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FOREWORD

Much has been written about violence in our country, and many have been
violated within our own shores. For a society that boasts of individual
freedom, the dignity and safety of its citizens, law and order, and respon-
sibility, the statistics on violent acts in the United States are appalling.

I write this foreword to American Violence and Public Policy as a con-
cerned citizen who is sensitive to the societal imbalances that breed violence
as well as to the awful plight of those who are victimized; as a former
president of a major university whose aim is to expose its students to the
experiences of history and the mandate for change each generation inherits;
as the former chairman of the bipartisan National Commission on the
Causes and Prevention of Violence; and most recently as chairman of the
foundation that bears my name, whose purpose is to enable individual
citizens in their own communities to do something about the causes of
crime and thereby reduce its incidence and further improve the quality of
life for all of us—especially the poor, whose options are so limited.

As Lynn Curtis points out in his introduction, two decades of practical
experience and hard research have shown that improving neighborhood
cohesion and mechanisms for citizen self-help, strengthening and expanding
the basic family unit, and providing for employment opportunities are at
the heart of what the Violence Commission called “‘social reconstruction.”

Dealing with violence and its causes is an enormous task, but it is in the
self-interest of all of us to make our country a safer and more equitable
republic in which to live.

This book focuses on how policies and plans carefully determined by the
Violence Commission and others can be translated into an immediate and
effective action.

Milton E. Eisenhower

Chairman Emeritus

The Eisenhower Foundation
October, 1984
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Introduction

LYNN A. CURTIS

On June 10, 1968, a few days after the assassination of Senator Robert F.
Kennedy, President Lyndon B. Johnson issued an executive order autho-
rizing the establishment of a National Commission on the Causes and Pre-
vention of Violence with Milton S. Eisenhower as chairman and A. Leon
Higginbotham as vice-chairman. In 1969, the commission issued its final
report, preceded by many volumes of staff task force reports.

The Violence Commission followed closely on the heels of two other
presidential commissions that overlapped in scope and had simitar philo-
sophies. The 1966-67 President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
the Administration of Justice, chaired by Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, ad-
dressed the criminal justice system and, to a lesser extent, prevention of
crime outside of that system. The 1967-68 National Advisory Commission
on Civil Disorders, chaired by Governor Otto Kerner and directed by
David Ginsburg, assessed the urban riots of the late 1960s.

The Eisenhower Foundation was established in the early 1980s as a
private-sector re-creation of the Violence Commission, with the same chair-
man and vice-chairman. Many of its board members had been commis-
sioners or part of the staff on one of the three public bodies.

In a selective way, the foundation is carrying out some of the recom-
mendations of the commissions, such as community and victim programs.
We also believe that it is time to update the main policy conclusions of the
Violence Commission, as well as consonant recommendations from the
Kerner and Katzenbach commissions. The bastc question we address is
what federal policy should be for the remainder of the twentieth century.

Although the Violence Commission report examined collective and po-
litical violence, greater attention was directed to individual acts of violence,
such as common crime in the street and violence in the home,! in part
because the Kerner Commission report on collective violence had been
issued only a year earlier. The present volume also addresses individual,
collective, and political violence, paying most attention to individual crime
though pointing to many common causes underlying individual and collec-
tive violence.

We have chosen to describe the incidence of violence over the past fifteen
years and to provide a policy update of what can be done in response. Neil
Alan Weiner and Marvin E. Wolfgang begin by assessing levels and trends
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2 Introduction

of individual violence since the commission reports. Federal policy against
crimes of violence--from social reform and the role of minorities to law
enforcement and the role of firearms—is reviewed by Elliot Currie,
James P. Comer, Paul J. Lavrakas, Alan R. Gordon and Norval Morris,
and Franklin E. Zimring. Sandra Ball-Rokeach and James F Short, Jr.,
explain why collective violence declined while individual violence rose over
the 1970s and direct the attention of policymakers to what has become
known as the underclass. Robert H. Kupperman, surveying some aspects
of political violence, shows how assassinations have continued since the
commission’s report in the absence of adequate policy reforms. He argues
that terrorism is emerging as a domestic threat requiring a new policy. In
the Epilogue, building on the recommendations of the other authors, I
remind the reader when law enforcement is and is not the most appropriate
policy response to various forms of violence and advocate a new framework
to reduce individual violence—a framework that would be based on a coor-
dinated national neighborhood, family, and employment policy.

Whereas the Violence Commission reports were exhaustive, this volume
is highly selective. We do not have the resources for a thousand-page study,
nor is it really necessary. Most explanations have remained essentially the
same since the Violence Commission reports were issued. Any good con-
temporary textbook will detail the accepted biological, psychological, psy-
chiatric, cultural, social, cconomic, and political interpretations of
violence.” By comparison, this book begins by recalling, in very brief form,
the commission’s explanations of violence and tracing their broad policy
implications-—past, present, and future. In deciding what to include, we
have focused on phenomena that have emerged since the commission (such
as the threat of domestic terrorism) and identified recommendations made
by the commission that are being encouraged by practical experience (such
as more community involvement). We have not pursued subjects, however
meritorious, on which more precise scientific evidence tmay be required to
settle ongoing controversies.® Above all, we have been selective in order
to establish a firm sense of priority. What issues should decision makers,
the citizenry, and the media keep uppermost in mind if for the rest of the
century we are to have an informed public policy with the greatest potential
for reducing violence?

The answers to this question by individual contributors, including myself,
are recommendations to the board of the Eisenhower Foundation and to
the nation; they are not an official policy statement by the board itself.

LEVELS AND TRENDS

In the late 1960s, the Violence Commission concluded that the “United
States was the clear leader among modern stable democratic nations in its
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rates of homicide, assault, rape, and robbery.””* The Kerner Commission
documented riots in twenty-three citics during 1967, and the assassinations
of Robert Kennedy and Martin Luther King, Jr., continued a tradition of
political violence.

Fifteen years later, after a careful review of the imperfect measures avail-
able, Weiner and Wolfgang conclude that there has been an increase in
violent crimes like murder, assault, rape, and robbery. Minorities are dis-
proportionately involved as both offenders and victims. Today, the chance
of becoming a victim of violent crime is greater than the chance of “being
affected by divorce,” the risk of being in an automobile accident, or the
probability of dying from cancer, according to the Justice Department.’

Just as important as the trend over time is that the level of crime in the
United States remains astronomical when compared to that in other dem-
ocratic nations. Currie points out that the United States, in respect to
crime, increasingly resembles some underdeveloped countries in the Third
World more than does any other advanced industrial society. The fact that
our level of violence continues to be high is often lost in journalistic ac-
counts of short-term changes and in statements by politicians, whatever
their affiliation, of marginal increases or declines.

Regardless of actual crime rates, the level of fear of crime remains at
least as high today as it was in the 1960s, according to Weiner and Wolf-
gang. In a recent national ABC poll, 86 percent of the persons sampled
perceived that crime was going up.® Because they influence how we live
and act, fear and perception are important measures of crime. Some age
groups, such as senior citizens, even when they are victimized less fre-
quently than other age groups, nonetheless remain extremely fearful of
crime.’

Although violent crime rates have risen and fear continues at high levels,
Ball-Rokeach and Short observe that disorders and street rioting have de-
clined sharply in the past fifteen years. The most notable and publicized
exceptions have been the Liberty City and Overtown riots in Miami during
the early 1980s.

As for political violence, the 1982 assassination attempt on President
Reagan and the two attempts on Gerald Ford during his presidency suggest
that the threat remains. Kupperman shows that what has changed since the
Violence Commission reports is the frequency of terrorism. Attacks against
Americans usually take place abroad; the Iranian hostage crisis and the
Beirut bombings are examples from the 1980s. In the United States, inci-
dents have been scattered—air hijackings, the 1981 takeover of the B’nai
B’rith headquarters in Washington, D.C., the real or imagined Libyan hit
squad of 1982, and the bombing of the Capitol building in 1983—but Kup-
perman predicts more attacks by professional terrorists in the years to
come,
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UNDERSTANDING INDIVIDUAL VIOLENCE
In its core statement, the Violence Commission concluded:

“_To be a young, poor male; to be undereducated and without means of escape
from an oppressive urban environment; to want what the society claims is avail-
able (but mostly to others); to see around oneself illegitimate and often violent
methods being used to achieve material success; and to observe others using
thesc means with impunity-—all this is to be burdened with an enormous set of
influences that pull many toward crime and delinquency. To be also a Black,
Mexican or Puerto Rican American and subject to discrimination adds consid-
erably to the pull.8>

Violent crime is so complex that neither this nor any other single expla-
nation can account for all its forms and all the combinations of victims and
offenders. But here was the central observation of the Violence Commis-
sion, and it also lay behind the Kerner Commission’s conclusion that we
consist of two societies, black and white, separate and unequal. Almost
fifty years ago, George Orwell wrote that “the restatement of the obvious
is the first duty of intelligent [citizens].”® Both commissions restated the
obvious—that the poverty of the disadvantaged and the nation’s history of
racial oppression are deeply involved in our high rates of violence,

After the Violence Commission reports, however, it became fashionable
to deny the obvious and to search for other explanations. Consider some
examples.

One explanation for individual violence pointed out that the proportion
of youth in the population was extremely high. Because young males com-
mit crime at a disproportionate rate, this demographic bulge meant more
crime. Policy intervention was not indicated, so the argument went, because
there was nothing one could do about demographic patterns short of birth-
control policies that would be unacceptable to most Americans. But recent
rescarch by Northwestern University for the National Institute of Justice
has shown statistically that the demographic interpretation of high crime is
not as helpful as originally thought in understanding our high level of crime
or its increase since the 1960s.1

In addition, regardless of what the proportion of high-risk youth has been
in the overall population at any point in time since the late sixties, the
figures assembled by Weiner and Wolfgang show that, within this group,
rates for specific crimes have, with few exceptions, risen since the Violence
Commission made its report. The ultimate test of any national policy is
whether rates within the highest crime population decline over such a trend
period, longer than just a few years—and we have failed that test.

Some asserted that poverty and race could not have been responsible for
the increase in violent crime in the 1960s and 1970s because blacks had
made “great advances.”!' There were indeed some gains. Perhaps most
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publicized was the increase in the number of blacks and other minorities
in managerial and professional jobs. By the end of the 1970s, over
1.5 million blacks held such jobs—a doubling in one decade. As Ball-Ro-
keach and Short conclude, these changes appear to have been primarily
the result of federal education, employment, and affirmative-action pro-
grams targeted at minorities. Yet the gains were limited, and economic
deprivation continued or increased for those in the group most likely to
commit crime—young, poor, inner-city, minority males. The National Ur-
ban League’s estimates of unemployment among this group during the
1970s were in the 50 percent to 60 percent range, and the rate increased
over many of the same years when crime was increasing.'> Ball-Rokeach
and Short observe that the ratio of black to white unemployment was 1.8
in 1970 and 2.2 in 1982 and that minority families significantly weakened
in the 1970s—both absolutely and relative to white families.

As proof that poverty is not a cause of crime, some advanced the curious
argument that we had a high crime rate in the United States even though
our poorest people were materially better off than the poorest people in
countries with lower crime rates. But there is no evidence that a poor black
in Harlem compares himself to a poor black in Tanzania rather than to a
rich white on Park Avenue. The logic of the “proof” followed the position
of the government of South Africa, which argued that income and living
conditions in Soweto, the all-black suburban ghetto compound outside of
Johannesburg, were better than in black-ruled African states. Could the
Soweto blacks whose violent-crime rates were so much higher than those
of American cities have been thinking of conditions in other countries? Or
might they have been comparing the privilege and luxury of Johannesburg
to their own political disenfranchisement and to the reality that only
20 percent of their houses had electricity and only 15 percent had toilets?'3

One response to those who said they had never seen a cause of crime is
James Baldwin’s observation that to be black in the United States “‘and be
relatively conscious is to be in a rage almost all the time.” The framers of
the Constitution decreed that, for purposes of representation, a black slave
would count as only three-fifths of a man. Two centuries later, the per
capita income of blacks remains barely three-fifths that of whites.!

More than any other work since the Violence and Kerner commission
reports, Charles E. Silberman’s Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice (1978)
reminded us of the obvious truth of relative poverty and race. In the present
volume, the chapters by Comer and by Ball-Rokeach and Short provide
updates and place the experience of blacks in the perspective of three
hundred years of American history. Comer reminds us that “unlike Nazi
concentration camp victims, . . . Afro-Americans did not bring a largely
self-determined culture into an oppressive system [and] hold on to it as
best possible.” Rather, unlike other immigrant groups that were allowed
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to use family and kinship as a source of secarity and a basis for develop-
ment, West African culture was “broken in the enslavement process and
replaced by the powerlessness and degradation of the slave culture.”” After
slavery and up to the present, the “master-slave relationship [was] the basis
of symbolic and underlying conflict and violence—individual and collective,
covert and overt—in black-white relationships.” Acquisitive violence can
thus be an attempt, however iltusory or symbolic, to take back that which
was denied. Assaultive behavior, even if it is predominantly inflicted by
minorities on other minorities, can reflect an acceptance of violence in
everyday life as an available means of expressing anger, frustration, and
masculinity.

In sum, Comer and Ball-Rokeach and Short trace the emergence of a
permanently poor underclass that has remained immune to the employment
and educational gains made by some blacks during the 1970s. Such an
underclass also represents a sizable portion of Hispanics.

The period since the Violence Commission reports were issued is not the
first time in the history of American ethnic groups when it was necessary
to dispute those who see no relation among crime, relative poverty, and
discrimination. In the last part of the nineteenth century and the first part
of the twentieth, many of the people most responsible for street crime were
Irish-, German-, Italian-, and Polish-Americans. During each period, there
were “experts” who were certain that reducing poverty would have little
effect on crime because the poor, it was said, actually preferred their crime-
ridden way of life. Yet each of these groups has moved out of crime as it
moved into the middle class.'s This volume reaffirms that upward mobility
can do the same for the ethnic groups that are associated with crime today.
But it warns the reader that the underclass has remained in spite of some
progress by some minorities and reminds us that Gunnar Myrdal’s Amer-
ican Dilemma® of race and inequality remains.

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE FISCAL DIVIDEND?

Currie describes two broad policies recommended by the Violence Com-
mission in response to these continuing realitics. It joined the Kerner and
Katzenbach commissions in calling both for a more equitable and efficient
criminal justice system and for a range of economic, social, and civil rights
reforms. To pursue reform, the Violence Commission proposed a “domes-
tic Marshall Plan™ for the cities to be financed from the “fiscal dividend”
that would be realized from the money saved at the end of the Victnam
War.

This, of course, did not happen. Yet, even if it had, the envisioned
economic and social reconstruction assumed a trickle-down process. Some-
how, doing good at the top would result in less crime at the bottom. There
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was little sense of how to target specific reforms to specific groups in specific
ways s0 as to reduce specific crimes and fears. Little attention was paid to
implementation-—to exactly how crime and fear reduction in the real world
could be carried out by the public and private sectors.

In the 1970s, most agencies other than the Justice Department continued
their employment, antipoverty, human-service, housing, and economic-de-
velopment programs with, at best, some vague sense that their policies also
might affect crime and urban disorder. Within these bureaucracies, some
specific efforts related to crime prevention were made. For example, the
Labor Department assessed some of its Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) programs in terms of their impact on crime; Health
and Human Services (HHS) dealt with drug abuse and youth programs;
and Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and ACTION started com-
munity-based anticrime efforts. But these programs merely responded to
piecemeal legislation or reflected enlightened administrators, some of
whom were knowledgeable about the commission reports or were them-
selves former commissioners. The programs were not based on an overrid-
ing domestic or urban policy that consciously sought to reduce crime, fear,
or group disorder.

DETERRENCE, HARDWARE, AND THE LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

When compared to a “‘domestic Marshall Plan,” the Violence Commission’s
recommendations for improving the equity and efficiency of the criminal
justice system were more manageable financially and more feasible politi-
cally. They were also more in line with the philosophy of many influential
people that efforts at the federal level to reduce crime should be conducted
by a new office in the Justice Department, not in the economic, social, or
human rights agencies. The Katzenbach Commission called for such an
office, and the Violence Commission concurred.

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) was estab-
lished in the late 1960s. One of its goals was to increase police apprehension
rates. Only half of all crime was reported to police; arrests were made in
fewer than twenty of every one hundred reported burglaries, larcenies, and
auto thefts, and the apprehension rate for robbery was only a few percent-
age points higher.??

n its early days, LEAA distributed many grants for police hardware and
command-and-control systems. The San Diego police acquired a submarine
to patrol the waterfront, and Mobile, Alabama, received tanks for crowd
control.’ (The word around Washington was that at least landlocked Mo-
bile didn’t get the submarine.) The submarines and tanks reflected in part
LEAA administrative priorities and in part a legislative mandate, which,
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Gordon and Morris show, had the effect initially of shutting out people-
intensive programs, such as neighborhood-based crime prevention. In Cur-
rie’s view, in our crime-control policy as in our policy in Southeast Asia,
we sought to resolve problems that were social and communal in nature
through high technology and big money.

Ball-Rokeach and Short suggest that high-tech command-and-control did
in fact “gulag” the ghetto. That is, the hardware may have instilled enough
fear among minorities in the 1970s to discourage the kind of group rioting
and civil disorder that was prevalent in the late 1960s. It also has been
suggested that the decline in riots reflected a decline in expectations and
hope. The Violence Commission explained the civil disorders of the 1960s
in terms of a confrontation between declining resources and the rising
expectations that were due to civil rights and Great Society programs. In
the 1970s, resources continued to decline, but so did expectations—enough
perhaps to stop more public forms of protest, like rioting.

Street crime is, in many ways, a form of slow rioting. The criminal on a
dark street is less vulnerable to police hardware and command-and-control
tactics than is a group of looters. It is possible that some crime, like street
muggings, became the safer, more private expression of protest in the 1970s.

For whatever reasons, police apprehension rates did not improve. Crime
rates did not go down. As Gordon and Morris explain, all that went down
was LEAA. It was a victim of the expectations raised by the war on crime
of the early 1970s and the budget cutting of the late 1970s and early 1980s.

LEAA did have some notable successes—particularly in improving plan-
ning and coordination among local criminal justice agencies. But its legacy
has been further obscured by the agency’s failure to evaluate systematically
what worked and what didn’t among individual programs, according to
Gordon and Morris.

Parallel to the effort to improve police apprehension rates was an at-
tempt, evolving partly out of the Katzenbach and Violence commission
recommendations, to provide swifter, surer punishment. Through grants,
LEAA tried to improve court efficiency, and its recommendations often
were carried out locally. Sentencing did become more severe for those
apprehended for predatory violence, and the rate of state prison incarcer-
ation doubled during the 1970s. Today, American incarceration rates are
higher than those of any other industrialized country except, notably, South
Africa and the Soviet Union. This is especially true in the case of black
males, who, Ball-Rokeach and Short tell us, account for about 50 percent
of the prison population. One result is that prison is one of the few U.S.
institutions dominated by blacks—or, in some regions, Hispanics.

In spite of the high incarceration rate, however, our extraordinarily high
levels of violent crime have persisted since the 1960s. As Currie concludes
on the basis of this practical experience as well as of prestigious academic
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studies, the theory of deterrence has not been borne out. That is, there is
little useful evidence that raising the costs of crime by inflicting more pun-
ishment (or speedier or more severe or more certain punishment) results
in less crime.

In part because of the shortcomings of the theory of deterrence, the
notion of selective incapacitation—a rather surgical-sounding phrase to
nonspecialists—has come into vogue. Selective incapacitation seeks early
identification of the relatively few repeaters who are associated with so
much violent crime and the continued incarceration of this group for periods
of time that are still being debated. When applied with considered judg-
ment rather than wholesale abandon, incapacitation has a role. But Currie
and I warn that it also has many limitations. Offenders, for example, could
be unjustly sentenced to prison on the basis of a false prediction of crimi-
nality. More importantly, the same evidence that is used to support selective
incapacitation more convincingly supports community-based programs,
which cost much less. The philosophy conveniently avoids the underlying
causes of crime, and the possibility exists that incapacitated repeaters will
simply be replaced by others generated from an unchanged society, econ-
omy, and polity.

LAW AND ORDER RECONSIDERED

In reconsidering law and order, then, the central message of this volume is
conveyed by Lavrakas. Most policy observers still do not understand that
the criminal justice system-—police, courts, and prisons—merely reacts to
crime and cannot do much to prevent it. We do need to continue improving
the equity and efficiency of the system, as advocated by the Violence and
Katzenbach commissions, because, among other reasons, victims require
better treatment and society deserves more protection from those who have
committed crime. But, although we must maintain present resources, we
must learn from the 1970s that massive new investments in the justice
system will not reduce our historically high levels of crime.

A realistic assessment of the criminal justice system is not inconsistent
with a need for social control. Restriction of handguns, protection against
assassination, and coordination against terrorism are proposed by some of
the contributors to this volume as necessary controls.

The Violence Commission concluded that firearms facilitate rather than
cause violence, but that in this way the widespread possession of handguns
contributes substantially to violence in American society.'? It recommended
federal legislation to encourage state licensing of handguns, a proposal that
later was resoundingly defeated in Congress. Zimring, on the basis of public
opinion polls, predicts a national legistated policy of handgun restriction
rather than restrictive licensing. But the future of this volatile issue, sug-
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gests Zimring, may be determined not by rates of crime and fear but by
the beliefs and actions of key opinion groups—women, minorities, senior
citizens—within which a clear consensus has not yet emerged.

There has long been consensus on the need to protect our leaders against
political violence. The Violence Commission found that ‘“presidential as-
sassins typically have been white, male, and slightly built. Nearly all were
loners and had difficulty making friends of either sex and especially in
forming lasting normal relationships with women.”” The commission rec-
ommended expansion of the functions of the Secret Service to protect any
federal officeholder or candidate determined to be at risk, improved pro-
tection of state and local officeholders and candidates, restriction of hand-
guns through licensing, improved weapons detection, and reduction of risky
public appearances by the president. Some of these recommendations have
been carried out to differing degrees. But the Violence Commission’s rec-
ommendations have been insufficiently implemented. We need to move
forward more comprehensively with all the law-enforcement and control
technology at our disposal.

In his chapter, Kupperman foresees more attacks by professional terror-
ists within the United States. He predicts attacks on the infrastructures of
our cities as well as direct threats to large numbers of people. Yet this
nation, unlike others in the Western alliance, has no internal consensus on
how to respond cither to acts of supercriminal violence or to coercive po-
litical threats. The policy framework advocated by Kupperman for respond-
ing to a crisis begins with immediate isolation and containment of the
incident in order to control its development. Thereafter, the need is for a
policy of “‘damage control” to deal with the “political, social, economic,
security, and military implications, including reassurance of local govern-
ments that basic commitments will be upheld (after, say, the breakdown of
a city’s water system).” Kupperman agrecs that local officials need to be
in charge of such responses because they are closest to the action. But he
believes that White House leadership is necessary at an appropriate point,
when an incident has become extremely serious and is of national or inter-
national importance. A small, predetermined presidential group is rec-
ommended. As we move toward a policy against domestic terrorism, it will
be important to respond effectively, yet in a way that avoids government
repression and a disruption of the democratic process. Such a balance seems
to have been achieved by countries like Germany and Italy.

NEIGHBORHOOD, FAMILY, AND EMPLOYMENT

Reliance on agencies of law enforcement and methods of control often
concludes contemporary policy discussions, with an added qualifier that the
criminal justice system nonetheless cannot do the job alone. This volume
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reaches the opposite conclusion. Speaking of individual and group violence,
Comer warns that “we will never be able to mop the water off the floor
unless we turn off the faucet that is causing the tub to overflow. And time
is running out. Unlike decaying streets and bridges, the tear in the [human]
fabric . . . somewhere down the line will be beyond repair.”

The history of institutional denial of opportunity to minorities and the
present existence of a black and Hispanic underclass mean that providing
access to opportunity must remain a policy priority, as the reader will find
in the education and civil rights recommendations of Comer and Ball-
Rokeach and Short.

These recommendations, despite their importance, recall the diffuse so-
cial reforms of the Violence Commission. Yet there are other recommen-
dations, around which Comer, Ball-Rokeach and Short, Currie, Lavrakas,
and I tend to converge, that address the causes of individual (and group)
violence and refrain from merely throwing money at the problem. We
would replace the inexact trickle-down process of change with more care-
fully evaluated direct actions in specific geographic areas targeted at specific
populations, crimes, and fears. These consensus recommendations, based
on two decades of empirical research, scientific program evaluations, prac-
tical experience, and political feasibility, can be summarized by the words
neighborhood, family, and employment.

During recent years, a good number of inner-city neighborhood nonprofit
organizations have become sufficiently empowered to successfully use crime
prevention as a means to the ultimate end of securing community regen-
eration, economic development, housing rehabilitation, and youth employ-
ment. In part, the development process has been made secure by reducing
opportunities for crime, for example, through patrols, block watches, and
escort services. But to avoid merely displacing violence elsewhere, the
causes of crime also have been addressed. One way has been through
replacing or supplementing weakened families with alternative, community-
based extended families that, along with ethnic and cultural identification,
help restore to children and teenagers the consistent disciptine and self-
respect created by strong natural families. Such extended-family influences
also have helped channel illegal market activity by youngsters into more
productive legal markets. Research and experience have demonstrated that
both the support of an extended family and stable, quality, legal-market
employment, not make-work, are needed by young, poor, inner-city males
if the incidence of crime among them is to be reduced. Such employment
needs to promise upward mobility and often can be targeted on developing
the inner city. The strategy amounts to coordinating a federal labor policy
for the structurally unemployed with federal neighborhood crime-preven-
tion and national family policies.

Learning from the bureaucratic mistakes of the 1970s and applying a
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second-generation sense of how better to implement programs on a day-
to-day basis, the public sector needs to facilitate the emergence of many
more inner-city organizations capable of combining neighborhood, family,
and employment in ways that simultaneously reduce crime and the under-
class. Locally, minority organizations with residents who have a stake in
their own turf need to lead rather than take a back seat to less qualified

strongly encouraged,

Today, 75 percent of the population believes that we are making no
headway in reducing violence and crime 2t A framework of neighborhood,
family, and employment promises a new departure that avoids the limita-
tions of deterrence, the shortcomings of incapacitation, and the natveté of
past social reform. It also js politically feasible, offering, as these pages
show, some common ground among those who would “mobilize youth” or
create “community action” and those who want people to “pull themselves
up by their bootstraps.” Political feasibility cannot be underestimated in g
real world of conventional wisdoms. If Orwell was right, so was Barbara
Tuchman: “To halt the momentum of an accepted idea, to reexamine as-
sumptions, is a disturbing process and requires more courage than govern-
ments can generally summon ’*22
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2. See, for cxampie, John Conklin, Criminology (New York: Macmillan, 1981),
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commission’s final report said that television violence can be a “particularly potent force”
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Violent Crime in America,
1969 to 1982
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In recognition of the “‘urgency of the Nation’s crime problem and the depth
of ignorance about it,” President Johnson signed Executive Order 11,236
on July 23, 1965, which established the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice (the Katzenbach Commission).!
The in-depth report drafted in 1967 by the commission, The Challenge of
Crime in a Free Society, investigated many complex aspects of crime in
America: those who commit crimes, those who are victims of crimes, and
those institutions formalty entrusted with the responsibility of responding
to criminals and their victims. The Katzenbach Commission observed that
“the existence of crime, the talk about crime, the reports of crime, and
the fear of crime have eroded the basic quality of life of many Americans.”?
Apprehension about crime, most often manifested as fear of physical and
emotional harm, forced Americans in increasing numbers to alter their life-
styles—to stay off the streets at night, to change their patterns of movement
when on the streets, to avoid contact with strangers, and to consider moving
to other, safer neighborhoods. Of the basic quality of life that Americans
presumed to be secure, perhaps the most eroded facet was their “domestic
tranquility”—their sense of personal safety and inviolability within their
homes and neighborhoods.

