children, research also indicates that about half of even the most severely
at-risk children do not fall prey to delinquency, crime, or substance abuse.

Researchers have termed these at-risk survivors “resilient youth.” Among academics, there is no
shortage of divergent theories about why some highly at-risk children make it to age eighteen alive,
literate, sober, civil, and job-ready, while others are lost to themselves and to society. Based on both the
best available data and the common sense of the subject, the Council strongly believes that the key to
producing more resilient youth is to get more caring non-parental adults into the lives of the at-risk
children who so desperately, and so obviously, need them.

This is hardly a new position for the Council. Although The State of Violent Crime in America
focused on protection and restraint, its first footnote referred to a scientific evaluation of the effects of the
well-known Big Brothers/Big Sisters (BB/BS} program. Most of the BB/BS children in the study were
low-income children from single-parent homes, including many who had witnessed or experienced
violence. As we briefly summarized it, the study found that the simple addition of a Big Brother or Big
Sister to an at-risk youngster’s life “cut first-time drug use by 46 percent (and reduced alcohol use as
well), lowered school absenteeism by 52 percent (and improved school performance), and, perhaps best
of all, reduced violent behavior (assaults) by 32 percent.” We then asked rhetorically:

Does anyone truly doubt that in at least some cases such prevention programs might
succeed in diverting at least some youth away from crime, or that additional human and
financial resources devoted to BB/BS or kindred programs would constitute a wise
anti-crime investment?"

HMark S. Fleisher, Beggars and Thieves: Lives of Urban Street Criminals (University of Wisconsin Press,
1995), pp. 103-104.

12Carolyn Smith et al., “Resilient Youth: Identifying Factors That Prevent High-Risk Youth from Engaging
in Delinquency and Drug Use,” Current Perspectives on Aging and the Life Cycle, 1995, p. 221.

3The State, op. cit., p. 3.
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The BB/BS study was done by Public/Private Ventures (P/PV), a nonprofit social policy and
demonstration research organization that focuses on youth and young adults. The purpose of this second
report of the Council on Crime in America, prepared with assistance from Gary Walker, president of P/
PV, is to outline, illustrate, and publicize crime prevention strategies that succeed in getting caring,
responsible adults into the lives of at-risk children. '

Section two of this report identifies several interlocking crime prevention strategies. Sections
three through five summarize the data and arguments in support of these strategies and present key
examples of each. Section six concludes the report with a brief but pointed discussion of the social and
moral implications of a failure to meet the challenge of crime prevention as Americans enter the next
century.

th
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II. THE 3 M’s OF CRIME PREVENTION

Through the 1950s and into early 1960s, leading researchers and commentators promoted the
concept of “delinquent youth.” The concept referred to the least serious, low-level juvenile offenders who
could (or so it was hoped) be easily rehabilitated or diverted from a criminal career. In the 1990s, several
analysts, journalists, and others have promoted the concept of “juvenile super-predators.” The concept
refers to the most violent youthful criminals and street gangsters who cannot (or so many believe) be
rehabilitated or diverted from a criminal path. Each concept has its utility as a way of referring to the
extremes of the crime-prone youth population. At one extreme are the delicate delinquents, at the other
extreme are the remorseless super-predators.

But just as it proved a serious mistake to think of and treat all juvenile offenders as if they were
excellent candidates for quick and easy rehabilitation (“delinquents™), so it is a serious mistake to think of
and treat all juvenile offenders as if they are clearly candidates for long-term incarceration
(“super-predators™).

Even today, the vast majority of juvenile offenders exist somewhere between these two extremes.
The population of serious and violent youth criminals has grown, and, where necessary, chronic juvenile
offenders must be convicted and confined. But in the apt metaphor of former New Jersey Superior Court
Judge Daniel R. Coburn, most youth offenders are neither minnows nor sharks. In Coburn’s view, and in
ours as well, a major part of America’s crime prevention challenge is to reengineer the juvenile justice
system, and to reconnect it to responsible adult citizens in the communities most affected by juvenile
crime, in ways that keep minnows from becoming sharks.