This review was supported in part by the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, the Center for the Study of Crime Correlates and Criminal Behavior, grant no. 81-
N-CX-0086, which established the Center for the Interdisciplinary Study of Criminal Violence
at the Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law at the Wharton School, The
University of Pennsylvania. The authors would like to thank Deborah Denno and Jocelyn
Young for their comments on an earlier draft of this report. Qur appreciation also to Selma
Pastor, Shannon Griffiths, and Ivonka Piper for their technical assistance.
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During the period in which the Katzenbach Commission was framing its
deliberations, America found itself in the midst of increasing collective
unrest—both on the home front, in the form of collective protest and vio-
lence surrounding the civil rights movement, and abroad, in the form of
escalating military intervention in Vietnam, a foreign policy course that
precipitated campus protests and disorder and violence at home. Now wed
to the challenge of crime—more specifically, violent crime—in a free so-
ciety was the challenge of collective protests and violence marching across
America in the wake of the civil rights and antiwar movements.

The convergence of these historical threads in conjunction with increasing
acknowledgment of the grievous effects of violent crime on the social fabric
of the nation impelled President Johnson to sign Executive Order 11,412
on June 10, 1968, creating the National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence (the Violence Commission). One of the substantive
foci of this commission was to present for the first time in a systematic and
comprehensive manner the current state of knowledge about criminal vio-
lence in the United States.

The Violence Commission summed up its findings about violence in
America with the following sobering appraisal:

Violence in the United States has risen to alarmingly high levels. Whether one
considers assassination, group violence, or individual acts of violence, the decade
of the 1960s was considerably more violent than the several decades preceding it
and ranks among the most violent in our history. The United States is the clear
leader among modern, stable democratic nations in its rates of homicide, assault,
rape, and robbery, and it is at least among the highest in incidence of group
violence and assassination. . . . In our judgment, the time is upon us for a reor-
dering of national priorities and for a greater investment of resources in the
fulfillment of two basic purposes of our Constitution—to “establish justice” and
to “insure domestic tranquility.”

How has America met the challenge of violent crime since 1969, when
the Violence Commission presented its findings? Apparently not very well.
Attorney General William French Smith recently observed, in language
reminiscent of that used by the Violence Commission, that “the alarming
and continuous increase in the commission of violent crimes raises a serious
question whether the federal government is doing enough to insure domestic
tranquility.’* As is true of every rhetorical question, to ask this question is
to answer it—in this case, in the negative. The failure of the federal gov-
ernment to contain violent crime as well as the public’s fear of it has recently
catapulted violent crime into a national “first priority.”® In response to
criminal violence, Attorney General Smith appointed a Task Force on Vio-
lent Crime in April 1981, “to make specific recommendations . . . on ways
in which the federal government could do more to combat violent crime.”®

Clearly, the appointment of the Violence Commission in 1969 and of the
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Task Force on Violent Crime more than a decade later attests to the long-
standing and continuing concern regarding violent crime in the nation.
Implementing policy may be defined as rationally carrying out the impli-
cations of compelling research evidence. This perspective demands that a
coordinated response to violent crime in the nation be informed by the
best available facts about its extent and character. In the pages that follow,
we provide information at the national level that might be used to translate
public concern into a broad-based national policy. Toward this end, we will
integrate data that have been in the public domain but have not been
presented as part of a systematic overview of violent crime in America.
In this report we will examine public apprehension about violent crime,
discuss the parameters of the problem as it was found at the end of the
1960s, trace the patterns in violent crime since that time, and situate the
challenge of violent crime in America within an international context,

PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD VIOLENT CRIME

Both before and since 1969, a large segment of the American public has
voiced concern over the problem of violent crime, thus lending considerable
support to Attorney General Smith’s conclusion that the federal govern-
ment has been relatively ineffective in checking this problem. One of the
earliest national surveys of attitudes toward crime, conducted for the Katz-
enbach Commission in 1966, revealed that nearly a quarter of the American
people believed that the likelihood of personal attack or robbery existed in
their neighborhoods, with nonwhites in particular expressing concern about
this prospect.” The same survey found that one-third of the respondents
felt moderately or very unsafe walking alone in their neighborhoods at
night. Females were more apprehensive in this regard than males, and
nonwhites were more apprehensive than whites.®

The public malaise revealed in the 1966 survey did not abate during the
1970s, for several city surveys uncovered continuing high levels of concern.?
Between 60 and 80 percent of the inhabitants aged 16 and older in six of
America’s major cities (Boston, Houston, Miami, Minneapolis, San Fran-
cisco, and Washington, D.C.) reported in 1974 that they believed crime to
be on the increase; almost no one believed that it had decreased (table 1).10
Respondents in these cities also voiced concern about crime in their im-
mediate areas and their chances of being attacked or robbed. Between 25
and 40 percent of those surveyed believed crime to be rising in their neigh-
borhoods, and between 40 and 60 percent felt that the chances of their
being attacked or robbed had also risen. Once again, very few respondents
believed that crime was decreasing close to their residences or that the
chances of suffering an attack or robbery had diminished. Persons who had
been victimized by rape, personal robbery, assault, or personal attack dur-
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ing the twelve months prior to the survey believed more often than those
who had not been victimized that neighborhood crime and the likelihood
of being attacked or robbed had increased." Apprehension about crime in
one’s neighborhood, exacerbated by the more specific fear of personal at-
tacks, can translate into disruptions of personal routines. That these dis-
ruptions occurred to a substantial degree is confirmed by between one-
third and more than two-fifths of those questioned in these surveys.!'?

Concern over increasing crime has persisted from the late 1960s to the
present. The Harris and Gallup polls conducted during this period indicate
a relatively high proportion of people who believed that crime had in-
creased, ranging from a low of 46 percent in both 1969 and 1978 to a high
of 70 percent in 1975 (table 2)."* During this same period, between one-
third and one-half of the American public remained fearful of walking alone
at night in areas close to their homes (table 3).

By all accounts, perceptions that crime in general and violent crime in
particular is a major problem continue to be a manifest part of the Amer-
ican scene. These clear statements of discontent most certainly have fueled
the recent decision by the federal government to make violent crime a
national “first priority.” We shall see that these perceptions have a basis in
fact.

THE EXTENT AND CHARACTER OF VIOLENT
CRIME: SOME PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

This overview of violent crime in the United States during the last decade
and a half will be developed from two complementary data sources: the
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR), prepared annually by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), and the ““National Crime Survey” (NCS), prepared
annually for the Bureau of Justice Statistics by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census. The UCR information is based on records collected and maintained
each year by approximately fourteen thousand local and state law-enforce-
ment agencies about offenses established by these agencies as having oc-
curred and about persons arrested for these offenses. These data are
submitted to the FBI either directly or through state UCR programs ac-
cording to standardized reporting procedures to enhance comparability of
data across jurisdictions.

The reliability of UCR data has been the subject of continuing discussion;
UCR statistics remain, however, the only source of official information com-
piled at the national level over time (since 1930)."" When proper caution is
exercised in interpreting them, they can provide considerable insight into
the volume and character of crime in the nation, particularly serious violent
crime.

The UCR presents an official statistical picture of criminal violence. NCS
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data, on the other hand, comprise information about crime that is obtained
by structured interviews with the victims of crime.’s The NCS is largely
based on the seminal study of criminal victimization in the United States
conducted in 1966 for the Law Enforcement Commission by the National
Opinion Research Center.' Since 1973, when the NCS was initiated, data
have been collected annually. To ensure that comprehensive information is
obtained about criminal victimization in the United States, a national sam-
ple of households and commercial establishments was selected. Persons
aged 12 and over in the sample have been interviewed twice yearly about
their victimization experiences, including questions about the type, fre-
quency, and effects of crime as well as about the characteristics of the
offender(s) and of the victim(s).

The NCS was developed to correct some of the problems associated with
the UCR—for example, the fact that the UCR represents an undercount of
crime in the United States. Contributing to the undercount are victims who
fail to report crime, law-enforcement agencies that do not record some of
the crimes that are reported to them, and the failure of some local juris-
dictions to submit reports to the FBI. Although the NCS corrects some of
these problems, it is not without its own weaknesses: for example, its ac-
curacy depends on the victim’s ability to recall victimizations that have
occurred, to identify accurately when they occurred, and to characterize
them according to their proper statutory definition. Despite these and
other limitations of the UCR and the NCS, when these two sources of
information about violent crime are used jointly, a measured and useful
profile of criminal violence in America can be prepared.

When we refer to criminal violence in the following discussion, we mean
legally proscribed behaviors that involve the use or threatened use of force
by one party against another to secure some end against the will of the
other party. Although many tegal infractions fall within this definition, we
restrict our investigation to the four offenses that the UCR defines as the
most serious violent crimes: murder and nonnegligent mansiaughter (what
we also term criminal homicide), forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault.’ The gravity of these offenses and their prominence in the public
imagery of criminal violence warrant a detailed and independent exami-
nation.

VIOLENT CRIME IN AMERICA: 1969 TO 1982

The four serious violent crimes considered here-—criminal homicide, forc-
ible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault—together with the serious prop-
erty crimes—burglary, larceny-theft, and motor-vehicle theft—constitute
what the UCR designates as “index crimes.” The term index implies that
because these crimes are serious, they are most likely to be reported to
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and recorded by law-enforcement agencies and therefore can serve as a
valid barometer of changing patterns and trends in crime.

In its discussion of the levels and trends of criminal violence, the Violence
Commission made two important observations: (1) the rates of serious vio-
lent crimes were substantially below those of serious property crimes, and
(2) the rates of serious violent and property crimes were on the increase. !

The discrepancy between the rates of violent index crimes and property
index crimes is so great that the combined violent crime rate has almost
always been lower than the rate of each of the three property index crimes.2
In any discussion of crime, however, a distinction should be drawn between
seriousness defined in terms of the incidence of events and seriousness
defined in terms of the gravity of their consequences. Violent index crimes,
although dwarfed in incidence by property index crimes, are the more griev-
ous offenses because of the potential physical and emotional harm to the
victims.

The Violence Commission reported that the rates of both serious violent
crimes and serious property crimes were rising in a parallel and dramatic
fashion.?! The commission concluded that the rates of violent crimes in the
1960s compared ‘‘unfavorably, even alarmingly, with those of the 1950s”
and that there was good reason to believe, even on the basis of “fragmen-
tary information,” that these rates were higher than at any other time in
this century, except perhaps for the earliest decades.?? Drawing upon UCR
data, the commission showed that the national rates of criminal homicide,
forcible rape, and most notably, robbery and aggravated assault had been
on the upswing.?? Between 1958 and 1968 the national rate of criminal
homicide had jumped from 4.6 to 6.8 per 100,000 population, that of forc-
ible rape from 9.3 to 15.5, that of robbery from 54.9 to 131.0, and that of
aggravated assault from 78.8 to 141.3. The combined violent crime rate
had jumped from 147.6 to 294.6 in a matter of just ten years.? In percentage
terms, the increase was 48 percent for criminal homicide, 67 percent for
forcible rape, 139 percent for robbery, and 79 percent for aggravated as-
sault, for an increase in the combined violent crime rate of nearly 100
percent.?

UCR data for 1969 to 1982 indicate that throughout this period violent
index crimes constituted a modest (approximately 10 percent) but stable
portion of all index crimes (table 4).26 NCS statistics present a strikingly
similar picture.?” When victimizations against the person are grouped with
criminal incidents committed against houscholds, a composite category is
created that is roughly the same as the UCR index offenses. (The most
notable difference is that the NCS does not include criminal homicide.) For
the years 1973 to 1980 major violent crimes against the person (forcible
rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) constituted between 7.8 and 8.8
percent of all crimes (table 5).
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The relatively low representation of serious violent crimes among all
serious crimes can be examined in a different way by comparing the rates
of violent index crimes to the rates of property index crimes. The rate
discrepancies in the UCR noted by the Violence Commission persisted into
the 1970s.2 The rate of aggravated assault, which was generally highest
among the violent offenses, was nevertheless still well below the rate of
motor-vehicle theft, which had the lowest rate among the property offenses
(table 6). Indeed, even when the violent index crimes are grouped together,
their combined rate historically had been below that of motor-vehicle theft
until 1975.

When the gravity of different types of offenses is considered, however,
violent crime is probably the most salient of all crimes in the minds of
Americans because of its potential for serious physical and emotional harm.
We now focus on these particular offenses.

The rate increases in serious violent crimes docurnented by the Violence
Commission have continued.? UCR data show that between 1969 and 1982
the rate of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter rose from 7.3 to 9.1 per
100,000 population; the rate of forcible rape climbed from 18.5 to 33.6;
and the rates of robbery and aggravated assault jumped from 148.4 to 231.9
and from 154.5 to 280.8, respectively (table 6). These rates represent sub-
stantial percentage increases: 25 percent for criminal homicide, 82 percent
for forcible rape, 56 percent for robbery, and 82 percent for aggravated
assault. The combined violent crime rate, which is dominated by robbery
and aggravated assault, soared from 328.7 to 555.3, an increase of 69 pet-
cent in fourteen years. Criminal homicide, forcible rape, and aggravated
assault all reached their highest levels in 1981, and robbery did so one year
later. Aggravated assault exhibited the highest rates, followed closely by
robbery. If both the levels and the increases in violent crime reported in
the UCR were cause for alarm in 1969, then these more recent data are
cause for even greater alarm,

Since the 1980s began, the nation has witnessed declines in the official
rates of every violent crime. The rates of criminal homicide, forcible rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault were 10.2, 36.4, 243.5, and 290.6, respec-
tively, in 1980, but had decreased to 9.1, 33.6, 231.9, and 280.8, respec-
tively, in 1982 (table 6). Over a three-year period, then, the rates of
criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault dropped
by 10.8 percent, 7.7 percent, 4.8 percent, and 3.4 percent, in order of
mention. Whether this downswing represents the beginning of a long-term
trend or only a short-term depression cannot yet be ascertained.

NCS statistics tell a somewhat different story. Forcible rape, personal
robbery, and aggravated assault have not shown striking changes between
1973 and 1980. The rate (per 100,000 population aged 12 and over) of
forcible rape was 100.0 in 1973 and 90.0 in 1980; the rate of personal



24 Neil Alan Weiner & Marvin E. Wolfgang

robbery was 700.0 in 1973 and 650.0 in 1980, the rate of aggravated assault
was 1,000.0 in 1973 and 920.0 in 1980); and the combined violent crime rate
was 1,800.0 in 1973 and 1,660.0 in {980 (table 7). These rate differences
represent a decrease in forcible rape of 10 percent and decreases in personal
robbery and aggravated assault of 7 and 8 percent, respectively. The com-
bined violent crime rate feil by 8 percent over the eight-year period. In
contrast to the UCR, which shows violent crime to have risen through the
1970s, reaching its highest levels in the first two years of the 1980s, the
NCS shows no regular incline for forcible rape or aggravated assault, and
for rabbery it shows higher rates in the early 1970s.

For a fair comparison to be made between the UCR and the NCS, they
should be examined for at least the years in which they overlap, 1973 to
1980. In this period, the UCR indicates an increase in forcible rape of 49
pereent, whereas the NCS shows a decrease of 10 percent; the UCR shows
that aggravated assault increased by 45 percent, but the NCS indicates only
an § percent increasc; the {/CR shows that robbery increased by 33 percent,
whereas the NCS indicates a 7 percent decrease (table 8).

These discrepancies between the two systems between 1973 and 1980 are
just part of the picture, however. The annual rates show, according to the
UCR, that forcible rape and aggravated assault increased consistently,
whereas robbery first increased, then decreased, and subscquently in-
creased again (table 8). The NCS, on the other hand, shows that forcible
rape and aggravated assault remained fairly stable, whereas robbery was
generally on the decline until the most recent years.

Turning from trend comparisons to magnitude comparisons, the NCS
always registers substantially higher rates. Between 1973 and 1980, the NCS
rates of forcible rape and robbery were 2.5 to 4 times higher than the
corresponding UCR rates, and the rate of aggravated assault was 3.5 to 5
times higher (table 8). These figures should invite heightened concern over
the levels of violent crime in America.

The divergences between the UCR and the NCS must certainly be ex-
amined more closely in the futurc if we are to formulate national policies
to deal effectively with violent crime, for these are the only sources of
national statistics collected over time. When the two sets of crime statistics
are adjusted to produce greater comparability, the discrepancies lessen. For
example, it has been shown recently that when UCR rates are based on
the population aged 12 and over, when commercial robberies are excluded
from UCR rates (as they are from NCS rates of personal robbery), and
when the UCR is adjusted for persons who do not report violent crimes to
law-enforcement agencies (information that is collected by the NCS), the
two scts of data begin to look more alike in both magnitudes and trends
and, by implication, in the rate changes they exhibit over time.*
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Though much work remains to be done to bolster the reliability of these
two important sources of criminal statistics, on balance we can conclude
from them that violent crime has increased—but somewhat less than is
indicated by the UCR-—and that these rates are disturbingly high and would
have to be viewed as such even without evidence of their increase.

When UCR violent offense rates are used to compute victimization prob-
abilities (by dividing each offense rate into the population base of 100,000
used to calculate it), we find, as expected, that the probability of being
victimized violently has increased between 1969 and 1981 (table 6).3' The
chances of being murdered were 1 in 13,699 in 1969 compared to 1 in
10,989 in 1982; the chances of being forcibly raped were 1 in 5,405 in 1969
compared to 1 in 2,976 in 1982; the chances of being robbed were 1 in 674
in 1969 compared to 1 in 431 in 1982; and the chances of being assaulted
seriously were 1 in 647 in 1969 compared to 1 in 356 in 1982. These figures
represent unsettling upturns of 34 percent for criminal homicide, 92 percent
for forcible rape, 69 percent for robbery, and 82 percent for aggravated
assault. (These are the percentage increases in the offense rates from which
each of the victimization probabilities was computed.)

We can obtain a rough estimate of the number of persons responsible
for acts of criminal violence in the nation by using a procedure outlined by
the Violence Commission.* In 1969 there were approximately 1,972 seri-
ously violent offenders for every 100,000 Americans; in 1981 this figure had
climbed to 3,401. Viewed alternatively, approximately 1 in 50 Americans
may have been involved in a violent crime in 1969 compared to 1 in 30
Americans in 1981, an increase of 76 percent. In terms of absolute num-
bers, more than 4 million people in 1969 and almost 8 million people in
1981 appear to have committed a criminally violent act, staggering numbers
to say the least.

In the 1960s and persisting throughout the 1970s, disparities were ob-
served in rates of violent crimes between city areas, areas adjacent to the
city, and rural areas and between cities of different sizes.** UCR data in-
dicate that cities continued to suffer higher rates of violent crime than rural
areas by factors of about 1.5 for criminal homicide, 2--2.5 for both rape
and aggravated assault, and 12-20 for robbery (table 9). This pattern is
confirmed by the NCS data, which show that metropolitan areas (both
central cities and the adjacent areas) have consistently higher rates of forc-
ible rape, personal robbery, and aggravated assault than nonmetropolitan
areas. When central-city metropolitan areas are compared with nonmet-
ropolitan areas, the former registered forcible rape rates that were 1.5-3
times higher than the latter, aggravated assault rates that were about
2 times as high, and personal robbery rates that were 4-5 times higher
(table 10). Cities exceeded both rural and nonmetropolitan areas to a much
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greater extent in robbery rates than was the case for any of the other serious
violent crimes, indicating that robbery, more than these other crimes, is a
city phenomenon.

Cities most plagued by violent crime are the larger ones (table 11). For
example, cities with populations greater than 250,000 experienced substan-
tially higher rates of violent crime than cities with populations of less than
10,000. Criminal homicide rates were about 6 times higher; forcible rape
rates were between 4 and 6 times greater; robbery rates were between 15
and 25 times higher; and aggravated assault rates were about 2 to 3 times
higher. Furthermore, as city size decreased from those with populations
greater than 250,000 to those with less than 10,000, the rates of each type
of violent crime also decreased consistently.

Data collected by the UCR indicate that all regions—the Northeast,
North Central, South, and West—sustained rate increases between 1969
and 1982, a continuation of the upward trend noted by the Violence Com-
mission (table 12).3* The Northeast experienced the highest rate increases
in robbery and aggravated assault and the second highest rate increases in
criminal homicide and forcible rape, which together produced the highest
overall rate increase among the four regions. During both the 1960s and
the 1970s, the Northeast suffered some of the most dramatic upturns in the
levels of violent crime in the nation.

The South continued to have the highest rates of criminal homicide (be-
tween 10.4 and 13.3 per 100,000 population), nearly 2 times greater than
the rates of the Northeast and North Central regions. For the first half of
the 1970s, the South also registered rates of criminal homicide that were
nearly twice as high as those of the West, but rates in the West began to
rise in the second half of the decade, and by the decade’s end they were
not far below those of the South. Although the South had the highest rates
of aggravated assault throughout the 1960s, from 1973 on the West dis-
played the highest rates, ranging from 234.6 per 100,000 population in 1973
to 371.4 in 1980.

During the 1970s, the West displayed the highest rates of forcible rape,
as it did during the 1960s. These rates, which ranged between 28.9 and
51.9 per 100,000 population, were approximately one and one-third to two
times greater than those of the other regions. When robbery was consid-
ered, a clear shift in pattern obtained across the last two decades. Whereas
the West and North Central regions had the highest robbery rates during
the 1960s, the Northeast was so burdened during the 1970s, followed by
the West. Between 1969 and 1982, the robbery rate in the Northeast shot
upward from 188.6 to 348.5. Considering the total violent crime rate, from
a closely clustered field in 1969 the West and the Northeast have emerged
as the most beleaguered regions, mainly because of their relatively high
rates of robbery and aggravated assault (table 12).
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Work conducted for the Violence Commission showed that young male
members of minority groups had been responsible for a disproportionately
high share of the serious violent crimes during the 1960s.% UCR and NCS
statistics for the 1970s indicate that these patterns have remained stable.”
UCR data further indicate that the rates of violent crime among young
males and among members of minority groups are increasing almost with-
out exception.

During the past decade, males represented slightly less than half of the
population of the United States;” yet according to UCR statistics they were
responsible for a substantially higher proportion of the arrests for violent
offenses: for more than eight out of every ten arrests for criminal homicide
and aggravated assault, for virtually all the arrests for forcible rape, and
for more than nine out of every ten arrests for robbery (table 13). NCS
data show almost identical results, with male oftfenders accounting for more
than 90 percent of forcible rapes and for 80 to 90 percent of the personal
robberies and aggravated assaults.

Disparities between males and females in the commission of serious vio-
lent crime can be highlighted further by comparing their respective arrest
rates. UCR data for the 1970s show that male rates far outstripped those
of females for cach type of violent crime: by a factor of between 3 and 6
for criminal homicide, by a factor of close to 7 for aggravated assault, and
by a factor of between 13 and 16 for robbery (table 14). When the four
violent crimes are combined, male arrest rates are about ten times greater
than those of females.

During the past decade, both males and females sustained rate increases
for robbery and aggravated assault—almost equal increases for aggravated
assault but greater increases for females than for males for robbery
(table 14). Male rates also increased for criminal homicide and forcible
rape, but the female rate of criminal homicide displayed almost no change
at afl.

UCR data show that young adults (aged 18 to 24) and older juveniles
(aged 15 to 17) have been responsible disproportionately for acts of criminal
violence. Although young adults have constituted about 13 percent of the
population of the United States, according to UCR statistics they have
accounted generaily for more than 30 percent of those arrested for criminal
homicide and aggravated assault and for about 40 to 45 percent of those
arrested for forcible rape and robbery (table 15). Older juveniles, who have
constituted just under 6 percent of the population,* have accumulated ap-
proximately 10 to 15 percent of the arrests for forcible rape and between
20 and 25 percent of the arrests for robbery. This age group was also
responsible for a disproportionately greater share of the arrests for criminal
homicide (about 8 percent) and aggravated assault (about 11 percent); but



28 Neil Alan Weiner & Marvin E. Woligang

clearly the magnitude of the disproportionality is less for these offenses
than for forcible rape and robbery.

Striking results appear when arrest rates for the different age groups are
computed from UCR data. Examination of the rates for violent index crimes
combined indicates that young adults (aged 18 to 24) had the highest overall
rates, followed fairly closely by older juveniles (aged 15 to 17) and then,
far behind, by older adults (aged 25 and older) and, still further behind,
by younger juveniles and children (below age 15) (table 16). Furthermore,
young adults and older juveniles registered the highest rates regardless of
the type of violent crime. When these two age groups were compared,
young adults recorded higher arrest rates for three of the four violent of-
fenses: criminal homicide by a factor of about two, forcible rape by a factor
of about one and one-third, and aggravated assault by a factor of about
one and one-quarter. Robbery, however, was committed more often by older
juveniles, especially since the middle of the past decade, when their arrest
rates began to exceed those of young adults by about one and one-third.
Older juveniles also incurred a higher rate increase than young adults for
robbery and fairly similar rate increases for criminal homicide and aggra-
vated assault. Neither older juveniles nor young adults experienced much
of a rate increase for forcible rape, however.

After World War II, the country entered a period of about a decade
(1946 to 1956) in which the birthrate soared. The first of these large baby-
boom cohorts entered its peak arrest ages (15 to 25) for violent crimes
about 1963, the time at which the violent crime rate began to rise sharply
in the nation. The last of these cohorts entered its peak arrest ages in the
early 1970s and matured out of this high-risk period in about 1980. The
high and increasing levels of violent crime witnessed in the 1960s and the
1970s are attributable in part to these birth cohorts. As the last of these
cohorts has passed out of the high-risk ages, we might expect a decline in
the level of violent crime during the latter part of the 1980s. The decline
is likely to be modest, however, for those demographic groups that exhibit
the highest arrest rates for violent crimes tend also to have the highest
birthrates. As a result, even after the baby-boom cohorts have moved out
of their high-risk ages, these age groups will nevertheless in forthcoming
years still have a high proportion of persons most likely to engage in violent
crimes.

Examination of UCR statistics on race indicates that although blacks have
constituted approximately 12 percent of the nation’s population,* they have
accumulated 50 to 60 percent of the arrests for criminal homicide, about
50 percent of the arrests for forcible rape, close to 60 percent of the arrests
for robbery, and between 40 and 50 percent of the arrests for aggravated
assault (table 17). NCS data also show that blacks are responsible for a
disproportionate amount of serious violent crime (tables 18-19).
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Race-specific arrest rates computed from UCR figures show the size of
these disparities in an alternative way. Relative to whites, blacks sustained
criminal homicide rates that were between 7 and 13 times greater, forcible
rape rates about 7 times higher, robbery rates 10 to 17 times higher, and
aggravated assault rates between 4 and 7 times greater (table 20). Over
the span of the decade, whites exhibited more pronounced increases in
their arrest rates than did blacks for forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault. For criminal homicide, the white rate increased substantially,
whereas the black rate decreased slightly.