We focus on improving the connections between responsible adults and young people as the core
element of effective crime prevention for several reasons. First, as noted earlier, evidence supports it, and .
supports it consistently. Although there have been numerous calls over the past several decades for a
wide variety of intervention approaches to prevent youthful crime—and a few well-conducted demonstra-
tions testing those approaches, such as the National Supported Work Demonstration, which provided
employment and skills training to young people who had “brushes” with the law—no approach that does
not build connections between responsible adults and young people has worked.'

Second, there are in existence models of how to improve these adult/youth connections. In the
following chapters we outline several of these already working models, which only need replication and
expansion to take their effectiveness to scale. Other approaches not only have little evidence of effective-
ness, but for many—such as those calling for “comprehensive” or “integrated” services—there are not
even solid examples of implementation.

Third, basic research on healthy human development, and common sense and personal experi-
ence, indicate that strong relationships with caring adults are the bedrock of a young person’s civil
behavior toward others, as well as the primary avenue for securing other services and opportunities (such
as jobs) that are key to a civil and self-sufficient life.'”” Thus we do not doubt that growing up in neigh-

“Robinson G. Hollister, Peter Kemper and Rebecca A. Maynard, eds., National Supported Work Demon-
stration (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984).

sEmmy Werner and Ruth Smith, Overcoming the Odds: High-Risk Children from Birth to Adulthood
(Bthaca: Cornell University Press, 1992).
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borhoods with few opportunities for healthy play and employment is a breeding ground for youthful
crime; but we also conclude that improving those opportunities, without first ensuring that there is
adequate adult caring, supervision, guidance and support, is unlikely to make much difference in youth-
ful behavior.

1n short: the human factor is the linchpin to effective youth crime prevention. We believe that a
concerted and focused effort to establish the human factor in youths® lives is our country’s best, and most
enduring hope for reducing juvenile crime in this generation, and the generations that will follow.

In particular, there are three specific strategies that can make a significant difference: monitoring,
mentoring, and ministering.

1. Monitoring

By “monitoring” we mean community-based adult supervision of juveniles who have been in
trouble with the law--both formal or official monitoring by probation officers, and informal or voluntary
monitoring by responsible, neighborhood-level adults,

To understand the great importance and untapped potential of improved formal and voluntary
monitoring of less serious juvenile offenders, it is crucial to understand at least four basic sets of facts:

. First, there are relatively few juveniles actually in custody in the U.S. Despite the recent passage
in many states of so-called get-tough laws affecting juveniles who commit crimes, nationally,
between 1991 and 1993, the number of juveniles in public juvenile detention, correctional, and
shelter facilities increased by only 5 percent to 60,000. There were 1,025 facilities with a median
population capacity of 24 and a mean capacity of 57--clearly not the huge, 500-plus bed facilities
or “reform schools” of old.'® '

. Second, it is probation authorities, not custodial institutions or prisons, that remain the “work-
horses” of the juvenile justice system. In 1993, for example, 520,600 cases disposed of by
Jjuvenile courts resulted in probation--a 21 percent increase over the number of cases handled via
probation in 1989. Probation is still the most severe sanction received by juveniles in over half of
adjudicated delinquency cases. In 1993, the number of juvenile cases placed on formal probation
rose by 17 percent to nearly 255,000--4.25 times the number of juveniles in public facilities on
any given day."’

. Third, these probation officers are handling increasingly serious offenses. Between 1989 and
1993, the number of juvenile probation cases involving a “person offense” such as homicide,
rape, robbery, assault, or kidnapping soared by 45 percent to nearly 54,000, One survey found

“Juveniles in Public Facilities 1993 (Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention, May 1995), p. 1, and
Juveniles in Public Facilities 1991 (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, September 1993), p. 1.

Juvenile Probation: Workhorse of the Juvenile Justice System (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, March 1996).
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