That victims are very much like offenders in terms of soctal and demo-
graphic characteristics had been established by the Violence Commission;*
that this has remained the case is confirmed by the NCS. Victimization
rates were higher for males than for females (with the exception of forcible
rape), for the young than for the old, for blacks than for whites, and for
the poor than for the more affluent.

Males figured more prominently than females as victims of both robbery
and aggravated assault, sustaining victimization rates that were more than
2 times as high for robbery and about 3 times as high for aggravated assault
(table 21). Not surprisingly, females were much more likely to be forcibly
raped than were males, by a factor of about 8.

Older juveniles (aged 16 to 19) and young adults (aged 20 to 24) have
been found to be disproportionately the targets of violent crimes. NCS data
firmly support the currency of this finding. Persons in these age groups
experienced the highest and roughly comparable chances of being raped,
which were approximately 2 times as high as those of other age groups.
Older juveniles and young adults also suffered the highest and roughly
comparable risks of being assaulted seriously. They were about twice as
likely to be assaulted as their two closest rivals, the 12- to 15-year-olds and
the 25- to 34-year-olds. Robbery victims also fell, for the most part, into
the younger age brackets: 12- to 15-year-olds, 16- to 19-year-olds, and 20-
to 24-year-olds all shared a similarly high risk of being robbed, which was
2 to 3 times higher than that of older age groups.

Victimization rates by race indicate that blacks have continued to sustain
the highest risks. Focusing just on disparities between blacks and whites,
NCS data show that blacks ran a risk of forcible rape that was one and
one-half to two times greater, a risk of robbery two to three times higher,
and a risk of aggravated assault more than one and one-third times higher,
yielding an overall risk that was nearly twice as great (table 22).

Economically disadvantaged persons were most often victims of serious
violent crimes. NCS data indicate that persons who belonged to families
earning less than $3,000 annually bore the brunt of violent crime, for they
were more than twice as likely as any other income group to be forcibly
raped, more than one and one-half times more likely to be robbed, and
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more than one and one-third times more likely to be assaulted seriously.
As annual family income increased, the ravages of violent crime generally
decreased.

The NCS presents information for the years 1973 and 1979 that relates
the victim and the offender by their respective races.*' The only other
personal characteristic for which similar information is presented is sex, but
only for 1976. Forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault were predom-
inantly intraracial; in general, more than seven out of every ten serious
violent offenses committed against a black were committed by a black, and
between three-fifths and four-fifths of the forcible rapes and assaults com-
mitted against whites were committed by whites. Robbery, however, was
the exception to this pattern, as it has been historically: more than the
other violent offenses, robbery was an interracial affair in which blacks
were more likely to victimize whites. Although whites robbed other whites
in substantial proportions, in more than half of the incidents involving a
single offender and in more than one-third of the events involving multiple
offenders, blacks also robbed whites in substantial numbers,

Looking at NCS data on the involvement of the sexes as victims and
offenders in violent crimes, the overwhelming majority of these incidents
were committed by males regardless of the sex of the victim: virtually all
forcible rapes, more than four-fifths of the robberies, and more than two-
thirds of the aggravated assaults. When females offended violently, they
were most likely to engage in robbery and aggravated assault and were
more likely to select a female victim than a male victim.*

NCS data show that when a violent crime erupts the victim is likely to
be alone: in more than nine out of every ten forcible rapes and robberies
and in more than cight out of every ten aggravated assaults. These data
also show that a victim is most likely to be faced by a single offender in
cases of forcible rape (about 80 percent of the incidents), is somewhat less
likely to be so confronted in cases of aggravated assault (between 65 and
70 percent of the time), and is least likely to be confronted by a single
offender in cases of robbery {50 percent of the incidents).

A significant part of the fear of violent crime is the fear of being victim-
ized by a stranger. NCS data indicate that a majority of violent crimes have
been committed historically by strangers: four-fifths of the robberies, two-
thirds of the forcible rapes, and three-fifths of the aggravated assaults.
Rates computed for these data tell the same story but in a different way:
robberies were about six times more likely to be committed by a stranger
than by someone who was known to the victim; forcible rapes were twice
as likely to be carried out by a stranger; and aggravated assaults were about
one and two-thirds times more likely to be performed by a stranger
(tabie 23).

Much violent crime occurred outside the home and its immediate vicinity.
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Approximately three-fifths of the robberies and two-fifths of both the forc-
ible rapes and the aggravated assaults occurred in open public places, such
as the street or a park (table 24). More intimate environments, the home
and places nearby, were not immune from these events, however, for about
one-third of the forcible rapes and about one-fifth of the robberies and
aggravated assaults were committed there. Forcible rapes occurred about
as often in the victim’s home or close by as in an open public place. Robbery
and aggravated assault, on the other hand, occurred more often in an open
public place than in the home or nearby: robbery about three times more
often and aggravated assault about twice as often. Robbery and aggravated
assault have been violent street phenomena more than has forcible rape.

Central to the enigma of criminal violence is the outcome. In precisely
how many incidents is the victim physically harmed? NCS data indicate that
one of every three victims of personal robberies and assaults sustained an
injury (table 25). Males and females were injured equally often. When age
was examined, no clear pattern appeared, for the victims of both personal
robberies and assaults had similar risks of injury across the age spectrum.
Nor did the race of the victim bear strongly on the likelihood of injury.
Interestingly, injuries were sustained more often by victims who knew their
assailants in cases of personal robbery and assault than by victims who did
not.

Americans have not behaved passively toward those who would victimize
them violently: eight out of every ten victims of forcible rape, more than
one out of every two robbery victims, and seven out of every ten victims
of aggravated assault initiated some type of self-protective measure. Fire-
arms and knives were used rarely for self-protection—in less than 4 percent
of the personal robberies and aggravated assaults and almost never in cases
of forcible rape. Victims of forcible rape most often attempted to get help
or to frighten their attacker (about 30 percent of the time); somewhat less
often, they used physical force or a weapon other than a firearm or knife
or tried to threaten or to reason with their assailant (between 20 and 25
percent of the time). Robbery victims most often tried to use physical force
or a weapon other than a firearm or knife (about 30 percent of the time);
about equally often they tried to get help, to frighten the robber, to threaten
or reason with the robber, or to use some other kind of nonviolent resistance
like evasion (about 20 percent of the time). Use of physical force, a weapon
other than a firearm or knife, or nonviolent resistance was the most favored
tactic of persons subjected to serious assaults (between 25 and 30 percent
of the time).

These findings complement research done during the Violence Commis-
sion, which showed that a sizable portion of violent crime, especially crim-
inal homicide and aggravated assault, involved victims who were the first
to use violence or some other provocation.*
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In the past decade, considerable work has been done to determine
whether a core group of offenders exists who repeatedly commit serious
violent crimes and who, as a consequence, are responsible for the bulk of
these acts. Efforts along this line have yielded the finding that the vast
majority of violent crime is committed by a relatively few repetitively vi-
olent persons. Research conducted on two large birth cohorts born in Phil-
adelphia in 1945 and 1958 indicates that chronic male offenders (those who
compiled five or more police contacts) represented small segments of the
offender populations: 18 percent of the offenders in the 1945 birth cohort
and 23 percent in the 1958 cohort. These offenders accounted, however,
for a disproportionately large share of the offenses: 52 percent in the 1945
birth cohort and 61 percent in the 1958 cohort.* More significant, the
chronic offenders in each cohort were responsible for the major portion of
serious violent offenses: 71 percent of the criminal homicides, 73 percent
of the rapes, 82 percent of the robberies, and 69 percent of the aggravated
assaults in the 1945 birth cohort; and 61 percent of the criminal homicides,
76 percent of the forcible rapes, 73 percent of the robberies, and 65 percent
of the aggravated assaults in the 1958 birth cohort. Furthermore, offenders
with five or more police contacts were most likely to injure their victims,
for they compiled 58 percent of the injurious offenses in the 1945 birth
cohort and 66 percent in the 1958 cohort.® A similar pattern of a high
concentration of serious offenses among a small minority of offenders has
been reported in other research.* Within already high-risk offender pop-
ulations—urban, young, male, minority-group members—there is, then, a
small group that is at even greater risk to do harm to others.

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS

An accurate appraisal of the dimensions of criminal violence in America
requires a comparative treatment at the international level. However, mar-
shalling statistics that can be used reliably to establish patterns and trends
in criminal violence for the United States and other members of the inter-
national community presents several difficulties. First, there is a history of
poor record-keeping practices in countries outside Europe. Further diffi-
cultics are posed by national differences in legal definitions of crime, in
customs concerning the reporting of crimes to and the recording of crimes
by law-enforcement agencies, and in traditions in the administration of
justice by law-enforcement and judicial institutions. To minimize these
hindrances to cross-cultural analysis, we limit our discussion to nations that
bear the greatest similarity to the United States in their history and insti-
tutions: the urban and industrial European nations and those non-European
nations that share this cultural tradition.

The Violence Commission relied on data published by the United Nations
in its analysis of criminal homicide and on data compiled by Canada, Den-
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mark, England, and Wales for the UN investigation of forcible rape, rob-
bery, and aggravated assault. These data clearly document that levels of
violent crime in the United States were well above those of the comparison
nations.*’ Statistics collected by the commission indicated that between
1955 and 1966 the rate of criminal homicide in the United States, which
varied between about 4.5 and 6.0 per 100,000 population, was at least twice
as high as the rates of the other nations: Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, England, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Norway, and
Switzerland.*® Furthermore, whereas the rate of criminal homicide in the
United States showed a consistent incline over the twelve-year period, the
rates of the other nations were either relatively stable or erratic, or they
increased only modestly.

Similar disparities obtained when the rates of forcible rape, robbery, and
aggravated assault were compared for the United States, Canada, Den-
mark, England, and Wales. U.S. rates in each of these categories exceeded
those of each of the comparison countries by a factor of at least one and
one-half.** As the Violence Commission pointed out, “For each major vio-
lent act, the reported American average rate [for the years 1963 to 1967]
1s greater than the reported average rate for the other three countries com-
bined.”%°

Cross-national patterns in homicide observed in 1969 continued through-
out the 1970s. The United States still suffered a homicide rate at least three
times higher than the rates sustained by European nations (table 26). Fur-
thermore, for the early portion of the comparison period, 1970 to 1975,
the United States experienced a much steeper incline in its homicide rate
than did the other nations.

Data on robbery for the first half of the 1970s also conform to what we
would expect, given the findings of the Violence Commission. Relative to
European countries, the United States exhibited by far the highest mean
robbery rate (191.2 per 100,000 population), exceeding its closest rival,
Canada, by a factor of almost 3 (table 27).

Traditionally, then, America has experienced levels of criminal violence
that either far exceed or are among the highest of nations most similar to
it in culture and history. Unfortunately, this is as far as we can go in making
international comparisons. Information is either unavailable, not of high
quality, or not collected and published annually from other countries on
the more detailed aspects of criminal violence discussed earlier in this re-
port, such as age, sex, and race variations and the victim-offender rela-
tionship.

SUMMARY: VIOLENT CRIME IN AMERICA

During the 1960s the United States suffered increases in the rates of all
types of violent crime. On the basis of available historical information, the
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level of violent crime reached an all-time high in this decade. Regional
trends mirrored that of the nation: the Northeast, North Central, South,
and West all sustained rate increases in cach category of violent crime, the
sharpest increases being experienced by the Northeast and North Central
areas. The South, however, had the highest rates of criminal homicide and
aggravated assault; the West, the highest rates of forcible rape; and the
West and North Central regions, the highest rates of robbery.

Official statistics indicate that the rate increases in violent crime sustained
during the 1960s continued throughout the 1970s, both in the nation as a
whole and in each of the four regions. Particularly disturbing were sharp
rises in violent crime in the Northeast, a continuation of the trend begun
in the 1960s. The South continued to experience the highest rates of crim-
inal homicide, but the West began to draw closer to it by the decade’s end.
Whereas the South had the highest rates of aggravated assauit when the
Violence Commission reported its findings, the West dislodged it from this
position in the 1970s. During each of the past two decades the West has
had the highest levels of forcible rape. Robbery rates, which were highest
in the West and North Central regions in the 1960s, were highest in the
Northeast over the 1970s.

NCS data on national trends are somewhat at variance with the corre-
sponding UCR statistics. A relative stability in the rates of forcible rape
and aggravated assault was evidenced in the NCS data. Robbery showed a
general decline, until recently. Preliminary efforts to reconcile differences
between the UCR and the NCS, by making the two statistical sources more
comparable, has not firmly established the greater validity of one over the
other. However, on balance it would appear that violent crime has in-
creased. But even if it were established that the level of violent crime has
not risen, it is still unacceptably high. NCS information showed, for ex-
ample, forcible rape and robbery rates to be three to four times higher
than the corresponding UCR rates and the rate of aggravated assault to be
nearly four times higher. Given these figures, rates of criminal violence
need not be on the upswing for the nation to be legitimately concerned
about their level.

Examination of the demographic characteristics of persons arrested for
violent crimes has yielded a distinctive and consistent picture: violent crimes
have been committed mostly by young male members of socially, econom-
ically, and politically disadvantaged minority groups. Data on offenders
obtained from the victims of violent crime have been in agreement with
this finding.

The victims of violent crimes were very much like their assailants in terms
of demographic characteristics: they were most likely to be young, male,
members of a minority group, poor, and urban.

Noteworthy patterns were found when the personal characteristics of vio-
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lent offenders and their victims were considered together. These confron-
tations were predominantly intraracial, except for robbery, which often
involved a minority-group member victimizing a majority-group member,
and intrasexual, except for forcible rape. Data collected for the Violence
Commission showed that both victims and offenders tended to be adults in
cases of criminal homicide, aggravated assault, and armed robbery.

Victims of violent crimes were usually alone when the act occurred. The
number of offenders who took part in violent crimes varied by the type of
crime. Forcible rapes were most likely to be committed by a single offender,
followed, in descending order, by aggravated assault and robbery. That
strangers were involved in violent offenses in substantial numbers was borne
out by victimization studies. Robberies in particular tended to be commit-
ted by persons unknown to the victim.

Fully one in three Americans subjected to a violent crime was injured
during the course of the incident. Americans were not passive relative to
their attackers, however. A sizable portion of the offenses, particularly
criminal homicides and aggravated assaults, involved victims who were the
first to use violence or some other form of provocation. Furthermore, vic-
tims often resisted during the course of offenses that they had not provoked,
adopting techniques ranging from the use of firearms and knives (which
occurred very infrequently) to threatening and trying to reason with their
assailant.

Spatial analyses of violent crime have found that criminal homicides and
forcible rapes occur more often at home than do aggravated assaults and
robberies. These latter two offenses more often occur in open public places,
especially robbery, which makes it the typical violent “street crime.”

Studies done over the last decade have shown that a substantial portion
of violent offenses are committed by a small cadre of offenders who commit
these acts frequently.

In comparison with other nations that are most similar to the United
States in their institutions and history, the United States either has the
highest rates of serious violent crime or is among the nations with the
highest rates.
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Crimes of Violence and Public Policy:
Changing Directions

ELLIOTT CURRIE

Writing in 1969, in a time of extraordinary social upheaval and frightening
rises in the reported rate of violent crime, the Violence Commission offered
a fearful scenario of what American cities might look like in ‘““a few more
years’’ 1n the absence of “‘effective public action.”

Central business districts, surrounded by zones of “accelerating deteri-
oration,” would be reasonably protected even in the daytime only because
large numbers of people would be working or shopping under the watchful
protection of the police. Except for police patrols, the districts would be
largely deserted at night. “Upper-middle and high-income populations”
would huddie in “fortified cells”—high-rise apartments and residential
compounds complete with elaborate security devices and private guards.
Homes would be “fortified by an array of devices from window grilles to
electronic surveillance equipment”; armed citizen patrols would supple-
ment inadequate police in neighborhoods near the central city.

The more affluent would specd along heavily patrolled expressways
which-—-in the Vietnam-era military language that often popped up, con-
sciously or otherwise, in discussions of domestic social policy—would be
“sanitized corridors” connecting “safe areas.” Cars and taxis would be
“routinely” equipped with unbreakable glass and even “light armor”
Armed guards would ride ‘“‘shotgun” on public transportation. Ghetto
slums would be “places of terror” that might be entirely out of police
control after dark. Schools and other public facilities would be patrolled
by armed guards. Those who had business in or near the central city would
have access to inside garages or valet parking.!

When the commission’s Final Report was released in late 1969, this sce-
nario was one of the things that interested the media and the public most
strongly. I can remember, in fact, thinking at the time that it was a usefully
overwrought portrait—one that exaggerated the terrors before us consid-
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erably, but did so deliberately, in the wholly justifiable cause of spurring
public action against the roots of urban violence.

But the “few years™ have passed, and what most strikes me today about
the commission’s scenario is that, with some exceptions, it came true to
such an extent that we now simply take most of it for granted. There are
a couple of false notes; the bit about “light armor” on the cars was over-
wrought, and though there have been some armed patrols in areas threat-
ened by high crime, they haven’t been a common response in the cities.

But much of the rest of the portrait has, by the 1980s, become simply
the stuff of routine urban life. Not all cities fit the picture, but many do. I
was struck by this during a recent foray into the newly “‘revitalized” down-
town area of a large, high-crime western city that shall remain nameless.
The high-rise buildings were there, all right. Most of them scemed, indeed,
to be banks; they gleamed and glittered and fairly oozed urban prosperity.
But the guards were there, too—inside the buildings, in the lobbies and in
the elevators; outside the buildings, in the parking garages (imagine the
commission, in 1969, thinking it worthy of note that downtown visitors
would insist on protected parking!) and in the immaculate, if mainly de-
serted, plaza betwcen the buildings.

Almost literally a stone’s throw away is a towering new jail that, along
with the banks, has been the other big architectural transformation down-
town. Unlike the banks, the jail is built of gray stone with narrow slits for
windows, not wide expanses of tinted glass and steel, but it is almost equally
imposing.

A few blocks from downtown you can indeed find armed guards in school
yards and in the housing projects and in some of the remaining neighbor-
hood stores as well, In some of the better-heeled suburbs, you can indeed
find electronic home security devices on a scale and sophistication reserved
for military operations back in the sixties. Meanwhile this city’s ghettos are
“places of terror,” though there are cities that are considerably worse in
this regard. The “sanitized corridor’” metaphor is probably a little strong
for this city, but it is not for some others, where people do sometimes lose
their lives because their cars stall in the wrong part of town. In a neigh-
boring big city, the police department politely, but officially, tells tourists
simply to avoid traveling through the ghetto areas nearest to downtown if
at all possible and, if not, to keep windows rolled up, doors locked, and
avoid stopping their cars at all costs.

The figures, of course, tell the same story. In 1968, when the commission
began its deliberations, the national homicide rate as measured by the
Uniform Crime Reports was 6.8 per 100,000. In 1981, there was much
celebration in the media because the rate had fallen slightly—to 9.8-—~from
10.2 of the year before.? The jump between 1968 and 1980 in this, the most
reliable of indicators of criminal violence, amounted to exactly 50 percent.
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Overall rates of criminal violence have apparently fallen slightly from
their peak in 1980, but the comfort we can take from this is small. So far,
crime rates haven’t fallen below their usual late-1970s’ levels; they’ve only
returned to a more typical course after the sudden upward surge at the
close of the decade. More important, though the recent decline is certainly
welcome, its sources are mysterious. We don’t know why it happened nor
whether any particular policy or set of policies can take any credit for it,
It’s sometimes said that the decline reflects the effect of community crime
prevention programs, but it isn’t clear that such programs are, nationally,
more widespread or much better designed than they were in 1980, when
violent crime apparently rose sharply. The recent decline is also sometimes
attributed to tougher sentencing, and it’s certainly true that we have locked
more offenders up than ever before in recent years. But that trend began
well before the fractional decline in violent crimes in the past two years,
and it coincided with the opposite trend—sharply rising criminal violence—
in the late 1970s.

Moreover, looked at more closely, the pattern of this decline is also some-
what mystifying. If we look at age-specific rates of homicide victimization,
for example, from recent vital statistics data, we learn a puzzling fact about
the slight decline in homicide between 1980 and 1981. That decline took
place for some age groups but not others. It was sharpest among infants
under one year, while homicide death rates rose slightly both for other
children under fourteen and for adults aged thirty-five to forty-four, as well
as for some older adults, including those sixty-five to seventy-four and over
eighty-five (but not those aged seventy-five to eighty-four).> What do we
make of this? Someone may have an explanation, but I don’t. What it
suggests to me is that we know very little about the meaning of either the
recent decline or the only slightly less recent upward spurt in violent crime
that preceded it.

Meanwhile, our more general situation is clearly, and painfully, apparent.
Overall, violent crime has risen substantially since the Violence Commis-
sion’s report. Even then, as the commission noted, with irony, the United
States was the “clear leader” among otherwise comparable societies in its
high levels of criminal violence.* In many cases, those disparities have risen
since the sixties. Even more than when the commission wrote, the United
States more closely resembles some less developed countries of the Third
World in this respect than it does any other advanced industrial society.

What’s especially troubling about our present situation is that it exists
in the face of a decade and a half of extraordinarily intensive anticrime
efforts. Indeed, the seventies and early eighties have been unique in the
degree to which vast social and economic resources, as well as a good deal
of human ingenuity, were poured—sometimes recklessly, sometimes with
considerable care and creativity—into the fight against crime. Since the
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commission wrote, we have doubled the national incarceration rate, spent
enormous sums on police hardware and software, instituted thousands of
local crime prevention programs, “hardened” our “targets” through the
extensive application of security measures to homes and businesses, and,
not least, changed our daily routines in a multitude of ways to avoid vic-
timization. All this, according to common sense and even to some crimi-
nological theory, should have helped the crime problem a great deal more
than it did.

Instead, by the early eighties, we had reached what was widely regarded
as a frustrating and depressing impasse. Newsweek's cover story on crime
in 1981 reflected the sentiment well, noting that the response to violent
crime had become a “dispiriting malaise” and that we had lost the *old
optimism proclaiming that we know what the problems are and that we
have the solutions at hand.” Newsweek concluded its gloomy review with
the suggestion that we learn “not to expect too much,’* a quietism that
was echoed by the Reagan administration’s Task Force on Violent Crime,
which opted out of even seriously considering the causes of crime as a
possible subject for public policy, citing the “‘risks of assuming that the
government can solve whatever problem it addresses.”®

Is this impasse inevitable? I don’t think so. As I have elsewhere argued,’
I think we know a great deal more about the causes of crime than much
fashionable argument since the mid-1970s has suggested; and that we also
know a great deal more about what, broadly, we might do about it. Out
of the increasingly sophisticated research and program expericnce of the
past several years, there is emerging what, I think, promises to be a fruitful
series of new directions in dealing with violent crime. In what follows, I
won’t attempt to give a detailed description of those directions; some of
them are treated in other chapters in this volume. Instead, I want to sketch
what I take to be some of their broad, thematic outlines, the guiding prin-
ciples that seem to me to distinguish them from the dominant approaches
to violent crime in the recent past. One way to begin is to consider briefly
the outlines of what has gone before.

Since the mid-1970s, the strategy most consistently adopted against crime
in America has been one designed to increase the levels of incarceration
of serious offenders. In the most superficial sense, this strategy has been
an enormous success. We have doubled our rate of state prison incarcera-
tion in the past decade, and our often noted world prominence in this regard
has grown; if we were the world’s leader in imprisonment rates a decade
ago, we're now leaving most of the competition in the dust, despite the
pale efforts of some of our would-be competitors, like Mrs. Thatcher’s
Britain.

What this has done to the fabric of institutional life inside the correctional
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system is well known. What it has done to the fabric of community life in
the high-risk areas that disproportionately supply the recruits to the swell-
ing inmate army is less well understood. But it must be considerable, given
the astonishingly high proportions of young men from disadvantaged com-
munities—particularly minority communities—who have been signed up,

What is clear is that it hasn’t done much about crime. This is especially
clear, because—unlike most other social experiments—this one has been
implemented on such a large scale and with a single-mindedness bordering
on ferocity.

At the best interpretation, it could be argued that it has simply taken all
these years for the strategy of raising the ‘““costs” of crime to really hit its
stride and that the recent decline in crime attests to that strategy’s emerging
success. Yet even if we were fo grant that the recent decline is both sig-
nificant and largely due to the incapacitative and/or deterrent impact of
doubling the incarceration rate—both of which are not altogether unrea-
sonable, but do require a substantial leap of faith of a sort not usually
permitted in the evaluation of social experiments—we are left, at best, with
a remarkably meager payoff for the enormous, costly, and disruptive in-
vestment of social resources involved.

Moreover, this has been a thoroughly unsurprising outcome. Virtually
all the serious research available to us—best summarized in the National
Academy of Sciences’s review of the deterrence and incapacitation litera-
ture in 1978%—suggested that very large increases in incarceration might
result in small decreases in serious crime. I, for one, would be quite sur-
prised if our putting an extra fifty thousand young American adults in
prison between 1980 and 1982 had no effect on the crime rate. But the
hard facts tell us that, even on the most generous reading, whatever effect
it has had has been small, which is precisely what the research would have
led us to expect,

Ultimately, it seems clear that the incarcerative strategy of the past dec-
ade failed because its most fundamental premise was simply wrong, Stated
most generally—but I don’t think unfairly——that premise was that the level
of crime was rising primarily because the ‘“‘costs” of crime in America were
too low. In turn, this was at least loosely based on the suspiciously simple,
but doubtless appealing, tenets of neoclassical economics that regarded
criminal behavior, like alt other behavior, as the outcome of a more or less
rational calculation of costs and benefits.

Rising crime, from this view, was a clear signal that the costs of illegal
behavior were falling; hence the mandate for social policy was to increase
the costs by making punishment a more likely and/or more severe conse-
quence.’®

More was wrong with this argument than can be dealt with in a single
article, but two particularly egregious flaws stand out. First, even were we
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to grant its picture of the nature of the imbalance between the costs and
benefits of behavior in the United States, the resolution of that imbalance
this argument offered didn’t follow from the premises. As the Vera Insti-
tute’s researchers pointed out in their recent review of economic approaches
to crime, a strategy that placed most of its bets on increasing the benefits
of “straight” behavior is an equally logical outcome of the cost-benefit
approach of neoclassical theory.” It seems clear that the reasons that path
wasn’t chosen have little to do with logic or theory and a great deal to do
with broader social and political agendas that were usually left unexpressed.

The second flaw was, if anything, even worse. For, as has often been
pointed out, the United States was already one of the most prison-happy
societies in the advanced industrial world. The conjunction of that fact with
the American “leadership™ in serious criminal violence should have been
cause for reflection among those who were partisans of the strategy of
increasing crime’s costs. Apparently, it wasn’t, despite the fact that the
paradox of uniquely high imprisonment rates and uniquely high rates of
individual violence intensified through the 1970s.

By the 1980s, those who still clung to this view werc often forced to
resort to strategies of argument that were decreasingly credible. Thus
James Q. Wilson, confronted with the stark testimony of these interna-
tional differences, insisted in a 1982 article on the curious point that the
concern of social scientists should be restricted to the similarities among
different countries, not their differences!’—an adage that may come as
something of a surprise to social scientists toiling in the fields of compar-
ative research.

Does the apparent failure of an approach based mainly on increasing the
costs of crime suggest that we may simply return to the more complex—
and more generous—principles of the sixties? I don’t think so, for several
reasons. One, not the most important, is that there really wasn’t one single,
easily identifiable “liberal” approach to crime before the seventies; there
were instead several loosely connected strands, not all of them compatible.
But more important, the conventional criminological liberalism isn’t
enough. It had much to recommend it, and indeed, it has been unfairly
maligned, along with the rest of Great Society liberalism, in more recent
and less humane times. But we will need to move beyond it, incorporating
its enduring insights while consciously transcending its limitations, if we
are to be both serious and credible about crime in the eighties.

We may better understand both the strengths and the limits of this crim-
inological tradition if we look more closcly at the Violence Commission’s
own treatment of the problem of violent crime. This is not, by any means,
to single out the commission’s work as either unique or particularly limited
in the context of its time. On the contrary, the commission’s treatment of
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violent crime represented the fruits of some of the best, and most repre-
sentative, thinking and research available in the sixties. Because of that,
we can think of it as an important source, along with the 1967 crime com-
mission reports, of the best of the criminological tradition that was at least
partly abandoned during the decade of the 1970s, We can still learn a great
deal from these efforts. Rereading the reports and materials of both com-
missions roughly a decade and a half later often produces pleasant sur-
prises, for they are valuable compendia of usually solid and often still
Hluminating research. (In any case, I should hasten to point out that I do
not exempt myself from my own criticisms of this tradition; I was part of
it, and I don’t regret it.) To hold the commission’s treatment of violent
crime—and the tradition it represents—up to scrutiny is simply one step
toward defining some of the differences between where we were then and
where, I think, we are today.

In its Final Report, the commission adopted what is called a two-pronged
approach to the problem of urban violence generally and to violent crime
in particular. That is, it recommended a strategy along two broad fronts.
It proposed a variety of enhanced measures of “‘control” encapsulated in
the recommendation to “double our investment” in the system of criminal
justice. At the same time, the commission insisted that increased control
was not enough by itself and that ““safety in our cities requires nothing less
than progress in reconstructing urban life.”'2 This double emphasis put the
commission squarely in the tradition of earlier ones, notably the Katzen-
bach Commission, in both insisting on the importance of an effective system
of justice and recognizing that crime was emphatically not simply a criminal
justice matter. Indeed, one of the enduring contributions of the crimino-
logical tradition of which the commission was a part was precisely its fun-
damental understanding that crime and the criminal justice system are not
the same issue, that there are indeed roots of crime above and beyond the
recach of even the most effective system of justice we might be able to
devise.

But at the same time, seen closer up, both sides of the commission’s
recommended strategy left too much unanswered. On the “control” side,
the commission’s main recommendation was to “double our investment”
in the criminal justice system. That is, it saw the problems of that system
primarily as resulting from a lack of resources (secondarily, from bad man-
agement). And it suggested that a massive infusion of funds into the system
would go a long way toward resolving them. It’s this side of the commis-
sion’s two-sided strategy that came, in fact, to pass, rather than its equally
strong emphasis on ‘‘social reconstruction”—an outcome that, of course,
1s hardly the commission’s fault.

The more immediate question is whether the commission’s approach to
the needs of the criminal justice system itself was the appropriate one. And
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the answer, I think, is—not entirely. Indeed, some of the commission’s own
background research suggested a somewhat different emphasis.

Thus, for reasons it made compellingly clear, the commission’s discussion
of criminal violence focused on the violence of ghetto youth. The commis-
sion’s Task Force on Violent Crime commissioned several background pa-
pers that threw considerable light on the criminal justice system’s response
to that violence. The overview of the state of knowledge about youth cor-
rections in Lamar Empey’s consultant report, for example, ought to have
been one of the most relevant in shaping the commission’s conclusions. Yet
Empey’s review led to rather different conclusions than those put forward
in the Final Report. What Empey showed was that, on the best reading of
the available recent research and program evaluation, alternative programs
outside the formal criminal justice system seemed to do no worse, and
perhaps better, than formal corrections for delinquent youth. And since
most of the alternatives were cheaper substitutes for more formal process-
ing for many less dangerous offenders, the net result of a more careful,
selective use of the correctional apparatus might well be more efficiency
for less cost.®

The Empey review, in other words, suggested a strategy of what we could
now, I think, call careful targeting of limited criminal justice resources,
based on an assessment of the differing requirements of different types of
offenders. The Final Report, on the other hand, concluded in effect that
the most urgently needed response to the problems of criminal justice was
to throw money at them.

This attitude was, again, by no means confined to the commission; it was
widespread (though of course not universal) in criminal justice thinking in
the late 1960s, and it had an unfortunate influence on the growth of the
criminal justice system in the 1970s. It helped turn that system into what
was often an oversized, underconceptualized set of bureaucracies, which
raised expectations about their ability to affect the crime rate that couldn’t
be fulfilled and which diverted both attention and funds from other alter-
natives—notably the search for ways of strengthening the infrastructure of
local communities and enhancing their capacity to deal with problems of
crime and disorder, an issue to which I'll return shortly.

Obviously, this wasn’t the whole story. As Norval Morris and Alan Gor-
don point out elsewhere in this volume, much that was serious-minded and
creative did come out of federally sponsored research and program devel-
opment during the 1970s. Some of that research and experimentation will
necessarily form part of the base for a more careful and innovative ap-
proach to criminal justice in the 1980s. But most of these more creative
efforis were not ones that called for massive infusions of money, and those
that did—prison and jail construction or police technology, for example—
brought no discernible results in the reduction of violence.
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It’s difficult to avoid the obvious, chronologically jarring parallel with
the events in Southeast Asia. In both realms, conventional liberal wisdom
sought to resolve problems that were fundamentally social and communal
in nature through the use of high technology and big money. In both realms,
the “solutions” were bound to fail, not least because they misread the
nature of the problem.

In the case of domestic criminal justice, it was apparent in the late 1960s
that, in crucial ways, the self-regulating mechanisms of many urban com-
munities in America had broken down. The most logical response would
have been to think more about how to recreate those mechanisms and less
about ways of replacing them with bigger, more distant, and more expensive
means of “control”—especially since there was little in the research or
theoretical literature to indicate why such a replacement should be expected
to lower the crime rate.

Even more important, however, to the fate of what I have called liberal
criminology was what seems, with the advantage of hindsight, to have been
a fundamental confusion about just what it meant to do on the other side
of the ledger—the part of the dual strategy that proposed to deal with the
social “roots™ of crime through what the Violence Commission called “so-
cial reconstruction.”

The Final Report’s opening remarks about this were strong ones; it de-
clared that “‘the way in which we can make the greatest progress toward
reducing violence in America is by taking the actions necessary to improve
the conditions of family and community life for all who live in our cities,
and especially for the poor who are concentrated in the ghetto slums.”™

This was surely a worthy goal, hard to improve upon. It was also, as
Clarence Shrag noted in his background review of sociological theories of
criminal violence, ““a large order.”!s But the commission was notably vague
about how to do this—about exactly what points of intervention would offer
the most leverage in improving the lives of the disadvantaged in ways that
might reduce crime. Indeed, the Final Report’s main recommendation in
this regard seemed, again, to be somewhat tangential to the more detailed
analysis the commission developed elsewhere, particularly in its staff report
on crimes of violence.

For once again, the commission’s most emphatic and clear-cut proposal
was more money—in this case, $20 billion in increased federal spending
for the “‘general welfare.” In the commission’s discussion, the “general
welfare” was apparently meant in its broad sense, to encompass virtually
every category of nondefense spending.'® The commission was certainly
correct in arguing that the then-current levels of spending on the Vietnam
War were draining funds from domestic purposes. But the proposal to fight
crime on the reconstruction side of the ledger by finding $20 billion to
spend at home left too much unclear. Would we spend the $20 billion on
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summer job programs? On higher income-maintenance payments? On
higher police salaries? On housing subsidies? All these possible uses of
money for the “general welfare” were at least implied at one or another
point in the report. But there was little analysis of how exactly such sums
would be used to “‘reconstruct” community and family life.

The Final Report did reaffirm a number of broad and worthy goals,
including giving every American a decent home, taking “‘steps™ to fulfill
the mandate of the Employment Act of 1946, providing “‘better educational
opportunities” for all our children and basic income maintenance for those
who could not care for themselves, and restoring the “fiscal vitality’ of
local governments.'” But these goals, while well intentioned, were very
general indeed. The report’s chapter on crimes of violence, moreover, ex-
plicitly shrugged off the responsibility of suggesting more detailed pro-
grammatic responses to the reconstruction of urban communities. Those
programs, the commission insisted, “‘must be worked out in the normal
functioning of our political processes.”'® While that was certainly a realistic
depiction of how social programs do in fact get worked out, it left us with
nothing very tangible by way of programmatic analysis to bring to the
political process, no solid sense of what programs might, on the basis of
the evidence, be worth fighting for. Though it offered a strong vision of
social responsibility to deal with the roots of violence, in short, the vision
was relatively unfocused. As a result, the recommendations tended to blur
a variety of somewhat different aims without a clear sense of the theoretical
or empirical rationale behind them.

Here again, there was material in the commission’s other reports that
could have provided the basis for a more focused response. The Task Force
on Crimes of Violence, for example, had placed considerable emphasis on
the specific impact of the labor market on the ghetto. The task force pointed
out that, in addition to blacks’ having twice the white unemployment rate,
“71% of all Negro workers are concentrated in the lowest paying and lowest
skilled occupations.”’’ As one response, the task force called for macro-
economic policies to maintain high levels of employment and income. But
it also noted that “‘general macroeconomic policies will not alone suffice”
to bring deprived groups into the mainstream and that we would also need
private and public work programs, “vigorous” antidiscrimination policies,
and programs to develop ghetto business. Even more cogently, it pointed
to the criminogenic effects of “‘changing job technologies, agricultural over-
production, vast migrations of rural blacks and whites to cities.” And it
insisted that all these issues (and others) were ‘“‘not individual problems
with separate solutions,” but “‘one problem.”?

Both insights were remarkably prescient and, I think, correct. Properly
understood, both pointed to concrete, if still broad, areas for policy inter-
vention. The emphasis on the nadequacy of employment in the ghetto
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pointed, as the task force noted, to the crucial need for direct intervention
into the labor market. The recognition of the larger disruptive impact of
regional and technological change pointed squarely to the need for at least
rudimentary economic planning. Both points got somewhat lost in the com-
mission’s Final Report. It is fruitless to speculate about why, and in any
case it would take us off the point, for this anomaly, as I have already
argued, was by no means unique to the Violence Commission. Indeed, the
commission went further than most public policy analysis of the sixties in
its farsighted recognition of the relationship between urban crime and rural
economic transformation. It therefore raised more seriously than most pre-
vious discussions the need to think, in policy terms, about the linkages
between crime and broader patterns of economic development.

The difficulty was that the commission did not systematically draw out
some of the most important policy implications of these linkages. Again,
this was traditional. For one of the central characteristics of much of the
serious policy-oriented literature in crime in the 1960s was some version of
this curious split between analysis and program, between description and
prescription. The well-known, and indeed stirring, declaration of the Katz-
enbach Commission~—that warring on poverty and poor housing was war-
ring on crime, that money for schools was money against crime, that “every
effort to improve life in America’s inner cities is an effort against crime,”’?
which the Violence Commission took as an honored predecessor of its own
views—illustrates the same problem. First, in its scattergun quality—was
every effort to improve inner-city life really likely to be equally productive
of reductions in crime? Second, in its vagueness—war on poverty how?
Through higher welfare payments? Community economic development?
And third, again, in its bias toward viewing most solutions as fiscal ones.
Were we so sure, for example, that the main problem with urban education
was simply a lack of money, and were we sure we knew what we’d use the
money for?

All of this, multiplied throughout many discussions of public policy dur-
ing the 1960s, gave an impression of something less than analytical rigor
and something less than fiscal realism, and both helped speed the downfall
of what I have loosely called the liberal approach to crime in the 1970s.
That the dominant approach that followed also lacked both rigor and re-
alism doesn’t detract from the real vulnerability of an approach to crime
that often at least seemed to say that giving people more welfare or more
new school buildings or sending some ghetto families to live in new housing
in the suburbs would necessarily reduce crime.

That sort of position left this tradition in criminology wide open to attack
in the 1970s, most importantly because it could indeed be shown that public
money for such archetypical liberal urban programs as school construction,
income maintenance, and urban renewal didn’t stop crime. Indeed, this
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wasn't really surprising, since there was, in fact, little grounds in either the
theoretical or empirical literature to suggest that they would.

Put in another way, the social side of the liberal criminology of the 1960s
often seemed unable to distipguish between a reactive, welfarist strategy
toward what it understood to bé the socioeconomic roots of crime and a
more active approach that would focus most heavily on the twin issues of
economic development and stable employment. To be sure, the latter was—
and is—a large order, But it is also a more realistic strategy over the long
run and one that accords much better with most of the theory and empirical
evidence we have—much of which we also had in the 1960s.

By tackling head-on the forces that both destroyed livelihoods and split
family and community ties, such a strategy would have held out the promise
of something like the genuine reconstruction of community life the Violence
Commission (and many others) rightly called for. As it was, with important
exceptions, much social policy toward the urban disadvantaged necessarily
took the form of picking up after what the British social theorist Richard
Titmuss used to call the “diswelfare state”? had done its dirty work. People
whose chances for a decent and productive working life within a recogniz-
able community had been shattered were certainly better off with income
support and publicly supported housing and food stamps than they were
without them. But while these other mcasures cushioned the suffering and
boosted the income statistics, they did little to reduce the harsh inequalities
of urban life or to create conditions of communal cohesion or integrative
work-—all of which were the more relevant problems in criminological
terms.

Something similar may be said about another key strand in this earher
tradition, the idea that crime would be reduced by improving “‘opportun-
ities” for the disadvantaged. With hindsight, it scems clear that this idea
was susceptible to different interpretations which had importantly different
consequences for public policy. It could mean improving opportunities for
individuals to rise out of a generally unsatisfactory environment into some-
thing better; or it could mean transforming the structure of the unsatisfac-
tory environment itself and thus upgrading the entire scale of opportunities.
(Such a distinction bears some resemblance to the one in economic theory
between “human capital” and ““dual labor market” theories.)

With important exceptions, notably in some of OEO’s community-based
programs and in local economic development strategies funded through
CETA or the Economic Development Administration, the first interpre-
tation most often guided public policy toward the disadvantaged. Indeed,
one of the most common phrases in the lexicon of liberal criminology in
the 1960s was the idea that crime might be reduced by developing means
of helping individuals “escape their environment.”’? But the problem was,



Crimes of Violence & Public Policy 53

of course, what would happen to those who were—uvirtually by definition,
in this model—left behind while others “‘escaped.” If anything, there might
be good theoretical reasons to believe that this kind of fragmentation of
urban communities into more and less “successful” segments would tend
to make urban crime worse, not better.

Much more might be said about these matters, but I don’t want to labor
the point. I've tried to suggest that both the dominant ““‘conservative” crim-
inology of the past decade and the more “liberal” approach that preceded
it are no longer adequate responses to the realities of crime in the 1980s.
But this needn’t lead to the pessimism and shoulder shrugging of the past
few years, for there is, I think, another direction available to us. For want
of a better name, let me simply call it, for the moment, a “third stage.” It
is a direction that fits much better with the evidence we possess from em-
pirical research and program results. It isn’t yet, by any means, a thor-
oughly developed, clear-cut strategy against violent crime. But I do think
we know enough to be able to sketch out some of the most important broad
components of such a strategy, within which there is considerable room for
debate, theoretical argument, research, and experimentation.

Most of those components have already been suggested. Some of them
involve ways of looking at what we can expect from the criminal justice
system. Others involve the role of alternative strategies of intervention with
high-risk individuals, families, and communities. And still others involve
ways of thinking about the kinds of larger social and economic interventions
without which much of the rest will be limited at best, fruitless at worst.

1. Criminal Justice: Not the Solution. As I've already argued, time has
not been kind to the idea that much can be gained by way of crime reduc-
tions through the sheer expansion of criminal justice resources.

It is possible to argue, of course, that we can do better in this regard by
increasing the efficiency with which we channel the most serious offenders
into incarceration. In the past few years, much attention has been given 10
the notion of selective incapacitation, the idea that we can develop methods
to better predict those (relatively few) offenders who are at high risk of
continuing careers of serious criminality.? On the basis of such prediction,
we can isolate those extremely high-risk offenders for tougher sentencing,
meanwhile presumably lightening up on the less dangerous. On the most
abstract level, it 1s hard to quarrel with this as a general strategy. It is true
that there are strong limitations on our capacity to predict “‘dangerousness”
or future criminality. But it is also true that, for example, the research
evidence indicates that an offender’s past record is an important, if rough,
predictor of that person’s likelihood of serious criminality in the future.2
I think it would be rash to say that no improvements in our ability to sort
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out selectively and process such people are possible. But it is even more
rash to hope that we will achieve great strides in crime reduction through
such improvements.

Why not? Primarily because we already—of course—-use the principle
of selective incapacitation, and we use it with both considerable logic and
a level of success that usually doesn’t leave very large margins for improve-
ment. Every careful study we have indicates that once repeat offenders
have been caught often enough for us to know that they are, in fact, dan-
gerous repeaters, their chances of conviction and, once convicted, of in-
carceration are quite high.?” Judges and prosecutors already (for the most
part) do their best to selectively target their resources on the offenders they
regard as most dangerous, and with exceptions, their best is not typically
so bad—at least, not bad enough to justify the expectation of great im-
provements. Since we already incapacitate selectively, the real issue is
whether the kinds of predictors of future offending developed in recent
research would be substantially more cffective than the less hard-and-fast
ones used already in various jurisdictions. We don’t know this, since we
lack prospective experience with them. But some other factors also weaken
the potential effects of selective incapacitation. One is that, as even its most
ardent advocates acknowledge, it is useful, if at all, only for some crimes
and not others; some of the most serious of violent crimes, especially homi-
cide, are not very responsive to strategies of incapacitation.?® Another is
that such a strategy can only be invoked faitly late in an offender’s career
where it does the least good, since many of the predictive factors on which
the strategy relies are measures of prior encounters with the criminal justice
system.

Most of the best research developed in recent years suggests that the
main locus of slippage in the criminal justice system is at its front end—
especially at the stage of apprehension—rather than at the rear, If we are
looking for dramatic improvements in the deterrent or incapacitative ca-
pacity of the formal justice system, they will have to come in increasing the
risks of getting caught. This suggests that such improvements will come, if
at all, through changes in police practices and, perhaps, in methods of
integrating police and community efforts in more effective ways. But it’s
not yet clear how to do these things, and this isn’t for want of trying.

A number of innovative strategies were carefully fielded and evaluated
in the 1970s, without, on the whole, resounding results. Take foot patrol,
a strategy specifically promoted by the Violence Commission in its Final
Report.® It’s a sound idea in principle, but the Police Foundation’s recent
experiment with increased foot patrol in Newark turned up no significant
impact on serious crime. It may be true, as George Kelling and Mark Moore
have argued, that such practices can help achieve a more diffuse goal of
order maintenance in a community.® But this is a long step away from
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reducing crime. There is some suggestive evidence from the Hartford ex-
periment that aggressive policing coupled with close police-community in-
volvement may have some localized impact on the crime rate.’® But we
need to know much more before we can state with any confidence what,
exactly, the police can do to stop crime that at least some of them are not
doing already.

These limitations have sometimes been taken to mean that we can’t
expect any reductions in crime through changes in the courts or the police.
I think that’s exaggerated and needlessly stretches an already powerful
point. What the evidence most clearly tells us, I think, is that any very
helpful changes in the functioning of the criminal justice system are likely
to be incremental ones, whose effects on the crime rate—while obviously
impossible to predict--are unlikely to be large ones. Again, to believe
otherwise requires us to believe that the justice system (as a whole) is now
doing something dramatically wrong, something that it’s within our capacity
to correct through better programs, better management, or more money.
It requires us to believe, in other words, that the margin for improvement
is both wide and closeable. I do not think the available evidence supports
either point. This does not, of course, foreclose the search for incremental
reforms in efficiency or in equity within the justice system. It only forecloses
magical thinking about what we may expect from them in terms of domestic
tranquility.

2. Strategies of Intervention: Individual, Family, Community. One of the
most damaging effects of an anticrime strategy that puts virtually all its
chips on increasing the costs of crime through incarceration is that it allows
only the most peripheral attention to other kinds of social intervention into
the institutions of family, socialization, and community which we have good
reason to believe are powerfully influential in generating crime. Even at
best, as I think we’ve learned with much pain in recent years, such a
strategy usually forces us to wait until one or several sometimes fearsome
crimes are committed before we do anything to alter the course of personal
and social development that the crimes represent.

Partly, 1 think, because of the wide promotion during the seventies of
the idea that “‘nothing works’ on this level,* we’ve lost considerable ground
in the development, analysis, and careful evaluation of more preventive
programs of this nature for individuals and families. And our understanding
of preventive programs on the level of what I've called rebuilding the com-
munity infrastructure is even less developed. But I think some general
points are warranted.

A. First, a revitalized criminology in the 1980s will necessarily pay re-
newed attention to the potential-—sharply attacked on many sides during
the 1970s—of what used to be called rehabilitation, The phrase was prob-
ably an unfortunate one, but the more general concept—of systematic in-
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tervention beyond simple punishment in the careers of high-risk
individuals—can’t simply be abandoned. To do so requires us to believe
either that there is no such thing as serious individual pathology or that
the threat of punishment is the only feasible way of dealing with it. Stated
so flatly, neither stance seems credible.

Perhaps surprisingly, some of the same evidence often presented to sup-
port an anticrime strategy that relies heavily on incapacitation also supports
(indeed more convincingly) an intensified search for more effective pro-
grams of intervention outside the correctional system.

As a recent California Youth Authority study of the prospects for early
identification of ‘“chronic” offenders points out, our ability to predict
(within very broad limits) which offenders are most likely to continue in
careers of serious crime does not lead, necessarily, to a strategy of selective
incapacitation. It can just as easily lead to a strategy of selective treatment.*
The logic of early identification, that is, lends itself just as easily to an
emphasis on alternatives to incarceration as it does to correctional solutions.
The key here, according to scattered but interesting research, is probably
the intensiveness of alternative programs for offenders. A careful rereading
of the full range of recent research (as the National Academy of Sciences
panel on rehabilitation pointed out in 1979) leads to a more complex as-
sessment than the one offered by the mid-1970s platitude that “nothing
works.” We know for sure that poorly conceived, inadequately funded pro-
grams for high-risk individuals don’t work. But we have reason to suspect
that some kinds of intensive and carefully designed and implemented pro-
gran}gmi ght. ¥

A second realm of intervention is the family, and here, as in some
other Wreas, the fit between theory and policy in the recent past has some-
times been difficult to discern. Both the Violence Commission and its pre-
decessor, the Katzenbach Commission, surveyed existing literature on the
relation between the family and crime and concluded that it was an im-
portant, if complex one. More recent research, both here and in England,
has reaffirmed the connection. Families that are burdened by the stresses
of poor income, lack of responsive social networks, internal conflict, and
parental violence are, not too surprisingly, less able to ensure the kind of
supervision and guidance that, in families with better resources, reduce the
risks of youth criminality and violence.* Again, in fact, this is not an area
of really substantial disagreement in the serious criminological literature,
But its translation into effective policy has been uneven and intermitten}
One reason, at least since the mid-1970s, has been the curious but wide*
spread belief that “government” is powerless to affect the conditions sur-
rounding family life, a belief promoted most enthusiastically among some
criminologists.
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Fortunately, that belief didn’t stifle other efforts during the 1970s to learn
something about the potentials of active programs to provide resources and
support to the kinds of families, particularly among the poor, for whom
these problems—as we’ve known since the 1960s—are typically most se-
vere. Much of the careful evaluation of some of the HEW-sponsored family
support programs of the seventies, for example—notably the Child and
Family Resource Centers—suggests that very substantial benefits in en-
hanced family functioning can be achieved with remarkably little cost.
These programs provided a gamut of services ranging from child care and
child-abuse counseling to family planning—and they apparently provided
them well, achieving notable gains in parents’ capacity to better manage
their lives and to cope adequately with the demands of raising children.*
Because these were not programs explicitly designed to test theories about
the family and crime, their significance has not, I think, been adequately
acknowledged by criminologists. But that’s an unnecessarily circumscribed
response; these programs are suggestive, deeply relevant from the view-
point of criminological theory, and well worth pursuing.

C. A third line of intervention outside the formal justice system points
toward the community. The theoretical underpinning for such an approach
has several sources. One involves what we know about the importance of
what in the criminological literature have traditionally been called informal
sanctions. Throughout all the heated debate about the deterrent effects of
various “‘tough” criminal justice policies, there has been, as far as I know,
no convineing challenge to the more fundamental and long-standing argu-
ment in criminology that informal sanctions applied by family, peers, and
community have more effect.’® As I've suggested, that awareness doesn’t
logically lead us to ignore the potential uses of the criminal justice system,
but it does point us strongly in the direction of enhancing the ability of
these more informal, communal institutions to do their job.

From another angle, the same point is upheld by our growing recognition
of the salience—for crime control as well as other social issues—of what
have come to be called mediating structures.* From several disciplines at
once, we are learning that there is something about the individual’s degree
of integration into local structures of kinship, neighborhood, and organi-
zation that is fateful for their prospects of mental health, physical well-
being—and criminality. By now, it seems clear that an effective approach
to criminal violence will have to pay far greater attention than it typically
has in recent years to the health and functioning of these environing insti-
tutions,

Not that the importance of something called community is a new idea in
criminology. On the contrary, it has long been a staple of classical crimi-
notogical thinking, and it underlay, to some extent, the innumerabtle efforts
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at community crime prevention during the 1970s. Paul J. Lavrakas and
Lynn A. Curtis review the promises and pitfalls of these programs else-
where in this volume, so I’ll only offer a couple of cautionary remarks.

The general impulse behind the idea of community prevention is a sound
one, but I think it often carries more problematic baggage. The danger in
the notion of community crime prevention is that it sometimes grants an
almost mystical, idealized efficacy to an abstractly defined community al-
together detached from the larger, environing forces that, in fact, make or
break living communities in the real world. At its worst, this can degenerate
into a kind of pulling-the-wagons-in-a-circle mentality, most likely to result,
at best, in displacing crime from more “organizable”” communities to those
with fewer mobilized resources. Too often, this involves a peculiarly Amer-
ican tendency to place responsibilities on the local community that it cannot
feasibly meet. And it sometimes comes packaged as part of a broader
agenda aimed at dismantling the public sector in the name of a presumably
healthier “voluntarism.”* The fact that most comparable industrial societ-
ies with much lower crime rates also devote much more, not fewer, re-
sources to the public sector does not, apparently, diminish the zeal of those
who would turn most social functions over to cheerful volunteers. It’s well
to remember that what most clearly distinguishes the United States from
other industrial societies with far lower rates of violent crime is not the
lack of community crime prevention programs, narrowly conceived. It is,
more significantly, the relative lack of some degree of social control over
the broader socioeconomic context of community life that stands out most
clearly in the United States—an issue to which I’ll now turn.

3. Social Reconstruction Reconsidered. The other side of the Violence
Commission’s strategy was social reconstruction, or the transformation of
the conditions of family and community life, especially for the disadvan-
taged. With some exceptions, the thrust of public policy since the com-
mission wrote has not been congenial to that vision. But—given what I
think we know about the connections between inadequate employment,
harsh economic and racial inequality, and violent crime—it is time to say
flatly that without some such vision there can be no believable strategy
against crime.

But the vision needs to be somewhat more sharply focused than it was
in the sixties, as I've already suggested. In the eighties, the evidence is
clear enough that we won’t make substantial progress against violent crime
by strategies of merely increasing income and other material supports for
the disadvantaged if that means allowing whole communities to fall into
welfare dependency. Nor are we likely to make great strides by opening up
“opportunities,” through education and training, for offenders and poten-
tial offenders if there is no functioning labor market beyond the school or
the training program.
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I do not know of any serious empirical challenge to the assertion of the
Task Force on Crimes of Violence in 1969 of the importance of inadequate
labor markets in shaping the cycle of deprivation and crime in the cities.
The best research since then—much of it summarized in the Vera Institute’s
recent review, Employment and Crime*'—suggests that there are powerful
links between the prospect of a life of intermittent, unstable, poorly paid
employment and the risks of criminal violence. I don’t think this is sur-
prising, and for that matter, I don’t think there is very much serious dis-
agreement with it from any point on the political spectrum (except its more
curious fringes).

I've argued elsewhere that *“if there is a way to cope with violent inner-
city youth crime while the official jobless rate for black youth hovers around
40 percent, we have yet to hear what it is.”#* A year later, the only difference
is that the jobless rate for black youth now hovers around 50 percent. Just
as there is no long-range criminal justice solution to the problem of violent
crime, there is also no solution that does not include the restructuring of
the labor market in the inner cities and depressed rural areas. Again, I
don’t think there is a serious argument that denies the strength of these
connections. The argument really lies around whether—if at all—it’s pos-
sible or desirable to transform those labor markets through explicit public
policy. In practice, this boils down to a difference between those who, for
whatever reasons, wish to keep the inner cities hostage to the vagaries of
the private market and those who believe that reconstructing urban life will
require substantial—and enduring—commitment to public funding and
planning for employment, training, and local economic development.

I've noted already that the criminology of the sixties often raised these
issues on the level of analysis only to drop them, for all practical purposes,
on the level of policy. Some of the reasons no doubt have to do with the
imperatives of politics; but others have to do with more fundamental con-
ceptual questions—questions that, I think, must lie at the heart of a cred-
ible approach to criminal violence in the eighties.

Let me give a specific example. As I have noted, the Violence Commis-
sion pointed out at several places that the economic transformation of the
rural South was intimately related to the problems of the cities and that,
more generally, the rural-to-urban migrations of recent decades were deeply
implicated in rising crime rates. Yet the commission’s response to this cru-
cial recognition was revealing: it described these problems as broad “de-
mographic” ones.” Despite some brief nods to the notion that such matters
might become the focus of policy, the most common posture of both public
and private authorities at the time was that these issues of regional, eco-
nomic, and technological change were things about which no one felt re-
sponsible.

The economist Geoffrey Faux has described this phenomenon as he wit-
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nessed it among Washington policymakers during the sixties. Faux notes
that the infusion of federal aid to agriculture from the 1940s to the 1960s
created an enormous increase in agricultural mechanization, which, on one
side of the social and economic ledger, raised farm productivity greatly, but
on the other side, threw millions of tenant farmers and farm workers out
of livelihoods and into the cities. “During that time,” Faux writes,

[ attended a briefing at the Agriculture Department at which researchers pre-
dicted {accurately it turned out) the rough magnitude and destination of the large
numbers of Southern farmworkers who would be forced out of the tobacco fields.
When I asked what was being done to create jobs for them, the answer was that
the Agriculture Department’s job was to increase farm productivity, not to al-
leviate urban poverty. Efforts to get other departments to address the problem
were in vain; it wasn’t their problem yet,

The social costs of this mentality, as Faux points out, were (and are) enor-
mous.* In terms of understanding America’s violent crime problem in the
sixties, seventies, and eighties, they are crucial. But we are no further today
than we were in the sixties to accepting public responsibility for them.
It’s here, I think, that a third-stage criminology must distinguish itself
most sharply from its counterparts in the past. In both its earlier recent
stages—one humane, the other not so humane—the forces that make for
the migration of whole populations, that structure their chances for rea-
sonably meaningful employment, and that either maintain their local com-
munities in relative stability or disrupt and fragment them are typically
viewed, cither tacitly or explicitly, as facts of life rather than matters over
which a rational society may exert some systematic control. As Jeff Faux
also observes, “National economic policy remains the only significant or-
ganized human activity in America where planning ahead is considered
irrational.”* But if we are to be serious about reconstructing—or con-
structing—the context of family and community life for the urban disad-
vantaged, we will have to bite the bullet and think directly about public
planning for urban economic development. Without that focus, we can
expect, at best, to recapitulate the default of the more progressive crimi-
nology of the sixties. With it, we may begin to achieve a major impact on
violent crime in America—not tomorrow, not next year, but in the not-so-
distant future. And we may begin, finally, to roll back the long-term de-
terioration in the quality of American life that the Violence Commission
predicted, with such unfortunate foresight, at the close of the 1960s.
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Black Violence and Public Policy

JAMES P COMER

Americans, as a group, are more violent than any other developed country
in the world. Black Americans, as a group, are more violent than white
Americans. And the incidence of violence has continued to grow during
the past two decades despite a spectrum of policies and programs designed
to combat it. The purpose of this discussion 1s to suggest a perspective that
will enable us to better understand violence—black violence in particular—
and to respond to it more effectively.

I was first confronted with the complexity and multiple issues involved
in ¢rime and violence through an interaction with a twelve-year-old black
student. He was one of five youngsters in a therapy group I conducted in
an inner-city school in New Haven, Connecticut, in 1965-66. He was the
school’s leading “bad boy’’—easily provoked, often in fights, suspicious,
sullen, and angry; he was a low academic achiever because of his inattention
and in spite of his average and possibly above average intelligence. After
several months, however, he grew comfortable enough to confide in me.

He told me that he occasionally walked through the nearby college dor-
mitory and “‘ripped off” student rooms. (He considered the students to be
fair game because “they got everything.””) He complained disappointedly
that on one occasion when he got caught the judge did not send him back
to the residential juvenile detention program where he had spent several
months a year earlier. On inquiry, it turned out that he wanted to be re-
turned to the residential program because there was more order, structure,
predictability, and consistent care there than in his home.

My own background—a black family economically as poor as this
youngster’s but with a rich social, emotional, and psychological texture—
could have led me to the easy conclusion that family life was the cause of
his delinquent and violent behavior, and indeed it probably contributed.
But I grew up with youngsters from equally chaotic backgrounds who did
not become criminal or violent. It is often said, also, that many youngsters
from difficult backgrounds could be successful in school and, in turn, in
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life if their teachers cared more or were less racist. This youngster’s teacher
was a well-educated, talented black woman from one of America’s most
successful families. She cared, and most of the teachers before her had
cared and had tried to help. They had not succeeded.

About fifteen years later, I met him again, working at a menial job in
the housekeeping service of a hospital. He was scarred from violent en-
counters over the years. He had served two jail terms, held four or five
jobs (he couldn’t remember the number), and had five children, although
he was not married. At twenty-seven, as at twetve, he was well intentioned
and not a deliberate bad guy. He simply did not cope adequately with the
demands of his life, and this eventually led to acts of violence and other
behavior that contributed to social problems.

His experience, juxtapositioned with that of other black, poor people
from both troubled and stable families, suggested to me that there is no
obvious or easy way to understand violence among blacks. Research by
professional students of crime and violence reveals the same paradoxes and
problems I encountered in trying to understand that single case. But when
problems are as prominent and troublesome to society as violence is, sig-
nificant action is taken regardless of our level of understanding,

As violence began to escalate in the 1960s, voices calling, on the one
hand, for *“get tough” policies and, on the other, for “‘be fair” policies were
both heard. The evidence of national wrongdoing against blacks by Amer-
ican society, highlighted by the civil rights movement of the 1960s, soon
provided a plausible explanation for the disproportionate number of social
problems, including anger, alienation, and violence, among blacks. This led
to greater support for policies designed to overcome past injustices in hous-
ing, education, employment, preparation for employment, and the like.
Despite many successes, however, violence rates continued to climb. This,
and other forces, contributed to a change in attitude among almost every
segment of the society—politicians, academicians, average citizens—which
weakened the thrust for justice and opportunity and favored the “get
tough™ policies. But now, after almost a decade of “toughness,” violence
rates arc still high.?

The issues involved in the case of the twelve-year-old in my therapy group
suggest that neither approach—be fair or get tough—alonc is sufficient.
Many youngsters like him were the prime targets of compensatory educa-
tion and job-training programs. Many families like his were involved in
family and neighborhood development programs. Again, some benefited.
But my patient, unsuccessful in school with a talented and caring teacher,
was not likely to be helped by compensatory education and job-training
programs. His family was too troubled to benefit from most intervention
efforts. Both the youngster and his family were products of relationship
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and developmental conditions in society that will not yield to information,
advice, and skill training.

Locking him up didn’t help. Indeed, he wanted to be locked up! (The
use of correctional institutions for their own control by people who know
they are dangerous to themselves and others is more common than liberal
thinkers would care to admit.) While this particular youngster may not
have become a hardened criminal because of his sojourns in prison, it is
well known that many do. Locking him up more often and for longer
periods—as his juvenile court judge understood—would only have added
to the problem of overcrowded facilities without serving as a crime and
violence deterrent or incapacitator. If he had been put away more often and
for a longer period of time, other youngsters with a similar constellation of
problems would probably have committed similar crimes and acts of vio-
lence.

If neither toughness (punishment) nor justice and opportunity is the an-
swer, what is? And what lies behind our difficulty in understanding and
addressing our violence problem?

BARRIERS TO UNDERSTANDING

Our understanding of and response to crime and violence arc rooted pri-
marily in religious ideology. Politicians and undereducated, and even too
many well-educated, Americans regularly think of crime and violence as
willful, even sinful, bad behavior that will yield only to punishment. This
attitude is seductive, because crime and violence are often, as an end prod-
uct, the consequence of deliberate acts. But such acts are, at the same time,
the consequence of a complex social process that involves more than the
individual. This is suggested by the fact of lower rates of violence in other
reasonably developed white and mixed racial societies such as Sweden,
Switzerland, West Germany, and Cuba.? This is not to suggest that a par-
ticular social and cconomic order necessarily produces more or less crime
and violence. But it does suggest that students of American crime, violence,
and other social problems must adequately consider and respond to adverse
factors in our society that are beyond the control of the individual, the
family, and its primary social network (most meaningful associations).
Also, social and behavioral scientists, less influenced by religious or dem-
ocratic ideals, have employed an unfortunate focus in their thinking about
crime and violence. They have tended to look for a root, or primary, cause
rather than develop an adequate conceptual framework to deal with the
multiple forces involved. In one study, over twenty of the biological, social,
and psychological factors usually suspected as causes of crime and violence
(from brain dysfunction to unfavorable family conditions) were analyzed
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in order to find a predictor of dangerousness among 122 juveniles. The
factors did not systematically predict dangerous behavior nor did they show
a primary, or root, cause for violence.?

Clusters of suspected causal factors often show up among those who
manifest dangerous behavior. But similar clusters show up among many
who do not. Because of our focus on the individual and root causes and
the absence of a conceptual framework that deals with multiple factors, we
cannot explain why the same or similar conditions have different outcomes
within a particular family, among families in the same neighborhood and
social network, and among different racial and ethnic groups of similar
income levels.

But wasn’t the response of the government and other elements of society
in the 1960s an acknowledgment of multiple causal forces—injustice, pov-
erty, racism—and the adverse role of factors beyond the individual’s con-
trol?

It was. But this response was hampered first by the absence of an un-
derstanding of the precise way in which multiple factors beyond a family’s
control interact to create and maintain crime and violence in vulnerable
individuals. The effort, particularly with respect to black crime and vio-
lence, was further hampered by guilt, denial, and ignorance of the conse-
quences of the past experience of blacks in America. There was, and still
18, a desire to let unpleasant bygone conditions be bygone without under-
standing their effects and present-day manifestations and addressing them
in intervention programs.

To understand crime and violence, a perspective is needed that takes
into account the complex way in which multiple factors interact to adversely
affcct particular individuals, families, and their social networks or groups.
The perspective must include a consideration of historical, present, and
future interactions among families, their primary social network, and the
larger society. (Human behavior, unlike that of other animals, can be af-
fected by future social conditions.) The perspective must also include the
peculiar ability of the human individual not to be affected in a predictable
way by family and social network conditions,

No single traditional social and behavioral science discipline provides
such perspectives. But a parallel in medicine—epidemiology—and princi-
ples from the budding science of human ecology do provide the necessary
perspectives.

Epidemiology is the study of discase patterns in natural populations such
as communities or nations. Crime and violence, as used here, is a parallel
of disease, even when disease is defined as a harmful development in social
institutions or civilizations. Human ecology is the study of the totality of
the pattern of relations among and betwcen people and the social institu-
tions and environment they create. Principles and concepts of both are



Black Violence & Public Policy 67

applicable to the study and understanding of crime and violence and can
help suggest possible policies and practices of intervention.

An important concept of epidemiology—the web of causation, or the
notion of multiple interacting factors, rather than a root, or primary,
cause—is particularly useful in thinking about crime and violence. Empir-
ical evidence from epidemiological studies indicates that while it would
appear to be most beneficial to search for a major and direct cause of
disease, it is often more useful to attack a causal web at a distant but
critical, even generative point. A key principle of human ecology is that
families and the social networks in which they are enmeshed are generative
of both anti- and prosocial individual and group behavior. These concepts
and principles, and knowledge from child development, suggest that the
family is the institution of society—more than the justice and correctional
systems—that a nation must focus on to attack crime and violence and
other social problems, even though the justice and correctional systems are
more directly involved with violent and criminal people.

There is much discussion among politicians, religious leaders, and social
and behavioral scientists alike about the importance of the family. But again
this is done without adequate consideration of the complex but precise way
in which the key structural elements in the society——political, economic,
educational, and religious institutions and their policies and practices—
affect the family function most related to crime and violence—child rearing
and consequently child development. Let us, then, examine the child-rear-
ing function of the family.

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Through adequate child rearing, normal and potentially viclent and other-
wise harmful human forces are brought under control. The child-rearing
competence and motivation of the parent, parents, or caretaker is, in large
part, determined by past, present, and future conditions in the society and
the child rearers’ peculiar adjustment to them. Thus, economic, educa-
tional, religious, political, and other conditions can affect people of the
same race, class, ethnic group, or intelligence differentially, though similar
conditions fend to result in similar behavior among people of the same
general intelligence and experience. Also, the innate capacities, tempera-
ment, and psychological responses of a child can result in different devel-
opmental outcomes despite similar child-rearing and other environmental
conditions.

I will return later to the issue of developmental outcomes. But let’s first
consider the basic tasks of parents and society and the nature of child
rearing and development.

Children are born completely dependent. To maintain a technologically
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and scientifically based civilization, such a society must make certain that
children are reared to become adults capable of holding a job or following
a career; capable of living in and rearing a family or of living as an adult
without a family; capable of self-expression and finding meaning and worth
in life without compromising the rights and needs of others; capable of
accepting and acting on citizenship responsibilitics. Parents are the agents
of the society in promoting such outcomes.

The newborn, aside from its biological makeup, is equipped only with
the capacity to establish relationships and with an aggressive and/or survival
energy. This energy drives the development of the child and is capable of
negative and destructive or positive and creative expressions from the
standpoint of others. In the process of meeting the dependent child’s basic
needs—food, warmth, protection—the parent or caretaker establishes an
emotional tic or bond with the child. This enables the caretaker to assist
the child’s development along important pathways to the point that he or
she can cope with society’s basic expectations.

There are many developmental pathways. Several arc critical: cognitive
(thinking), speech and language, social, moral, and psychological. Cogni-
tion and speech and language permit learning and skill development needed
for meaningful expression, life appreciation, and earning a living. Social,
moral, and psychological development permits the same, and in addition,
enables the individual to manage internal desires, wishes, and impulses and
to interact with others in a way that makes civil human relations possible.
Adequate development along the psychological, social, and moral pathways,
in particular, are necessary to keep crime and violence at a level that is
tolerable in society. In short, these pathways are society’s primary crime
and violence prevention sites.

As providers of basic needs, parents become most important to their
children. They model behavior—children identify with them and imitate
the behavior. Parents also encourage or discourage certain behavior through
approval or reward and disapproval or punishment. It is through these
mechanisms that parents push, pull, and cajole children along develop-
mental pathways. Schools assist (or should) in the child-rearing task, par-
ticularly in the intellectual and social areas. Other people and institutions
in the primary social network of a family can and often do greatly affect
development. And even if there is a biological basis for a predisposition to
violence, our current understanding of human behavior indicates that its
expression can be socialized and/or controlled through adequate child rear-

ing.

PRIMARY SOCIAL NETWORKS

The quality of child rearing—at home and elsewhere—is usually directly
affected by social conditions through a complex but modifiable individual,
family, and societal interactional dynamic.
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Parents or families exist in social networks—primary, and in certain strat-
ified societies, secondary and tertiary. They belong, by birth or choice, to
religious groups, social organizations, and groups of friends and kin. This
is their primary social network and is usually most important to them. It
is the place or group of associations from which member families gain a
sense of belonging, meaning, and security. Thus, they identify with and are
most influenced by the attitudes, values, and ways (culture) of this social
network. This includes attitudes and behavior relative to child rearing,
learning, opportunity, work, religion, relationships with people and insti-
tutions in and outside their primary social network, and much more. In
our society there is often an ethnic or racial configuration to primary social
networks.

In less stratified—though complex—and often preindustrial societies, the
work place, organized education, government, and other structural ele-
ments are an intimate part of the primary social network of a family. The
programs and leaders of these institutions—religious, educational, political,
economic—are meaningful and a powerful source of identity for all the
members of the society. It is through identification with leaders that persons
of relatively modest ability and achievement can feel adequate, successful,
and reasonably secure. In turn, this gives institutional leaders great power
to influence individual and group behavior. Thus, social pressure for meet-
ing societal expectations can be great and the reward for conformity—
belonging and security—can be equally great.

Also, the ability of heads of households to provide basic needs for oneself
and one’s dependents is a major source of a psychological and social sense
of adequacy and well-being. Various social beliefs can serve a similar pur-
pose, but in this age they are usually not as powerful as economic well-
being. The latter may be minimal, and even provided by others, as long as
the head of household can experience a sense of adequacy from the way
his or her needs and dependents’ needs are met.

When parents are able to meet basic family needs, identify with institu-
tional leaders, and experience a sense of belonging, they are likely to be
adequate child rearers and to promote the social, psychological, and moral
development of their children to a level that enables them to cope as young
people and adults and reduces the likelihood of crime and violence to a
minimal and manageable level in society.

SECONDARY AND TERTIARY SOCIAL NETWORKS

l.et us turn now to the cause and effect of greater social stratification, or
secondary and tertiary social networks, on families and child-rearing con-
ditions.

Social stratification on some basis—birthrights, possessions, perccived
ability to control the body or environment—has always existed. But inter-
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action with powerful leaders was local and rigidly prescribed. Early tech-
nology and resultant industrial development, more recent and rapid
scientific and technological development, and postindustrial conditions fa-
cilitated change. The way heads of houscholds earned a living and cared
for themselves and their families changed greatly—most sharply between
the 1860s and the 1960s. The change was greater and more rapid than ever
before in the history of the world. Important social arrangements
changed—increased interaction and interdependency among physically re-
moved but powerful people and institutions in society—without sufficient
attention to the effects of these changes on families, child rearing, and, in
turn, crime, violence, and other social problems.

Prior to the 1950s, expectations and controls in a local community were
clear. Without rapid, visual communication, high mobility, and a high level
of education, knowledge of “the way things are and must be’” was confined
to local people with economic and related political power. Families and
groups had little recourse but to accept “their place” in the local social
order, with varying degrees of resistance and efforts to bring about change.
And a limited amount of acting out and criminal, violent, and disruptive
social behavior was displayed by those who were poorly reared or who felt
excluded and abused. But with only a local community vision of what could
or should be, even the abused felt some sense of belonging and security—
in their place—in the pre-1940 communities.

The pace of industrial development in the 1940s changed the society from
one of predominantly small towns and rural areas to a mixture of small
towns, rural areas, and predominantly middle-sized and large cities. Tech-
nological development—cars, roads, and the nature of work—removed the
work place from the field or factory to sometimes quite distant places.
Schools and sometimes churches and other primary social network insti-
tutions became physically distant. The interaction between authority figures
or leaders of critical institutions—parents, administrators, teachers, em-
ployers, government officials, the police—was reduced. Social and emo-
tional bonds among families and their institutions began to loosen. (And
even though there was always physical distance among people in rural areas,
social and emotional bonds tied them together more tightly prior to the
1940s.)*

Better transportation, communication by radio, and improved public ed-
ucation reduced the knowledge monopoly held by local leaders. By the
1950s, the emergence of television and other technology significantly in-
creased the information from outside local communities, challenging local
social orders. Economic and social arrangements were no longer automat-
ically accepted and identification with institutional leadership was less com-
plete. Indeed, this had never been completely the case. But now
institutional leaders, once physically and emotionally close, were more dis-
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tant physically and more clearly potential allies or sources of income, jus-
tice, education, and security for families and groups or potential enemies,
denying such needs. Local government, economic, and educational net-
works were now outside the primary social network of more families or
were part of the secondary social network of most families and individuals.

With the growth of national government, economic, educational, com-
munications, and transportation institutions and systems, a third or tertiary
level of leadership emerged. Identification with leaders after the 1940s was
across often less emotionally positive and binding social and psychological
space. With industrialization, local leaders increasingly had less to offer
families in the way of assurances of economic and resultant social and
psychological well-being.

But the primary mechanism of social order cannot ever change. Social
order is a function of heads of households identifying with meaningful oth-
ers, especially the leaders of critical institutions, and resultant motivation
to meet societal standards. Also, they must be able to meet their basic
needs, feel adequate, obtain the skills and incentives to rear their children
so that sufficient social, psychological, and moral development takes place.

On the other hand, in industrial and postindustrial societies, it is possible
for an individual to reject immediate places, people, and their attitudes,
values, and ways and identify with those in less close physical and social
proximity. It is even possible to identify with the perceived enemy of one’s
apparent primary social network or group. Likewise, the individual child
has the capacity to reject the attitudes, values, and ways of his or her family.
Indeed, it is these mechanisms or capacities that make crime and violence
and other social problems so difficult to predict on the basis of family and
other social experiences. But identification with and patterning after one’s
parents and primary social network is more common because of the sense
of belonging and psychological security it provides. This is the reason that
the family and the primary social network is the most important potential
violence prevention site, more important than secondary or tertiary social
networks.

Industrial development and the changes just described were driven by
the acquisition of wealth, economic development, and the acquisition of
additional wealth, in a circular fashion. Those able to participate in the
process became the leaders of institutions in the secondary and tertiary
social networks of the society. Most of the major wealth of the nation was
distributed by legislative acts before the 1870s; this distribution was almost
completed by the 1940s. Mining rights, railroad subsidies, land for schools,
military compensation, homestead grants, and a variety of other allocations
to states and individuals gave great economic and, in turn, political power
to those who already had enough economic and political power to effect
such decisions.?
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These beneficiaries, as they industrialized the nation, were able to de-
termine who would have secondary and tertiary wealth and power—who
would control local, regional, and national politics, and economic, educa-
tional, and social institutions; who would work and who would not work;
who would determine national attitudes, opportunities, and mobility; who
would serve as authority figures, leaders, or identification models at every
level of society.

The manner and speed in which wealth was acquired and the competitive
nature of and attitude about the acquisition (or nonacquisition) of wealth
were the secds of inadequate, often negative social binding within Amer-
ican saciety. The frontier nature of early American society, the absence of
a strong central government or an entrenched economic power structure,
and certain dominant religious precepts fostered a national ideology of
individualism and competition rather than cooperation and concern about
society’s need to develop children.

Even more troublecsome was, and is, the notion that economic success is
due to divine favor and personal ability rather than to chance and the
presence of opportunity for development and expression of talents. This
attitude has promoted exclusionary social policies and practices. It has in-
creased the probability of intergroup conflict, made identification with lead-
ers beyond one’s primary social network more difficult, and forced groups
of like interests or needs to turn in on themselves and struggle for social
and economic well-being, often in the process scapegoating more vulner-
able groups.

Groups that were able to obtain sufficient economic power were able to
participate in leadership positions in the critical institutions and areas of
American life beyond the primary social networks. The movement of lead-
ers from various ethnic, religious, and racial groups—an aspect of the pri-
mary network of many people—into the secondary and tertiary social
networks set up linkages and networks of information, money, political
contacts, experiences, and other support for sometimes the most talented—
but often just well-connected—families. This permitted such groups to have
significant representation and influence at the secondary and tertiary social
network levels and made it possible for members to meet basic needs and
identify positively with secondary and tertiary social network leadership,
attitudes, values, and ways. It gave the groups power to influence infor-
mation and communication—and, thus, national attitudes toward them-
selves. It also facilitated a kind of three-generational development of groups
that parallels the three-gencrational development of affluence and industry
in this country.

Prior to the 1900s, it was possible to be uneducated and unskilled and
still earn a living—to care for oneself and one’s dependents and experience
the psychological and social sense of well-being from doing so. This in-
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creased the probability of family stability and made it possible for a large
number of families to carry out the kind of child rearing that prepared
their children for the moderate educational and skill level needed in the
generation between the 1900s and 1940s. This was particularly true when
groups were able to experience a reasonable degree of cultural continuity
with their country of origin. Such continuity fed to cohesiveness and social
organization even when groups experienced ethnic, racial, religious, or class
prejudice. Familics able to compete successfully in the job markets of the
1900s to the 1940s were better able to adequately rear their children and,
because of group cohesiveness, organization, and power, take advantage
of increasing opportunities in public education, particularly in the North
and West, which prepared them for the job markets of the 1940s through
the 1970s.

Also, social programs after the 1940s—thirty-year mortgages, education
and training benefits, the G.I. bill, and other government subsidies that
were possible because of increasing national affluence—facilitated stability.
This three-generational development of families, within primary social net-
works that included a larger ethnic, racial, and religious affiliation, orga-
nization, and power, is what enabled them to meet their needs, rear their
children adequately, and greatly reduce group violence, crime, and other
social problems over the past century. But national attitudes facilitating
individualism and exclusionary policies did not change greatly—in fact, they
were reinforced by apparent group mobility—and perpetuated the need for
an out group and the continuation of scapegoating of the most vulnerable
groups.

In the late 1960s, the nation began to enter the postindustrial period.
Even a high level of education and training did not guarantee success on
the job market. Nonetheless, families that had gained stability and had
become a part of social networks in the past were best able to prepare their
children for the new demands.

The talented members of groups that had experienced active and severe
societal exclusion were not able to work their way into positions of influence
in the political and economic institutions of the secondary and tertiary
networks of the society. Families from such groups were not able to undergo
the same degree of three-generational development as did other groups.
This made it difficult for a disproportionate number of such group members
to meet basic family needs. While some families were able to do so and to
identify with the secondary and tertiary network institutions, the sense of
belonging and security could not be complete in the face of denial of basic
opportunities and fundamental rights to themselves and people like them-
selves. Excluded groups experienced increasing ambivalence about and
alienation from the institutions, leadership, and people of the secondary
and tertiary networks.
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As a result, some families that were functioning well in a less complex
socioeconomic order began a three-generational downward trend, func-
tioning less well each generation. Crime, violence, and other social prob-
lems could not be reduced in the same fashion that it was reduced in more
advantaged groups who cxperienced the three-generational opportunity
and family development trend. Black Americans were a disproportionately
large part of the negative family development pattern because of their
peculiar experience and resultant vulnerability.

THE BLACK EXPERIENCE

Disproportionate crime and violence among blacks in America can best be
understood by examining the interaction among families and primary, sec-
ondary, and tertiary social networks over time. This perspective will also
suggest the reasons that some corrective approaches show promise and
others do not. Because of the gencration-to-generation transmission of cul-
ture, experience, and parental adaptation to experience, it is necessary to
begin with the preslavery, or West African, experience of Afro-Americans.

West Africa was organized into kinship groups that were the core of all
political, economic, and social activities.® Each kinship group was com-
posed of a collection of extended families or lineages in which nuclear
families were enmeshed. Each lineage had a particular history, ancestral
shrine, rituals, and taboos which provided members with personal and
group organization, a belief set or systems, direction, purpose, and sense
of security. Each age group had clearly defined roles, and the responsibility
of parents and other adults to children and vice versa was clear.

West African culture was communal in style. Land was held in common
within a lincage and as a result, no lineage member worked for hire. Sharing
and mutual support was a prominent attitude and style in the life of West
Africans. The effect of these conditions was that families and children had
a very powerful sense of belonging in their society. There were differences
of status within and between lincages, but identification with leaders, cus-
toms, values, and ways was very strong among all. And through identifi-
cation, every member of the society had a sense of being valued, a sense
of purpose and power. In return, leaders and institutions had a strong
influence on the behavior and performance of members.

Because of these conditions, families were highly motivated to support
the development of their children in order to prepare them for participation
in their society as adults, to pass on skills, attitudes, values, and ways that
would enable them to be successful. This task was not complicated by
identity conflict, ambivalence, role confusion, and a sense of marginality
within and alienation from institutions and leaders of the society. The entire
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social system facilitated parental ability to promote a child’s development
along important pathways and to promote prosocial behavior.

[ am not suggesting that West Africa was Utopia. I am suggesting that
the relationship between children and parents-adults, and social networks
beyond the parents and children were critically important in influencing the
behavior and development of children, including intragroup control of
crime and violence. (Indeed, such social organization can make groups
vulnerable to intense conflict with and violence against outside groups.)

Slavery disrupted the kinship and related governmental, judicial, reli-
gious, social, and economic systems.” Because of the kinship and communal
nature of West African society, this break was even more important and
troublesome than the separation of individual families that Western social
scientists are more prone to be concerned about. In kinship and communal
societies, personal adequacy and a sense of power are more highly de-
pendent on the operation of societal institutions. Thus, West Africans, for
this and other reasons, were more susceptible to control during slavery and
more foreign to the individualistic culture they entered after slavery than
groups who had not experienced communal and kinship social organizations
prior to immigration.

In the United States, the master was all the social organization the slave
had. The basic necessities of life were provided or determined by the mas-
ter—food, clothing, shelter, religion, companionship, and sex. All executive
functions necessary for self-determination and the promotion of skills, such
as planning, organizing, developing, and carrying out long-range programs,
were not allowed. Only the remnants of the aesthetic components of Af-
rican culture that did not threaten the slave system—language and body
style, self-expression through music and dance, and so on—were allowed
to remain. Without cultural continuity, self-determination, and related
power, the slave was forced to identify strongly with the master—positively,
negatively, or both.

The overall effect of American slavery was the creation of negative psy-
chosocial conditions for the slave. Some were infantilized, or rendered
passive, apathetic, or depressed. Many became passive-aggressive, devious,
and deceptively rebellious. Some ran away. Some became defiant, hostile,
and aggressive, and struck out against the oppression, violently and di-
rectly, whenever possible. The latter behavior brought punishment or vio-
lence and created an atmosphere of violence. Slavery provided little
institutional or cultural bases for responsible slave interaction.

Families were not a part of a primary social network of their creation or
choosing. Under the slave system, children were reared for the use of the
master and not for the glory and self-expression of the parents within a
network of prideful and supportive lineage members. The children were
not to grow and develop to carry on traditions and values; to hunt, fight,
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or farm; to support or maintain the integrity of the lineage. There was no
glorious lineage future. After one generation, in most cases, there was no
glorious lincage past. Under these circumstances, the master’s approval or
disapproval was the only source of a sense of value, worth, and purpose.
And under the best of circumstances, both approval and disapproval were
a statement of inferiority. Nonacceptance of such feelings promoted rage,
often hidden, but capable of being triggered into violence.

The negative family-life and child-rearing consequences of these condi-
tions are obvious. Children were sometimes the victims of anger and vio-
lence displaced from the dangerous target of the slave master or other
whites. Children were not reared to participate in the political, economic,
social mainstream of the society. They were reared to be slaves, and slavery
was a system of forced dependency and negative feelings about the self. It
was a system that promoted powerful forces for identification with the ag-
gressor (slave master and other whites) and depreciation of and often am-
bivalence and antagonism toward one’s self and group.

Blacks in slavery composed a group formed by force rather than by
cohesive affiliation and common cause. Oppression of a potentially cohesive
group promotes a sense of common cause, organization, and often sus-
tained rebellion. Oppression of a group that has had its organizing insti-
tutions and systems destroyed usually results in sporadic and ineffective
efforts to rebel. But more often it results in serious intragroup and inter-
group relationship problems, promoting violence and crime against the self
and people like the self. In the absence of an opportunity to constructively
channcl angry feelings, violence against perceived oppressors increases
when the oppressed feel more positive about themselves and when external
conditions are less threatening.

American slavery existed for about 250 years. Unlike Nazi Germany
concentration camp victims and other violated groups, Afro-Americans did
not bring a largely self-determined culture into an oppressive system, hold
on to it as much as possible, and then return to supportive and reorganizing
cultural conditions. The instrumental, executive, and organizing aspects of
West African culture were broken in the enslavement process and replaced
by the powerlessness and degradation of the slave culture. This culture was
then transmitted from parent to child generation after generation. The
conditions after slavery, for about 100 years, reinforced among some much
of the psyche and behavior that was established during the slave period.
The master-slave relationship is the basis of symbolic and underlying con-
flict and violence—individual and collective, covert and overt—in black-
white relationships even today.

When slavery was officially abolished in 1863, American society was in
the early stage of industrial development, more in the North and East than
in the South and West where most blacks were located. Some carried with
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them the burden of the slave culture—the attitudes, values, and ways re-
lated to being a slave, such as dependency, few long-range planning and
organizing skills, little independent family management experience, and so
on. Some, because of opportunities during slavery or various adaptive
mechanisms, had managed to acquire adequate or even highly developed
social skills and were prepared to undergo three-generational development
like other groups.

Blacks with ability, however, were denied opportunities in the secondary
and tertiary social network institutions of politics, government, and edu-
cation on the basis of race, backed up by government sanctions and social
policies and practices.® And leaders in the secondary and tertiary social
networks not only permitted violent and nonviolent intimidation and denial
of black rights and opportunities, but often promoted it. Public officials
and leaders who should have been positive identification models, the source
of social and psychological well-being, and the basis of motivation for re-
sponsible famity and citizenship behavior were the opposite. Many such
leaders played insecure whites against blacks for political, economic, and
other advantages.

Like other groups experiencing exclusion, blacks turned in on themselves
for social organization and a sense of adequacy, belonging, and security
that could not be acquired in institutions in the secondary and tertiary social
networks. The black church was the only major primary social network
institution available for such purposes, and in the black community it be-
came more than a place of worship and a faith and belief system. It was a
substitute society, providing what the larger society provided most other
groups except economic and political opportunity. The black church came
under attack when it moved to address political and economic inequities.
Thus, it was not able to adequately address these issues, though it often
tried.

The church, and later church people in derived organizations such as
colleges, clubs, and group advancement organizations, provided a signifi-
cant number of families with the basis for stability and adequate child
rearing.® It was from this group that the first generation of better educated
black Americans emerged. Second, third, and further generations of suc-
cessful family development and functioning followed in many cases. It was
from the black church that the attitudes, discipline, and power to sustain
the civil rights movement derived. But the denial of opportunity after slav-
ery put a disproportionate number of blacks out of phase with industrial
development and the three-generational economic and political opportun-
ities and educational development that other groups experienced.

Blacks were still in slavery when most of the primary wealth of the nation
was all but given away. Blacks were closed out of the labor movement by
the 1900s and even the high-level blue-collar skills learned in slavery were
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lost; high-paying, casily acquired blue-collar skills were denied, and em-
ployment was primarily in the secondary job market characterized by no-
training, no-advancement, often seasonal and inconsistent, low-paying
work. 19

Until the 1940s, at least four to eight times as much money was spent on
the education of white children as black children in the eight states with
80 percent of the black population in America—twenty-five times as much
where blacks were greatly disproportionate in number." A similar disparity
in support for blacks and whites existed in the land-grant colleges.!? In the
mid-1960s, the endowment of all the one hundred plus black colleges put
together was less than one half that of Harvard University alone!™?

The consequences of these policies and practices was that the society
failed to create a large enough black middle- and upper-income group. It
failed to make blacks a part of the network of secondary and tertiary in-
stitutional leadership with its related influence on money utilization, infor-
mation, political contacts, skills, experience, and so on. The black middle-
income group that did emerge was largely in professional service areas,
often themselves excluded from larger society institutions and power. The
black middle-income community was not in a position to make it possible
for its group to meet basic needs and to serve as powerful identification
models and links to the larger socicty. As a result, the black middie-income
group had less influence on group behavior than it might bave had; it was
able only to petition the larger society for justice and opportunity.

When black and white leadership did begin to gain limited economic and
educational opportunities for uneducated, unskilled blacks in the 1940s,
the society had already moved into a period in which at least moderate
cducation and skills were needed. If not education and skills, certainly
contacts with friends, kin, and influential others were needed to obtain
better paying jobs. Racist social practices eliminated almost all blacks from
better paying job opportunitics. By the time overt and massive political,
economic, educational, and social injustice toward blacks was considered
unacceptable in the 1960s, the society was almost through the last stage of
the industrial revolution and its related social conditions.

As aresult, over the last century, many black heads of households worked
at the margin of the economy, barely eking out a living wage that would
enable them to care for themselves and their families and to experience the
related sense of well-being that would have motivated them to be adequate
child rearers and citizens. Many were not able to earn even a living wage.
It was for this reason that many competent fanilies in the agricultural South
and the unskilled-labor North became less successful in the next generation
and even disturbed and disturbing in the third—a three-generation down-
hill spiral.

In black and white communities alike, economic, educational, and other
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opportunities served to reduce family size. Indeed the average family size
of middle- and upper-income blacks is smaller than that of whites.!* Family
size, however, is larger among poor and socially marginal families. And
unsuccessful families in each of the last three generations often contributed
double to triple the number of unsuccessful families in the subsequent
generation. Thus, a disproportionate number of black families were poor
and socially marginal.

Moreover, unable to identify positively with institutions and leaders be-
yond primary social networks and black community organizations, many
blacks were not able to experience the sense of adequacy from minimal
personal gains that many whites experience through identification with
white leaders and institutions of the larger society. Frustration, powerless-
ness, and rage existed for many more blacks. Many experienced alienation
and antagonism toward the larger society. Even successful black families
experienced ambivalence and rage about secondary and tertiary social net-
work institutional policies and practices toward blacks. This is aggravated
by the larger society’s need not to know or understand its contribution to
black community problems, such as violence, crime, or welfare dependency.

The black experience is antithetical to the Judeo-Christian and demo-
cratic principles on which the nation is founded; it is a blemish on the
majority culture image. Thus there is a tendency, even a nced, to blame
blacks for problems created, in large part, by societal institutional policies
and practices. Even when injustice is acknowledged, the extent of economic
denial and the social and psychological consequences is not fully examined
by scholars nor does it become a part of the information base of the average
American citizen through education or the mass media. As a result neither
the public nor the policymaker is in a position to suppott or develop pro-
grams and practices based on the effects of troublesome past policies and
practices. Economic hard times increase the nced not to know, increase the
need of marginal white groups to scapegoat blacks, and increase social
pressures on and problems in the black community.

SOCIAL POLICIES AND BLLACK VIOLENCE

Social policies and practices toward blacks over the years have promoted a
disproportionate amount of black violence at several sites and through sev-
eral long-standing and continued mechanisms.

Larger-society social policies—welfare, housing, employment prepara-
tion, economic development—were not and are not now designed to take
advantage of the critical adaptive function of the black church and other
black community organizations. These programs are delivered and con-
trolled by outsiders, often professional and well paid but with little positive
relational tie to the recipient community. Such programs often leave little
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economic power in the hands of black community leaders. Aside from the
issuc of economic benefits to larger-society service givers, the implicit as-
sumption 1s that there are no residual black-white relationship problems
that must be addressed in developing programs to assist the most trau-
matized segment of the black community; that attitudes of dependency,
short-range goals, limited motivation for responsible family behavior—all
the legacy of slavery and years of oppression—will disappear with training
and job opportunitics.

The less traumatized black families were able to take advantage of the
increased opportunities in government, education, employment, and busi-
ness, thereby experiencing improved economic conditions in the 1960s. But
the most traumatized families, which were unable to secure social and
economic well-being or a sense of adequacy through identification with
either larger-society or black community institutions and leaders, deterio-
rated most in the face of a changing economy. Such families are the primary
site of a disproportionate amount of violence, crime, and other social prob-
lems. The twelve-year-old youngster with whom I worked in 1965-66 and
remet fifteen years later was from such a family. These families appear to
be increasing.

Traumatized families often overwhelm institutions and programs based
on the notion that no previous trauma took place, that success as families
and in the economic system is merely a matter of will and hard work.
Housing programs that isolate the poor and then systematically remove the
best organized and most effective families from the neighborhood or hous-
ing project through income limits are an example of such thinking, Still
another example is that of teacher and administrator education programs
that focus on content and methods and do not prepare educators to promote
the movement of underdeveloped children along critical pathways other
than the inteliectual. There are many other examples of “‘policics of denial.”

Children from the most traumatized families more often fail in school-—
unnecessarily—and begin a downward trend of failing in later school, often
dropping out or attending without hope and purpose, and then failing in
lifc.” In reaction to failure, the most vibrant and reactive often become
disruptive and violent in and out of school, both individually and in groups
or gangs. Neighborhoods and communities of adequately functioning fam-
ilics are then overwhelmed by the reactive and most troubled individuals
and families. Models of violence and other troublesome behavior for chil-
dren abound in relatives, friends, and neighbors unsuccessful in previous
gencrations.

Those less prone to strike out at others in frustration and anger often
develop self-destructive (self-violent) habits—alcoholism, drug abuse, and
so on. But for some, financing such habits and finding supplies has become
a way of life—providing ironically a sense of purpose, personal organiza-
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tion, achievement, and adequacy. And financing drugs in particular is a
major source of violence, robbery, and other crimes in our society.

The mechanism of displacement used so frequently in slavery and
throughout the period of overt oppression persists. Much black-on-black
violence is in reaction to an inability to cope with the larger society or to
identify with black and white leaders and institutional achievements. Frus-
tration and anger is taken out on people most like the self. But while
technology and social change has increased social distance, they have also
weakened the notion that *‘the universe is unfolding as it should.” The have-
nots can more often ask, “‘why not?”” They can more often strike out against
the haves in crime and violence because the sacial and psychological con-
straints related to limited information and other social conditions no longer
exist. This has increased and will continue to increase black-on-white vio-
lence.

While social change has affected blacks and other vulnerable minorities
most, many marginal white families also have been less able to cope since
the 1940s. Black success in the highly visible areas of athletics, entertain-
ment, and media news contributes to the notion that blacks are getting
ahead. This threatens the ability of marginal whites to identify—use the
fact of being white—with the achievement of the white leadership group.
Among less well-functioning whites, this increases the need to scapegoat
blacks. Economic hard times intensifies their anxiety and increases incidents
of white violence and threats against blacks. This accounts for the increased
Ku Klux Klan and other hate-group activity across the country. And while
the least well functioning act out in violence, the threat and resistance to
change within the larger society has increased up and down the larger-
society socioeconomic ladder.

Blacks at every socioeconomic level sense and directly experience the
resistance. Black organizations and better educated and connected black
people respond with programmatic efforts to maintain basic rights and
opportunities obtained during the 1960s, despite considerable anger and
alienation. Blacks less well controlled personally and less well connected
to black or white institutions providing economic and psychological security
more often respond with violence. Triggering incidents, such as question-
able police action in black neighborhoods, have set off several major and
minor riots, including acts of violence against people and property, during
the last two or three years. These blacks are reacting to more than the
incident. They are responding to a general sense of unjustifiable exclusion
from reasonable opportunities to meet basic physical, social, and psycho-
logical needs. The police are symbolic of the larger-society forces perceived
as responsible for the exclusion.

Some social policies and practices by government and private institutions
and individuals have come closer to what is needed. Programs designed to
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try to overcome extreme economic powerlessness in the black community,
knowingly or inadvertently, go to the heart of the problem in a society in
which economic, political, educational, and other social opportunities are
so intertwined. A varicty of programs to promote black businesses have
been developed, and a small black business leadership group has emerged.
But overall these programs have been a matter of too little, too late; they
have been based on white community development patterns rather than on
the peculiar experience of blacks and the resultant need to promote broad-
based black economic development as well as individual opportunity and
wealth.

The amount of money allocated for such programs has been relatively
small. The commitment of too many in government and private agencies is
merely token and moreover is devoid of much understanding of the urgency
and degree of need. To be widely and greatly successful, black business
people, like immigrant groups before them, would have to be supported
by a rising tide among their own group while they make significant links
with the larger-socicty business networks. But overall black community
opportunities have come in a trickle rather than a tide and there are no
real links to the larger business community. Affirmative-action policies were
designed to address this problem. But resistance based on a lack of under-
standing of the need and fear of the loss of a competitive edge has greatly
limited the effectiveness of this policy.

Also, and again, the nature of the postindustrial economy does not fa-
cilitate easy identification with local leadership and community develop-
ment in the natural way it once did. Thus, black political, economic, and
social leaders would have to create ties to all scgments of their community
to have the same trickle-down economic and bubble-up social effects that
white business developed two and three generations ago. The black com-
munity, never as cohesive as some other groups and subjected to a century
of attitudes and values favoring individualism, may not fully appreciate the
necessity for broad-based group economic and social development; it may
not appreciate the degree to which group cohesion, strong organizations,
and power, in addition to individual effort, is necessary to achieve wide-
spread black development. Appreciation of this need is even more unlikely
to occur among blacks born after the height of the civil rights movement
in the 1960s. The result may be that the gap between black haves and have-
nots will grow wider. Should this be the case it will be even more difficult
to link the most troubled black families to the mainstream of the society.

Finally, the only tried and true road to reasonable economic opportunity
for blacks has been education. Societal neglect of predominantly black
colleges has put their future in imminent peril. The across-the-board re-
duction in assistance for higher education has hurt families from groups
that were most excluded from economic opportunities in the past and are
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now least able to support skyrocketing higher education costs for their
children. The neglect and threatened abandonment of public education wiil
have the same effect.

‘The consequence is that the nucleus of black leadership, already less than
10 percent of what is needed, will shrink even more. And the ability of
talented young people to identify, learn from, and be influenced by people
like themselves, to be emotionally attached and therefore powerful moti-
vators, will be reduced. It already appears that the flow of blacks into new
career areas and opportunities does not come from poor or previously
excluded families, but from families of people who managed to obtain a
reasonable education and income level in the previous generation.

Should these trends continue, positive black community growth and de-
velopment can eventually be outpaced by downward spiraling families. This
will worsen violence, crime, and every other social problem, including black
and white conflict.

THE REDUCTION OF BLACK VIOLENCE

To reduce black violence will not be easy. It will require a significant change
in larger-society understanding, attitudes, policies, and practices. The mo-
tivation to change is not great, because the connection between larger-
societal conditions and violence, crime, and other social problems is not
widely understood or accepted. As mentioned carlier, barriers to under-
standing are rooted in long-standing religious beliefs and defensive re-
sponses. No one can list the specific programs that must be created to
promote black community development and resultant violence reduction.
But the areas that must be addressed can be articulated,

First, mature nations have long recognized that violence, crime, and
other social problems are not simple acts of bad will or sin, that promoting
prosocial behavior and relying heavily on families and their support systems
is far more effective than police action, justice, and correctional systems,
The notion of inherent badness and laziness must be put to rest. Perhaps
people from all groups experiencing the serious social and psychological
effects of unemployment, business failures, near riots of thousands of peo-
ple over the mere rumor of available jobs, and other economic recession-
related problems will help improve our understanding and permit more
mature responses to our social problems.

The critical role of the family and its dependence on economic oppor-
tunities and positive relationships to institutional leadership cannot become
common knowledge until information sources and decision makers make it
so. Violence and crime scholarship must focus more on the family, child
rearing and development, and issues of community relatedness than on
justice and correctional issues. School academic programs must allow young
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people to understand the critical role of family and community relations
and the past and present deterrents to successful family functioning. Polit-
ical leaders and mass media executives have the same responsibility. Be-
causc of television, top political and/or government leaders have become
extremely important in establishing national understanding and attitudes.

No social program, public or private, designed to address black com-
munity economic and educational underdevelopment can be successful un-
less the negative consequences of past government and private-sector social
policies are as well understood as the devastating consequences of national
disasters. Also, the negative consequences, for blacks and whites, of not
addressing past and present problems must be understood. Otherwise, pub-
lic support for programs such as affirmative action, adequate support for
black education, community development, and the like will not be great or
sustained long enough to be helpful.

Second, a national family program and focus is necded. Indeed, until all
American families understand the importance of child rearing and devel-
opment and fecl reasonably supported and appreciated in that effort, ma-
terial success and other achievements will remain more important. The
cmphasis on material gain will remain a source of destructive competition
and scapegoating. Hundreds of public and private family support pro-
grams—child care, health care, education, recreation and character devel-
opment—exist. But most are fragmented and uneven in quality. Many
familics fall through the cracks and receive no support at all, This means
that in one of the most highly developed scientific and technological nations
in the world—where effective functioning requires a high level of social,
psychological, and intellectual development-—child development is left to
chance.

Third, the more tightly knit communities of the past cannot be restored,
but government and private attention must be given to how local commu-
nities can restore a reasonable “sense of community.”’ Ironically, in some
places, the violence and crime problem and resultant neighborhood watches
and the like have spawned the kind of interaction and concern that is
needed. But such approaches must be less defensive and negative in ori-
entation and more in the spirit of promoting a positive, supportive com-
munity climate. Numerous school programs across the country have
decreased violence and crime with this approach. Even some cities have
done so.

All the above approaches would positively affect black violence and
crime. But it will be necessary to go one step beyond to address black
community needs. The most troubled and troubling segment, and the not
so troubled but excluded segment, of the black community must be linked
to the larger society through black community institutions that themselves
must be linked to the institutions of the larger society. Programs in housing,
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employment, employment preparation, general education, economic de-
velopment, and the like must have a significant black community input,
sponsorship, or other arrangement that allows for residual benefits, pri-
marily money. But skills, such as planning, organizing, and implementing
long-range programs and goals and the confidence, contacts and know-how
to participate in larger-society activities, are also needed.

I am not suggesting that white people can’t be helpful in black commu-
nities. Indeed many blacks now operate effectively in predominantly white
settings and whites in predominantly black settings. But I am saying that
black institutions and people who are sensitive and emotionally attached
to, and dependent on, the outcome of programs in the black community
can and must serve as important primary social network identification
models and links to the larger secondary and tertiary social networks. A
low-income black parent in a school improvement program that was floun-
dering singled out the only black person among the several leaders involved
and said, “I want my son to grow up and go to work with a shirt and tie
and briefcase, just like you!”” The black participant’s commitment and sense
of responsibility had to go beyond rational program planning, work, and
concern,

The evidence that groups link and support their members and thereby
reduce violence and other social problems can be seen in the experience of
immigrants a generation or two ago. The success of black programs that
anchor violence-prone youth and other people in need in programs pro-
moting ethnic pride, concern, care, and guidance suggests the same. Black
groups that developed businesses, group pride, and cooperative, communal
supports were even more powerful in positively influencing people that
social workers and probation officers couldn’t touch. But such groups are
often seen as threatening, do not receive support, and are perhaps even
undermined, so that they wither and die. Genuine efforts to link such
groups to black and white institutions would give the society a mechanism
for reaching the unreachables.

Finally, I am not suggesting that nothing can or should be done to im-
prove and support police work and justice and correctional activities. Much
must be done. I am suggesting that we will never be able to mop the water
off the floor unless we turn off the faucet that is causing the tub to overflow.
And time is running out. Unlike decaying streets and bridges, the tear in
the fabric of human social systems somewhere down the line will be beyond
repair,
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Citizen Self-Help and Neighborhood
Crime Prevention Policy

PAUL J. LAVRAKAS

Often when people learn that a rape, murder, or other serious crime has
occurred in their neighborhood, their typical response echoes an old re-
frain: “Why didn’t the police stop this from happening?” With all the
exposure to the Perry Masons and Kojacks of television, it should come as
no surprise that many Americans assume that crimes occur because of the
direct failures of the institutions of the criminal justice system.

In contrast to this notion, it is a major premise of this chapter that the
criminal justice system (including the police) can in most instances only
react to crime, not prevent it. While this is not a new idea, it merits constant
repeating until its importance has been acknowledged and acted upon.
Charles E. Silberman, in Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice, has argued
compellingly about the limited role of the criminal justice system in pre-
venting crime and maintaining order.! But even many of our best known

I have studied citizen crime prevention for the past ten years. In that time many other
scholars and practitioners have added to our state of knowledge in this fickd, one whose roots
may be traced to the presidential crime commissions of the late 196ls. Among those many, |
would especially like to acknowtedge my appreciation to Fred DuBow, Dan Lewis, Janice
Normoyle, Dennis Rosenbawm, and Wesley Skogan for the benefits 1 have gained from ex-
posure to their work and ideas. The same holds true for Fred Heinzelmann and his colleagues
al the Community Crime Prevention Division of the National Institute of Justice. Finally, I
would like to thank former Chiel William McHugh, former Chief Howard Rogers, Chief
William Logan, Sgt. Hank White, and Commander Frank Kaminski of the Evanston, llinois,
Police Department for providing me with numerous opportunities to conduct applied research
on citizen/community crime prevention.

I would also like to thank a number of persons who provided helpful comments on an
carlier draft of this chapter. These include Susan Bennett, Royer Cook, Lynn Curtis, Fred
Heinzelmann, Janice Normoyle, Dennis Rosenbaum, Wesley Skogan, James Tien, and Rich-
ard Titus,
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scholars, such as James Q. Wilson, appear to continue to view the insti-
tutions of the criminal justice system (e.g., the police) as the primary ve-
hicles through which crime can be prevented and order maintained.2 While
the criminal justice system is necessary and important, T believe these agen-
cics can at best play only a secondary role to that of an efficacious citizenry.

What seems most clearly needed to prevent most instances of crime and
other antisocial incidents in neighborhoods is a caring and vigilant citizenry.
Such citizens not only would use the agencies of the criminal justice system
to enforce laws but also would strive to improve the quality of life in their
communities, especially for those who seem to have the least incentives to
conform to the values shared by most of their fellow citizens and thus are
most likely to cause problems for them. While arguing this point, I also
suggest that the criminal justice system and especially the police must de-
velop and exercise the expertise attributed to them by citizens as “crime
prevention experts.” They must teach the public that crime prevention is
primarily the public’s responsibility.

Since the presidential crime commissions of the late 1960s, we have
learned that crime prevention is best not viewed as an either/or venture.
Citizens cannot merely strive to “reduce opportunities” for crime by pro-
tecting themselves, their households, and their neighborhoods, and then
automatically expect crime to be prevented.? Nor is it realistic to expect
every American to volunteer time to projects that address the *‘root causes”’
of crime.* Nevertheless, if we expect to make meaningful reductions in the
levels of criminal victimization we have experienced since the 1950s, in-
creased cfforts on both fronts must be encouraged. Unfortunately, it ap-
pears that not enough of the public or the policymakers realize this, or if
they do realize it, not enough have been willing or able to act on it. This,
I believe, helps explain our lack of significant progress in stemming crime.

The impact of crime in diminishing the quality of life is far greater than
a mere tally of victimizations (whether reported or unreported to the po-
lice). Its greatest effect on the psyche of our nation may be its signal that
“things are getting out of control.”s Furthermore, there appears to be a
self-feeding spiral at work here—one in which crime and instances of dis-
orderly behavior result from deteriorating social control on the part of
community residents, which fuels the loss of control, which in turn speeds
the cycle onward. It is this cycle that needs to be interrupted. And it is my
contention that the lessons of the past fiftcen years teach us that we will
continue to miss the mark until we focus our resources not so much on
improving the efficiency of the criminal justice system as on nurturing the
desire and ability of citizens to help themselves—with the assistance of the

criminal justice system—by gaining a measure of control over their neigh-
borhoods.
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CITIZEN PRODUCTION OF COMMUNITY SECURITY

The notion that, collectively, citizens play the greatest role in determining
the level of crime and disorder that exists in neighborhoods is not new. Yet
it is clear that at present too many citizens do not recognize their respon-
sibilities in these matters. Rather, people seem to have fallen into a “why-
do-I-pay-taxes?” mentality. That this has happened probably reflects the
basic change our culture has undergone in the past century.

Historically, humans took for granted that they were primarily respon-
sible for their own safety.¢ As population density grew and cities formed,
institutions such as the police developed, releasing the citizenry from some
of their responsibility for keeping communities safe. But even then, it was
the behavior of the citizenry, not the police, that ultimately determined
community security.

In time, law enforcement agencies and agents became an established part
of government bureaucracy, but still it was recognized that these institutions
and agents could play only a limited role if for no other reason than their
limited numbers. Thus at times, the vigilance of the citizenry was mani-
fested in the vigilante tradition. In a review of American vigilantism, R. M.
Brown concluded that at its base this phenomenon strove to enforce the
“conservative values of life, property, law and order.”” Furthermore, when
it “represented a genuine community consensus” and was not directed
against legitimate “minority” behavior, vigilantism was often a socially con-
structive movement.’

Because of the necessities created by our increasingly more complex and
technological society, governments at all levels have assumed more and
more of the responsibility for neighborhood security in the last century.®
While this is their legal mandate, a serious mistake was made when we
apparently failed to recognize that a democratic government’s institutions
can provide security only in a very narrow sense. They are our fall-back
mechanisms when things go wrong. Generally, government institutions can
react to criminal events and disorderly behavior and restore normalcy to
specific situations. But we grievously erred when we also ascribed to them
the power to prevent (and thus reduce) crime and disorder, in the broader
sense.

Recently, some scholars have begun to write about citizen ““co-produc-
tion” of safety and security. Most of this work has come from those who
apply an economic model to crime prevention, treating safety and security
as valued goods that are “‘produced” by police and citizens.” These schol-
ars, most of whom have worked with the Ostroms at Indiana University,
seem interested in determining what proportion of security is produced by
public sector agencies (e.g., the police) versus the proportion produced by
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the private sector (the citizenry). While no firm estimates are made, it is
implicit in their work that a great deal of the internal security we experience
in our daily lives is directly attributable to the anticrime behavior in which
the public engages. This view is clearly shared by other observers of the
crime scene.'?

What is it, then, that we as citizens do that appears to so determine our
own security? From my own research and that of my colleagues at the
Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research at Northwestern University,
it appears that citizens’ preventive reactions to crime can best be under-
stood as three fairly independent clusters of responses.!! First, citizens try
to protect themselves through a variety of self-precautions (including
weapon purchases), but most often by merely restricting their own behav-
iors to reduce their exposure to possible victimization. Second, citizens
take precautions to protect their households against home invasions. 2
These responses most typically represent some form of access control via
the deployment of physical barriers (e.g., lights and timers) to the would-
be offender. Finally, citizens engage in anticrime activities aimed at increas-
ing the overall security of some territory (e.g., their neighborhood). This
latter type of anticrime activity is nearly always a collective effort involving
other citizens (e.g., neighbors) and ranges from informal surveillance, cit-
izen patrols, and escort programs to projects directed at the presumed root
causes of crime (e.g., providing recreational and employment opportunities
for youth)."

Our research also indicates that these three basic modes of citizen an-
ticrime responses are driven by different forces. Behavioral restrictions, the
prototypical self-protection response, is directly tied to fear of crime. That
is why we find that a majority of our central-city residents (where fear of
crime is the greatest) place many restrictions on their own movements in
place and time. On the other hand, a far fewer proportion of suburban and
rural residents restrict their own behaviors, at least not in their own com-
munities.

The security-oriented measures that citizens deploy in their homes ap-
pear linked not so much to fear of crime or to experience with victimization
as to owner/renter status. Home owners, regardless of where they live,
create a more secure environment to live in than do renters. '

Finally, we have found strong evidence that participation in collective
anticrime activitics at the neighborhood level rarely has anything to do with
fear of crime, since fear’s effect is a restricting one. Rather, this form of
citizen self-help appears directly linked to citizens’ concerns about the gen-
eral quality of life in their neighborhoods and to their willingness to vol-
untarily give some time to “‘make this a nicer place to live.’’s

All these anticrime measures that citizens use to protect their person,
their home, and their neighborhood probably do more to determine the
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amount of neighborhood crime that takes place each year than the direct
effect of all the agencies and agents of the criminal justice system. This,
then, is what is meant by citizen “production” of community security. While
it is unfortunate that it is necessary in today’s world, citizens reduce their
levels of victimization when they restrict their own behaviors. (This may
well be one of the major reasons women and the elderly have relatively
low victimization rates.) It also seems very likely, though definitive evalu-
ation studies have not been performed, that citizens contribute to their own
safety and that of their neighborhood when they engage in and/or employ
both household and neighborhood crime prevention activities and mea-
sures.

Why then have we not seen a massive and sustained policy thrust in
support of these citizen efforts at production of neighborhood security? In
partial answer to that question, and as a primary purpose of this chapter,
let us look at public policy in these matters over the last fifteen years.

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PUBLIC POLICY SINCE 1965

The emergence of attention to citizens as a resource in the fight against
crime was one of the most important outcomes of the commissions set up
by President Lyndon B. Johnson. Yet I believe that this approach to crime
prevention has failed to receive the level of attention and support it merits
from federal, state, and local governments,

In July 1965, President Johnson established the Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice through executive order, “‘re-
cognizing the urgency of the Nation’s crime problem and the depth of
ignorance about it.”'® While today our crime problems are no less urgent,
we are no longer as ignorant about solutions. By making this statement, 1
am suggesting that the process that President Johnson set in motion has
done little, in a real sense, to reduce crime, but has done a fair amount to
help us learn (or some might say relearn) what must be done to reduce it.

The Katzenbach Commission issued its findings in the 1967 volume, The
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. In response, Congress passed the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. In establishing the
action agency, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),
the 1968 act stated ““that crime is essentially a local problem that must be
dealt with by state and local governments if it is to be controlled effec-
tively.” This was a start in the right direction, yet a careful reading of the
act finds rather vague directives about what should be done at the local
level to contrel crime; the act merely specified that funds could be allocated
to educate the public about crime prevention and law enforcement. Funds
could also be spent to employ community service officets (civilians) at the
local level to encourage “‘neighborhood participation in crime prevention
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and public safety efforts.”” Other than this, nothing was said by the Congress
about citizen involvement in crime prevention.

As such, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act left up to the
LEAA the particulars of how to support citizen involvement in crime pre-
vention. The agency then received billions of federal dollars to allocate to
these and other crime-control ends. In retrospect, we can see that with all
the established constituencies of the criminal justice system (e.g., police,
attorneys, judges) vying for LEAA money, it is not surprising that insuf-
ficient attention and support was given by the top (politically appointed)
LEAA administrators to the notion that citizen involvement was critical to
the war on crime. Specifically, the Community Crime Prevention Division
of the National Institute of Justice has never received sufficient funds to
investigate fully how best to promote this notion of an involved citizenry.

All this is not to say that no attention was given to the citizenry’s role
in crime prevention. Yet as one jooks back on the years that followed, it
appears that too often the time and resources devoted to citizen involve-
ment seemed more a matter of lip service on the part of top administrators
than a sincere and serious effort to develop policy in this direction. Rec-
ommendations made by lower level bureaucrats were rarely supported to
the extent necessary to give the ideas a fair chance of succeceding.

By 1971, LEA A had established a commission “to formulate for the first
time national criminai justice standards and goals for crime reduction and
prevention at the state and local levels.” The series of reports that were
issued by that commission included a volume, Community Crime Preven-
tion, that addressed the roles of public- and private-sector agencics and
citizens in the fight against crime at the local level. For the most part, the
volume contained recommendations for community-based programs tar-
geted at presumed root causes of crimes: youth service bureaus, drug abuse
programs, and other employment, educational, recreational, and religious
strategies.!”

Apart from this, very limited space was given to specific recommenda-
tions of what the average citizen could realistically do to prevent crime.
One example, though, was a statement on the “reduction of criminal op-
portunity’’:

Combating erime is not solely the responsibility of law enforcement agencies.
Crime reduction can come about only if the community, criminal justice person-
nel and individuals work together. Law enforcement agencies have a responsi-
bility to inform citizens of ways to protect themselves, and their families. Such
programs, however, will have little effect unless citizens take such elementary
precautions as locking their doors and windows, or reporting suspicious or crin-
inal activities in their neighborhoods. Citizen participation in crime prevention
begins at home. '
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In this statement and in an appendix to the volume, the commission
suggested that proper citizen anticrime measures included:

+ Locking doors and windows

* Reporting suspicious/criminal activity

+ Increasing the “target-hardness’ of homes (e.g., special locks)

* Increasing the informal surveillance of one’s neighborhood and partici-
pating in block watches

« Engraving personal property with an [.D. number

+ Patrolling neighborhoods via walking or driving with or without CB ra-
dios.

It is important to note that all these recommendations were made in the
total absence of valid evaluation research on the cffectiveness of any of
these measures in preventing crime.

What one finds in this volume is basically a case-by-case citation of “‘suc-
cessful’” community crime prevention programs that had cropped up around
the country in the 1960s." In retrospect, this created a serious problem,
because it was assumed by many that programs that purportedly had
worked in one community could be automatically taken off the shelf and
successfully deployed in another community. Unfortunately, it took the rest
of the 1970s to learn that community crime prevention does not work this
way! What, at cursory inspection, may appear to be a successful anticrime
strategy or program is often only the final visible stage (somewhat like the
proverbial tip of the iceberg) of a much more complex process. When a
program seemed to succeed in reducing crime, it was probably something
much larger than the specific anticrime strategy that changed in the com-
munity to bring about the crime reduction. And the complexity of under-
standing what this much larger something was led one scholar to ponder
“what is community crime prevention?”? (Later I will discuss this larger
process, which I believe accounts for successful community crime preven-
tion. )

A further look at Community Crime Prevention is called for, because it
also illustrates what has been another major barrier to reasoned policy
development in this area (one that unfortunately continues to this day). As
mentioned earlier, the evidence that was used to make policy recommen-
dations about community crime prevention was little more than a collection
of testimonials and *‘expert opinion.” Too often these presumed experts on
crime prevention were not expert at all. Nowhere has this situation been
more prevalent than within the police field. Most often the police were (and
continue to be) thought of as experts on crime prevention, and [ will later
argue that they should be. But rarely have they been truly knowledgeable
about crime prevention in its larger sense, other than knowing how to react
to and control specific instances of criminality.
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I have argued that a critical mistake was made when we, as a society,
began to shift our expectations about who is responsible for crime preven-
tion. When we began to ascribe this responsibility to the police, we also
erred in assuming that if they were responsible, then they must also be
expert in prescribing solutions. 1 am not arguing this point so much as a
critique of the police (though they share some of the blame) as a critique
of ourselves and other officials for shunning a responsibility that should
have remained the public’s.

All this led to a crime prevention policy formulated on untested hunches.
The commission’s 1973 report contained many good suggestions, but they
were untested. While there were claims that the measures had worked in
some communitics, no one really knew how or why they worked. If things
could be done over, it would have been at this point that Congress and
LEAA should have committed a significant amount of funding (say, $50 or
$100 million) to systematic testing of these ideas to see if they really worked
and, just as important, how they worked.? This was not done. Instead
millions of dollars were committed to implement these “good ideas,” and
it took a series of national evaluations to point out the shortsightedness of
this policy course.

Starting in 1974, the research and evaluation arm of LEAA, then called
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ)
and now called the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) began a serigs of
meta-cvaluations, using a model developed by the Urban Institute.?? These
evaluations were proposed to NILEC] by evaluators throughout the coun-
try, and five were funded that directly related to community crime preven-
tion. Each of these meta-evaluations aimed at documenting the state of
existing knowledge about certain kinds of anticrime programs, highlighting
knowledge gaps and making policy recommendations. The anticrime strat-
cgies that these evaluations focused on included: (1) property-marking
projects (Operation 1.D.),? (2) citizen crime-reporting projects,? (3) se-
curity survey projects,? (4) citizen patrol projects,? and (5) streetlighting
projects.?’

Each evaluation found that there was a [ot of involvement on the part of
citizens in these crime prevention programs (that is, in absolute numbers;
not a large percentage of the public, though). But each evaluation also
concluded that very little evidence was available to decide whether these
anticrime strategies really prevented crime and if so, how they worked.?
(And the latter concern is a critical one before we can apply some *‘suc-
cessful” strategy in another location.)

Again, in retrospect, it appears clear that a much-needed and proper
follow-up to the findings of these evaluations should have been some form
of controlled field testing of these community crime prevention strategies.?
And, in fact, that is what was proposed to LEAA in 1976.% In conducting
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the above mentioned meta-evaluation of citizen crime-reporting projects,
it became clear to Leonard Bickman and me that these types of anticrime
projects were often used as part of a larger set of strategies that included
property marking, security surveys, block watches, and so on (for example,
the Community Crime Prevention Program in Seattle). Yet when we pre-
sented our findings to NILECI, we sensed that top administrators were
tired of hearing that more testing was necessary, and because of the ap-
parent political agenda of the time, they could not wait for the results of
methodologically sound testing. Thus, at the conclusion of this phase of
evaluative work, no one knew with any certainty whether these strategies
actually prevented crime, and, in what later became a painful lesson, no
one knew the best ways to successfully implement these strategies in new
settings.

Despite this lack of tested knowledge, Congress supported the use of
these and other anticrime strategies at the local level through the creation
of the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs. This office was man-
dated by the Crime Control Act of 1976, which also made funds specifically
available for the “development and operation of programs designed to re-
duce and prevent crime against the elderly” and for “‘crime prevention
programs in which members of the community participate, and including
but not limited to ‘blockwatch’ and similar programs.”

In interpreting the 1976 Crime Control Act, the Office of Community
Anti-Crime Programs chose to build its funding priorities around the fol-
lowing distinction:

Priority will be given to programs and activities that are “public-minded” in the
sense that they are designed to promote a social or collective response to crime
and the fear of crime at the neighborhood level in contrast to “private-minded”
efforts that deal only with the actions of citizens as individuals or those that result
from the provision of services that in themselves do not contribute to the orga-
nization of the neighborhood.

While this distinction may appear to be a clear one on first reading, it turns
out to be ambiguous when put into practice, because the public-minded/
private-minded distinction does not hold up as a valid way of differentiating
anticrime behaviors. Rather it is properly used to identify different motives
for these behaviors.*

The Community Anti-Crime Program (CACP) was mandated by Con-
gress to allocate $30 million to fight crime through direct grants to com-
munity groups rather than funding state or local governments. The premise
implicit in this funding process is noteworthy. For the first time, the federal
government was acknowledging that organized groups of residents were the
best vehicle to combat local crime. Dan A. Lewis of Northwestern Uni-
versity noted the importance of this underlying premise in his critique of
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the CACP when he suggested that “the CACP may be . . . [an] approach
to the reallocation of political authority through federal initiative.”*

Despite what could be considered a good start, at least when it came to
recognizing the proper vehicle through which to foster crime prevention,
the CACP did not live up to its promise, in part because of the pressures
and constraints put on the program by Congress. While the evaluation
report on that program is more than four years overdue, what seems to
have happened is an example of inadequate program implementation.
Rather than providing sufficient crime prevention technical assistance to
community organizations so that they could make good use of the CACP
funds to devisc and implement “their own preferred solutions to locally
identified crime and crime-related problems, < Marlys McPherson and
Glenn Siloway of the Minnesota Crime Prevention Center concluded that
the heavy federal involvement so hampered the local planning process as
to render CACP ineffective. ™

The conclusion that should be drawn from the CACP experience is not
that the theory of supporting citizen self-help anticrime initiatives will not
work, but rather that the theory did not get a fair and proper testing via
the CACP. As Carol Weiss pointed out in her seminal book on cvaluation
rescarch, a clear distinction must be made between a “program” failure
and a “theory” failure.® And without a program success there can be no
valid test of the theory. What happened with CACP cannot be viewed as
a program success,

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 acknowledged the impor-
tance of supporting neighborhood and community anticrime efforts by con-
tinuing the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs and by authorizing
formula grants to state and local governments. The act specified that these
formula grants could be used for: (1) establishing or expanding community
or neighborhood programs that enable citizens to undertake initiatives to
deal with crime and delinquency, and (2) improving the police utilization
of community resources through support of joint police-community projects
designed to prevent or control neighborhood crime.

Here again, no adequate follow-up occurred, in this case, because of
politics. Drastic cutbacks in the LEAA budget took place as part of the
budget-cutting pressures to which the Carter administration responded in
1979 and 1980. What then followed under the Reagan administration was
the effective elimination of most of the planning bureaucracics at the fed-
eral, state, and local levels that had arisen since the crime commissions of
the 1960s. This cutback in the level of burcaucracy was not all bad, but it
also coincided with elimination of funds that could have been allocated to
carty out the mandate of the 1979 act.

}' By 1982, all that remained of citizen anticrime action programs being
funded by LEAA was the Urban Crime Prevention Program (UCPP) and
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the national anticrime public service media campaign that featured the
slogan “Take a Bite out of Crime.” The UCPP was a joint ACTION/LEAA
venture that carried on the funding premise underlying the CACP—that
local groups merit direct funding to help plan and implement anticrime
strategies. At present it is unclear what actual impact UCPP has had on
crime and fear reduction. But a process evaluation of eighty-four projects
in nine cities that received $4.5 million in UCPP funds observed the critical
necessity of providing technical assistance to these local groups “to help
them help themselves.”? In other words, it is not enough merely to give
funds to most community/neighborhood groups and expect them to know
how to put them to best advantage. I am not questioning that they, the
local groups, must have the final say on what they do, but there are critical
information-gathering skills and planning skills that most local groups do
not have, but that are often necessary to fight local crime successfully. (I
will be returning to this point later.)

Although it has been received with mixed reactions by many criminal
justice practitioners and observers of the crime scene and by certain mi-
nority groups, 1 believe the anticrime media campaign featuring McGruff,
the crime prevention dog-detective, is an important start in the right di-
rection.’” As I have stated previously, I believe that the public needs to
(re)learn their responsibilities for preventing crime. This is one of the
themes underlying the TBOC campaign. Although it is unrealistic to expect
the campaign to markedly change the behavior of the American public, the
ads can serve a very important legitimizing function for the efforts of local
agents (e.g., community organizers and the police) as they take the crime
prevention message to their community. I suspect that as more and more
of the public is exposed to the campaign’s message, it will become pro-
gressively easier to convince people at the local level of their crime pre-
vention responsibilities. And it is at the local level where the battle against
neighborhood crime must take place.

Apart from these LEAA-sponsored anticrime programs, the Depart-
ment of Justice has also engaged in major delinquency prevention efforts
during the past ten years. With the passage of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Congress set out to remedy this cen-
tury’s lack of progress in preventing juvenile delinquency. Echoing earlier
calls for community involvement, the act’s underlying philosophy held that

the responsibility for control, primary punishment and rehabilitation of identified
juvenile criminals remains with the court, but the responsibility for prevention
has been given back to the community. The primary responsibility for preventing
youngsters from engaging in illegal behavior . . . has been returned to those
“front-line” community institutions—the family, schools, clubs, church, neigh-
borhood—which historically have been responsible for the social integration,
socialization, and control of youth.*
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In addition to the anticrime programs that the Department of Justice has
sponsored since the early 1970s, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) has also supported anticrime demonstration projects,
such as the Urban Initiatives Anti-Crime Program. This program provided
upwards of $40 million to public housing authorities in thirty-nine cities
throughout the country so that they might involve residents (especially
youth) in anticrime activitics. At the time this chapter is being written, the
Police Foundation is in the process of completing its two-and-one-half-year
evaluation of this program, so it remains to be seen what new lessons may
be learned from the HUD experience. _

Looking back, then, at public policy toward community crime prevention
for the last seventeen years, we find a number of instances where good
starts were made, but often with insufficient follow-up. This has left us with
a legacy of both strengths to build upon and weaknesses to overcome. The
strengths have sometimes come through lessons learned from mistakes. For
example, the CACP taught us that it is not enough to dole out money to
local groups and expect positive results; one must also provide adequate
crime prevention technical assistance 4CACP also taught us that because
of politics it is highly unlikely that the federal government can implement
such a program without hampering its chance for success. While this is a
useful lesson, CACP and other community crime prevention programs that
turned out to be program failures have also tainted the underlying theory.
We must overcome the image of failure that was sometimes left behind by
the citizen anticrime action programs of the 1970s before the public and
policymakers alike will acknowledge the wisdom of fostering citizen pro-
duction of neighborhood security.

Fortunately, one of the strengths we now have to build on is the knowl-
edge gained through the support of LEAA’s research arm, the National
Institute of Justice. Using that knowledge base, we now have a much better
idea of how community crime prevention can best be fostered.

RESEARCH FOR CITIZEN/COMMUNITY
CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAMMING

As previously mentioned, a major barrier to the successful implementation
of citizen anticrime strategies has been the relatively shallow knowledge
base on which many programs have been founded. The political realities
of the past seventeen years often forced policymakers to go into the field
with programs whose concepts sounded good but actuaily were untested.
Because an anticrime program can be linked to a reduction in crime and/
or fear of crime in some given community does not automatically mean
that we can successfully transfer that program to another location. While
the practitioners who planned and operated the program may claim to know
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why 1t works, it often turns out that there was more to the program that
accounted for the positive results than even the practitioners realize. That
is why successful citizen/community crime prevention is better viewed as a
broader process than simply anticrime strategies such as block watches,
citizen patrols, recreation programs, or the provision of employment op-
portunities for youth. This broader process includes those specific anticrime
strategies, but just as important, it also includes both subtle and mundane
actions by residents that signal that they are trying to get back in control
of their neighborhoods. As such, it was a mistake when we thought that
we could simply fund specific anticrime strategies without also re-creating
the broader process.

The series of national meta-evaluations sponsored by NILEC) in the mid-
1970s found that most of the action programs that tried to involve citizens
in crime prevention were poorly conceptualized, especially in their under-
standing of how to sustain citizen participation. (This criticism also holds
for other federal programs that encouraged citizen participation, not simply
those dealing with crime.) The need for research for planning purposes
appears to have been of low prionty at LEAA compared with the need to
“look like we’re doing something.” It didn’t seem to matter that what was
being done was wrong, or not especially efficient, as long as some actions
were being taken to “fight crime.”

Fortunately, at this time, LEAA was beginning to support research that
has informed us about the broader process that appears to lead to citizen
production of neighborhood security. Simply stated, the process is one that
gets citizens to feel and act as though they are in control of their neighbor-
hood! As the twelve-year-old heroine of “*Suzy’s War” (a superb, but little
scen thirty-minute film for television) cries, “People, these are our
streets!”3

The first significant research that helped us understand citizens’ reactions
to crime after the crime commission surveys in the late 1960s% was the
seminal work of Frank F. Furstenberg.*! He was the first to note the im-
portant distinction between citizens’ fear of crime (how personally vulner-
able they imagine themselves to be) and citizens’ concern for crime (how
much of a social problem they perceive crime to be in some given locale,
such as their neighborhood). He also was the first to suggest that citizens’
preventive responses clustered along two basic dimensions (‘‘avoidance”
and ‘‘mobilization’”). Unfortunately, but indicative of the problems at
LEAA in the 1970s, Furstenberg was so appalled with the political agendas
of Congress and the top LEAA administrators that he quickly went back
to academia and gave up his interests in crime research.*

Some of the major NILECJ-funded research programs of the 1970s that
related to this general topic were: (1) the Defensible Space and the Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) programs (the iatter
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included a $4 million contract to the Westinghouse Electric Corporation)
and a major environmental design demonstration/evaluation project in
Hartford, Connecticut; and (2) the Reactions to Crime project at the Cen-
ter for Urban Affairs, Northwestern University, which conducted multi-
method field rescarch for three years in neighborhoods of Philadelphia,
Chicago, and San Francisco.

The CPTED research performed by Westinghouse was intended to be a
field test of the crime prevention concepts promoted by the “defensible
space” work of Oscar Newman and others.*® This theory linked crime with
the configuration of the physical (built) environment. Although most of the
previous environmental design work focused exclusively on architectural
aspects of the environment, the Westinghouse work tried to expand the
theory to include aspects of the social environment as well.

There were a number of problems and shortcomings with the Westing-
house work with which I and many others who were associated with West-
inghouse arc all too familiar. Nevertheless, the Westinghouse research did
provide some important findings. First, it demonstrated the great imple-
mentation difficultics that are encountered when a large anticrime effort is
mounted. Westinghouse was involved in the planning of CPTED-type dem-
onstration projects in a residential area of Minneapolis,* in a commercial
sector of Portland, Oregon,* and in a school system in Broward County,
Florida.*¢ Each of these demonstrations required the coordination of sev-
eral local agencies, and it was quickly learned that the local political en-
vironment often determined what, if anything, would be done as part of
the demonstration. Sccond, the Westinghouse research suggested that mod-
ification of the social environment was as important, if not more important,
than mere modifications of the physical environment.

One of the most promising specific findings of thc Westinghouse research
was a marked reduction in commercial burglaries in Portland that was ap-
parently due to the formation of a community organization representing
local businesses and to security surveys of all businesses that were made
by the Portland police.*” (These findings were later substantiated in a reev-
aluation of the Portland commercial demonstration.)® As a follow-up to
this positive finding, NILECJ moved in a highly commendable direction-—
a controlled test of the strategies via the Commercial Security Field Test.
The final results from this demonstration/evaluation project (in Long
Beach, Denver, and St. Louis) are not yet in, but initial findings reinforce
the conclusion that having a local community organization (in this case, a
business group) serve as the primary vehicle through which to promote
citizen/business involvement in crime prevention is of value.®

In addition to these CPTED-type projects, NILECJ heavily supported
a demonstration/evaluation project in a residential section of Hartford,
Connecticut, between 1973 and 1981. What was especially significant about
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Hartford was the importance accorded the role of research/evaluation in
the planning process, that is, the demonstration was based, in part, on the
research. In their latest assessment of the Hartford experience the evalu-
ators, F. Jack Fowler and Tom W. Mangione, have concluded:

« Environmental design changes can strengthen a neighborhood.

« Strengthening informal social control in a neighborhood can have a pos-
itive effect on residents’ fears and concerns, although not necessarily
having a direct effect on crime reduction.

+ Fear of crime is more related to the character of a neighborhood than
to actual crime rates.

. Agpgressive, effective police activity within the context of other elements
of social control may play a key role in deterring neighborhood crime.”

The legacy of the environmental design research that NILECJ/NII has
funded has clear implications for programming in the area of citizen in-
volvement in crime prevention. So too have the findings of the $1.5 million
Reactions to Crime (RTC) project. That work began in 1975 as the brain-
child of Fred DuBow and others at the Center for Urban Affairs, North-
western University. Basically the RTC project was the first comprehensive
attempt to conceptualize and then investigate citizens’ varied cognitive,
affective, and behavioral reactions to crime. The data base for the research
included over ten thousand pages of field notes by on-site observers in ten
neighborhoods in three central cities, thousands of random telephone sur-
veys with residents of these cities, and detailed content analysis of all crime-
related stories in each of the major daily newspapers in each city over the
course of three months while the surveys were being conducted.®! There
was also a follow-up project that investigated the underlying motivations
for citizens’ preventive responses to crime.*

The implications for citizen self-help and neighborhood crime prevention
that our work at Northwestern University suggested are:

« Citizens’ attempts to prevent crime are of three basic types—personal,
household, and neighborhood.

+ The concepts of “private-minded” and “public-minded” can be useful in
describing citizens’ motivations, but not their behaviors.

« Fear of crime is only partly related to Jocal crime rates and seems to
have a good deal to do with the presence or absence of “signs of inci-
vilities” in a neighborhood.

+ Most persons form their fears, concerns, and other perceptions about
local crime, not through the media or even exclusively through direct
experience with victimization, but also through *‘vicarious victimization.”

« Fear of crime and crime itself appear to be lower in those neighborhoods
with relatively higher social cohesion.
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* Citizens’ involvements in neighborhood-based anticrime efforts are most
often associated with their participation in multipurpose community or-
ganizations, including local church, school, and business groups.

In addition to the RTC rescarch, others have made significant contri-
butions to the current state of knowledge. Two of the larger research pro-
grams include the ongoing work of Stephanie Greenberg and her associates
at Research Triangle,’ and Ralph Taylor and his associates at Johns Hop-
kins,* both of whom are investigating the rolc of territoriality and informal
social control as these concepts relate to lower rates of crime and fear of
crime in neighborhoods.

In closing this section on rescarch that can and should be used to help
increase citizen involvement in producing community security, I would like
o mention some recent work Dennis Rosenbaum and I have conducted
with the Evanston, Illinois, Police Department in starting to apply the
lessons of community crime prevention research to help a community deal
with its crime problems. As part of the police department’s Comprehensive
Police-Community Crime Prevention Program,s detailed information was
gathered from residents and community organizations to help identify the
nature and extent of crime-related problems and to wdentify existing com-
munity resources that could be built upon in planning solutions. Following
this empirical planning phase,* the implementation process commenced by
convening a Residential Crime Prevention Committee made up of citizens
and police representatives. The committec has gone on to produce an an-
ticrime newsletter “Alert” to inform citizens about local crime and crime
prevention® and to develop various strategies in which the police and local
community organizations play pivotal roles in getting the citizenry involved
in producing community security. Our preliminary evaluation of the Ev-
anston experience has been quite positive, and like the Hartford project,
it serves as an example of the broader process that is needed to involve the
citizenry in a successful battle against the causes of crime.

NEIGHBORHOOD SECURITY THROUGH CITIZEN SELF-HELP:
SUGGESTED DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

In concluding this review of citizen involvement in the crime prevention
process, T want to set forth what in my judgment is a course of action that
should now be followed. There are a number of themes that are central to
my recommendations:

« First, it is the citizenry, not the police or other public servants, who bear
the prime responsibility for the security of neighborhoods. 5
* Second, the government and the private sector (e.g., corporations) must



Citizen Self-Help 103

help citizens actualize this responsibility, and the police can and should
play a critical role in bringing this about.

* Third, it is in everyone’s best interest, including the police, that citizens
assume their responsibility for the security of neighborhoods and prop-
erly use public servants such as the police to enhance this end.

* Fourth, it is not enough merely to encourage citizens to engage in anti-
crime measures that are thought to reduce criminal opportunity; citizens
must be encouraged to take direct actions against the root causes of
crime.

* Fifth, although there are important supportive actions that can be taken
at the federal, state, and local municipal levels, the focal point for suc-
cessful crime prevention is the neighboriiood/community level ™

* Sixth, multipurpose voluntary associations of citizens should be the ve-
hicles through which opportunities are made available to the public for
involvement in crime prevention.®

* Seventh, although there is a basic process that is common to all successful
involvement of citizens in crime prevention, the process manifests itself
in a variety of specific ways across different comnunities. 5!

To begin to teach the public their responsibilities for producing their own
security, we should first recognize that most Americans assume that the
police are our crime prevention experts. While in most instances this simply
is not true, I believe the police miust develop and actualize crime prevention
expertise. As I stated earlier, most police have been too busy reacting to
specific crimes to step back and take a long, hard look at how to prevent
crime in the larger sense. While money and rhetoric supported the for-
mation of many community relations units and crime prevention units dur-
ing the past seventeen years, too often this was viewed by police as simply
window dressing and/or merely a good way to bring more LEAA money
into a department. Good public relations between citizens and the police
is critical to the overall process, but it is not enough. Too often the police
have failed to take seriously the notion of involving citizens in crime pre-
vention, possibly because we formerly had little useful information about
the citizen crime prevention process. Thus, too few departments developed
any real expertise on how to involve the citizenry in crime prevention,

For this policy to work in the 1980s, police administrators must make it
clear to their departments, through both words and actions, that they ac-
knowledge that citizens play the crucial role in neighborhood crime pre-
vention and that their department is bent on nurturing this role.s
Logistically, this means that all departments should have officers who are
trained citizen crime prevention specialists. And by training I do not mean
simply that they should be schooled in the methods of opportunity reduc-
tion through target hardening. More important, these police experts must
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understand the process of citizen crime prevention, which includes the im-
portance of community organizing.®® And if for no other than symbolic
reasons, these officers should be assigned the title of crime prevention
specialists.

Moreover, it should be the mandate of these police specialists to seek
out and work with existing citizen organizations in their jurisdiction’s neigh-
borhoods to increase residents’ capacity to prevent crime. These specialists
also should have direct input into the formulation of department policies,
including allocation of manpower. Only when police chiefs make it clear to
their departments in no uncertain terms that these are to be S.0.P. will
t/_he police begin to actualize their potential in the crime prevention process.,

«* 1t will undoubtedly take a number of years for police administrators to
see the wisdom of this course of action. There are just too many “‘good old
boys™ at the top levels of police departments to expect rapid change. If the
traditional macho image police so often have of themselves serves as a
barrier, it will be difficult for them to admit that without the efforts of
citizens no real progress will be made in reducing crime. Yet, if for no
other reason than that of self-preservation, the police should recognize the
corner into which they have painted themselves. Too many of the public
hold the police accountable for the amount of crime that occurs. When the
police fail, as fail they will without the help of citizens, they get blamed
for something that never should have been their responsibility in the first
place!

Police who are willing to put these recommendations into practice must
also be willing to deal with naturally occurring boundaries (the neighbor-
hoods) within their jurisdictions. In large departments, this will require
giving a great deal of autonomy and discretion to local area commanders.
Only in this way will police be able to mesh with the varied needs of
different communitics.

Government can support police involvement in this process by setting it
as a guiding policy. This needs to be done from the federal level down. The
“Take a Bite out of Crime” (TBOC) media campaign is an example of
this. TBOC should be further improved and actively supported, because
of the legitimizing effect the campaign can have on the public’s acceptance
of efforts to get them involved in crime prevention. How much easier it
would be for community organizers and the police to enlist the aid of
residents in anticrime activities if these residents have already been exposed
to the TBOC mcssage.

What I have been proposing regarding the outreach that police should
make in developing a crime prevention partnership with residents by work-
ing with voluntary associations assumes that these associations afready ex-
ist. In communities where they are needed but don’t exist, or where they
exist but aren’t working well to represent the interests of citizens, the police
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could try to encourage the community either to organize an association or
to improve an existing group. Here it is crucial for the police to recognize
that security is a basic part of the quality of life and that local groups
should not simply organize around crime. Research shows that single-pur-
pose anticrime groups are often short-lived, since crime, thankfully, is never
an ever-present phenomenon at the local level.

Fortunately, though, multipurpose neighborhood and community orga-
nizations abound. And even where they are absent there are almost always
informal social networks for resident interaction. Thus, in most instances,
we already have in place a mechanism to increase citizen involvement in
crime prevention. Many times, though, these groups do not recognize their
importance, or if they do, they most often do not know how best to go
about fighting crime.

I believe that just about anything that improves the overall quality of life
in a neighborhood is likely to have a positive effect on local crime rates
and fear of crime. Yet rarely do we see the quality of life miraculously
improve because of the intervention of some outside agency. Rather, it is
direct and indirect citizen involvement that is most likely to improve neigh-
borhoods. While citizens cannot repave their own streets, they can often
get city hall to do it if they are patient and properly organized; moreover,
citizens can work to keep local streets free of litter. Residents may not have
their own facilities to hold after-school basketball games, but they can
usually reach some agreement with local schools and churches to use their
gyms for practice and games. Residents then can volunteer time as coaches
and referees and donate money for uniforms. Citizens may not be the best
choice to stop specific incidents of violent crime, spouse abuse, or child
abuse, but they can often get the police to intervene. Then residents can
try to provide some social support for the victims. And if police consistently
fail to respond when they are called, organized citizens can often pressure
the local police commander to remedy the problem.

The American public must learn that if they want to live in safe and
secure neighborhoods, they are the only ones who will bring this about. At
the same time, the struggle is more likely to be successful when residents
work in close cooperation with public-sector agencies. To increase the ca-
pacity of the public to prevent crime, there are a number of other basic
strategies that can be followed.

First of all, we are not likely to increase security and feelings of safety
in a neighborhood until we fully understand the nature and extent of the
problems facing that neighborhood. Since problems will differ across neigh-
borhoods, planning for neighborhood improvement must begin with an
information-gathering phase. Ideally, this would include systematic obser-
vations of the neighborhood environment, retrieval of information from
municipal archives, and random surveys of residents. Through systematic
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observation, we can, for example, learn where physical deterjoration is most
prevalent, where teenagers hang out, where people seem to avoid going,
and so on. Through data retrieval from municipal offices, we can gain some
sense of how burglarics are distributed in space and time, how owned and
rented housing units mix in an area, what the age mix in a neighborhood
is, and so on. From random surveys of residents, we can get a good (valid)
sense of what residents’ concerns and fears are, what anticrime measures
they currently deploy, the degree of social cohesion in a neighborhood,
residents’ willingness to participate in organized neighborhood improve-
ment projects, and so on.

I am not suggesting that neighborhood crime prevention can often be as
structured and comprehensive as all this. Rather, my point is that there
needs to be an explicit information-gathering phase so that planning for
solutions can be based on more than hunches, rumors, and false percep-
tions. Information gathering is often an implicit step in many successful
neighborhood improvement programs. Why not make it explicit so that
others will recognize its importance when they try to replicate the process
in their own neighborhoods?

It 1s at this stage that local groups could best use some technical assis-
tance from social scientists to help them gather useful information and then
make scnse of it once it is collected. Local universitics, colleges, and even
high schools need to become more involved with community groups in
applied study projects like these. In the spirit of sociologist Andrew Gor-
don’s Computers for the People project, scientific methods and technology
must be made accessible to the public.® And when outside funding is avail-
able from business groups, private foundations, or public monies, one of
the best investments of these funds can be to aid this information-gathering
phase.

I say this because spending some money up front to document local
problems can bring in much more money and person-time later on in sup-
port of the solutions. If knowledge is power, then local groups need to be
well informed about the problems facing them. City councils and other
municipal agencies will be more likely to listen (or can be better persuaded
to listen) when they are confronted with facts. An important ancillary strat-
egy for the local group is image building via the media. Once local groups
document the problems facing their neighborhoods, they should interest
the local media with press releases of their findings. Just a little visibility
can have an enormous snowball effect. When fellow residents, local busi-
ness owners, and elected officials sec the efforts of a local group publicized,
this often bestows some special legitimacy on the group, and support is
more readily forthcoming. Other residents are then more likely to become
members; the business community is more likely to help finance improve-
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ment projects; and city hall is more likely to lend an ear when the group’s
president calls.

Once information has been gathered to document local problems and
identify resources in the community, the planning phase can begin. Groups
must begin by assigning priorities to the problems they’ve identified. Given
the number of members that are active in the planning process, the larger
membership can be broken down into smaller problem-specific planning
groups. At this stage, there are two general categories of problems that
may be encountered. Each is a signal to residents that things are getting
out of control. First, there are the problems of serious crime (assaults,
robberies, burglaries). Second, there are the problems of incivilities in the
social environment (e.g., teenage loitering)} and the physical environment
(e.g., poor property upkeep). It is beyond the scope of this chapter to
detail the myriad of responses available to combat incivilities, but [ will
discuss the range of anticrime responses a group might consider.

To begin with, the group must appreciate the basic difference between
strategies targeted at the root causes of crime and those aimed at oppor-
tunity reduction. 1 have recommended that groups need to consider both
types of action programs. I believe not only that both approaches are crit-
ical to crime prevention but that there is an important practical consider-
ation here: groups must be realistic in the goals they set for themselves so
as not to create expectations that are impossible to meet, thereby losing
the good will of active members. This means that solutions should be
planned as a sequence of small steps, with some sure “taste of success”
built into the early steps so as to reinforce the motivations of participants.
And 1t is usually easier to see quick successes along the opportunity-re-
duction pathway than the root-causes pathway.

Depending on the needs of their neighborhoods, groups should consider
what types of personal, household, and neighborhood anticrime opportu-
nity-reduction strategies they will advocate. Do women in the area need
simple self-defense training? Are there times when it simply is not prudent
for certain types of residents to be in certain places? Do houses and apart-
ments need more secure doors and windows? Does lighting in backyards,
alleys, and streets need brightening? Do sufficient numbers of residents
watch out for one anothers’ property at vacation time? Do children need
escorting to school along certain routes? Do elderly people need shopping
escorts? Do parks require citizen patrols on summer nights? It is wrong to
think that every local group can and should encourage each and every
possible anticrime measure. Nor should they choose some strategy because
it worked somewhere else without first determining the similarity of this
“somewhere else” with the local community.

Along the same lines, groups need to grasp some sense of the causes of
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local crime so that they can adopt a realistic approach that begins to deal
with these causes. Since so much of the criminogenic process is linked to
the developmental stages of youth, a community must squarely face the
needs of its young. How can educational, employment, and recreational
opportunities available to youth in the community be improved? Can’t
business groups be approached to help, even if for no other reason than
self-interest? Do the social and health curricula in the local schools devote
cnough attention to the problems of youth, including drug and alcohol
abuse? Are there enough after-school activities to keep youth off the streets
while parents are still at work? Are parents properly supervising their chil-
dren, especially at night and on weckends? (The Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention has published a series of reports that should
be of great help to a local group facing youth problems in its community.)

No voluntary community effort can deal with all these issues simulta-
neously, but once problems have been identified and evaluated, a local
group can begin some small-scale realistic effort as a start. Succeeding in
this first effort can also have a snowball effect. It is trite to say ‘“‘nothing
breeds success like success,” but it seems clear that when a group has
demonstrated tangible accomplishments, members wiil find it easier to gamn
support for new programs, in terms of both volunteer time and donations.

All this discussion has been focusing on the local citizen group as the
vehicle through which crime can best be prevented. As such, it is incumbent
upon us to understand how to better nurture these groups.

There is no question that outside funding has the potential to help,
whether from the private or public scctor. But it is not a necessary, and
certainly not a sufficient, condition for success. In fact, outside funding can
be the bane of a local group if the group then loses its ability to make its
own decisions about proper solutions to its community’s problems or if the
funds undermine the true strength of the local group—unpaid voluntary
person-power. Too often in the past, local groups received government
funds for certain programs regardless of whether the programs addressed
their chicf needs. Many times we have also seen local programs flounder
when external funding is withdrawn. That this happens so regularly points
up the problem of losing track of the importance of committed citizens.
With this in mind, there are a number of specific reccommendations (based
on research NIJ has funded) that can help strengthen local citizen organi-
zations:

1. Tt is of paramount importance that a local organization begin by ad-
dressing manageable tasks so that enough success is experienced to
reinforce and sustain citizen action.

2. The organizations can request the regular attendance of a local police
officer to serve as a security adviser to the group and as a facilitator on
matters refated to crime prevention.
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3.

Organizations in high-crime areas (typically ones with higher population
density, lower per capita incomes, and greater minority population) will
be faced with problems different from those in lower crime areas. In
high-crime arcas, organizations will not only have more serious prob-
lems to deal with, but will typically have fewer resources to apply to
the problems; they will also have greater difficulties in getting citizens
involved. This suggests that a good deal of person-time will have to be
devoted to organizational maintenance and membership recruitment in
such areas. In these instances, it may turn out that the organization
cannot function entirely through voluntary workers; in such areas, fund-
ing may be necessary in order to employ at least a part-time adminis-
trator.

As more people move to the suburbs and as suburbs age, their crime
and incivility problems are likely to increase. Suburban populations,
however, seem readier to take a proactive stance toward problems, and
suburban community organizations should capitalize on this by address-
ing issues and mobilizing citizens before problems become serious.
Voluntary organizations must recognize the life-cycle demands placed
on their members and the varying levels of attachment to the community
among local residents. This should help the organization develop real-
istic expectations about the amount of time people are willing to donate.
Furthermore, recruitment strategies should recognize that home owners
have property interests, parents have child-related interests, and young
adults have recreation interests and that it is on such vested interests
that the organization should build.

Organizational resources may be better invested in maintaining the in-
volvement of the active core of members rather than focusing dispro-
portionately on recruitment of new members. It appears that providing
social affiliation benefits and other expressive incentives is especially
important in keeping members active.5

. From the standpoint of recruitment, it seems especially important that

potential members perceive an opportunity to become involved in help-
ing to solve local problems, This follows from the knowledge that initial
involvement in community organizations seems predominantly related
to instrumental motives (i.c., problem directed).

Fear of crime is not a factor that community organizations should play
upon to motivate individual citizens to participate. Instead, residents
should be approached by appealing to their interests in being good
citizens and working to improve the quality of life in their neighbor-
hood.

As this chapter was written, the Eisenhower Foundation of Washington,

D.C., was developing a program that closely parallels many of the strategies
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I have recommended for increasing citizens’ capacity to prevent crime. This
effort is called the Neighborhood Anti-Crime Self-Help Program and is
financially supported by the Ford Foundation and over forty other insti-
tutions. The Eisenhower Foundation’s program will strive to work with
established community organizations in urban scttings. The client organi-
zations will receive technical assistance, first, to facilitate the gathering of
sound information for planning their anticrime strategics and second, to
plan and implement their own best solutions. The foundation will also
provide seed money directly to the organization and negotiate matches from
local foundations, corporations, governments, and law firms in the city
where each organization exists. We, at the Center for Urban Affairs and
Policy Research, are working in partnership with the Eisenhower Foun-
dation both to help implement and to test the self-help concept. By 19806,
we hope to be able to report that this model has been a documented suc-
cess!

CONCLUSION

,_/I have argued that, in general, public policy in the United States toward
crime prevention has failed to place sufficient weight on the importance of
citizen involvement, or self-help. Too many of our supposed crime preven-
tion experts and policymakers may well be expert about the workings of
criminal justice system agencies, but they do not appear to recognize the
implications of acknowledging the limitations of these agencies in our dem-
ocratic society. Until we change the emphasis of our public policies away
from considering the police, courts, and prisons to be the primary mech-
anisms for reducing crime, I believe that we will continue to experience the
tragic levels of victimization with which our citizens now live. These crim-
inal justice agencies are our means of reacting to crime—they should not
be expected to prevent it by themselves.

I have argued that too many of our citizens need a severc awakening to
their own responsibilities for neighborhood security. (Like the *“‘slap in the
face” shown on television, citizens may cventually conclude, “Thanks, I
needed that.””) Citizens must also learn to avoid the temptation to think,
“If we only got better service for our taxes, we wouldn’t have thesc prob-
lems.” While it scems to be in the short-term interest of many politicians
and criminal justice administrators to report their “great accomplishments”
in fighting crime, this too perpetuates our crime problems by serving as a
barrier to long-term solutions. And the media add to this barrier by con-
fusing success in solving or prosecuting spectfic criminal events with crime
prevention.

I have outlined a number of strategies that many others feel should be
followed, if not exactly as set forth here, at least in this spirit. I have been
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purposefully idealistic, because I am optimistic that we have the capacity
to change. I recognize that the struggle to involve citizens in crime preven-
tion will face its greatest difficulties in just those neighborhoods where
predatory crime is worst, Nevertheless, with adequate support from public-
sector agencies, even the resource-poor should be able to begin the slow
process of gaining control over their neighborhoods.%

The strategies I have outlined treat local multipurpose citizen organi-
zations as the primary mechanisms through which neighborhood crime is
most likely to be prevented. At the same time, I have stressed the impor-
tance of the direct and indirect roles of the police and other criminal justice
agencies. In the past fifteen years, we have learned a lot that can now be
used to plan a comprehensive strategy to prevent crime. (And a good deal
of this knowledge can be traced to LEAA funding.) Yet we need to con-
tinue to learn what does and doesn’t work and under what circumstances.
We need, but are currently not getting, substantial support for field testing
of the community crime prevention process. At the same time, we have
passed the point where we should wait until more definitive answers are
available. We need a major and sustained thrust, from the president on
down, to wake America up to the critical importance of citizens helping
themselves by helping their neighborhoods become safer places to live.
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Presidential Commissions and
the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration

ALAN R. GORDON AND NORVAL MORRIS

Some years ago, onc of us was excoriated as unpatriotic for writing that
“to the student of comparative criminal statistics America may or may not
be the land of the free, but she is certainly the home of the brave.” Such
flip commentary may be in bad taste, but it underlines an abiding truth
that has frequently been demonstrated earlier in this policy review. Though
the rates of criminal violence vary dramatically from area to area in this
country, though they vary dramatically from one social, ethnic, and eco-
nomic group to another, there is uniform agreement that they are every-
where too high for cultural health and social ease. They have led to a
situation wherein rates of violence condition where and how Americans
live, how they travel, where they go to school, to work, to recreation; they
deeply influence race relations; they have created a burgeoning new indus-
try of private policing that surpasses in numbers and resources its official
counterparts—in short, there is too much violence in this country, and
everyone, particularly every politician prior to an election, wants to do
something about it. But what? And how? And how much else would have
to be given up if those somethings were indeed done?

These are large questions, larger than we can address in this chapter.
Our focus is much narrower, but relevant we hope to those larger questions.
We will concentrate on the role of national commissions of enquiry in
suggesting public policies to be followed in relation to the diminution of
criminal violence, and their success in attracting acceptance and govern-
mental support. Of the several national commissions we will devote central
attention to the Katzenbach Commission and its report The Challenge of
Crime in a Free Society since from it sprang the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration, the largest and longest federal effort to respond to
the problems of crime in America. We shall set the discussion in the context

17
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of consideration of the sweep of rates of criminal violence over time and
place in this country and conclude with some reflections on possibilities for
the future.

As a preamble, it may be helpful to state our skepticism about the re-
lationship between national crime commissions and the diminution of
crime. National crime commissions are political techniques of not address-
ing the reality problems of crime; they are political gestures, not govern-
mental commitments. They may lead to good, and often do, but it is a
mistake to think they do anything except buy time for the formulation of
what one hopes will be more rational policies. Perhaps a personal experi-
ence may be allowed to underline this obvious but generally forgotten point,
Years ago, in another country as will be obvious, the prime minister tele-
phoned a dean of a law school to ask him to serve as chairman of a royal
commission (the commonwealth equivalent of the presidential commis-
sion—though the latter is also often given the honorific “blue ribbon,”
which surely partakes of royalty). The law dean expressed himself as over-
whelmed by the honor, but regretted that for the next six months he was
inexorably committed to a state governmental task that would, together
with his decanal duties, preclude this offered opportunity. Try as he would,
he could not start work on the royal commission for six months. ““The very
man I’ve been looking for” came the reply from an unusually direct and
wise prime minister.

TRENDS IN VIOLENT CRIME

The most careful overview of the sweep of violent crime in this country
and abroad is an essay by Ted Robert Gurr, “Historical Trends in Violent
Crime: A Critical Review of the Evidence,” which appeared in volume 3
of Crime and Justice: An Annual Review of Research. Studies such as Gurr’s
generally excite little attention in the popular press and, regrettably, scant
interest even in the community of criminological scholars. But Gurr’s was
an exception. He stated a truth that ran counter to the conventional wisdom
and hence attracted the usual vigorous criticism for such veracity. He agreed
with the conventionally wise that there had been an upsurge of criminal
violence in the 1960s and 1970s, but he also offered and compellingly dem-
onstrated the view that this increase had been preceded by a much longer
period of steady decline in rates of criminal violence not only in this country
but throughout the Western world. This surely annoyed the doomsayers of
the media who rejoice only in catastrophe or sentimentality.

Gurr went further and suggested the causes of both the long-term decline
and the shorter-term increase, seeing the former as “a manifestation of
cultural change in Western society, especially the growing sensitization to
violence and the development of increased internal and external controls
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on aggressive behavior” (p. 295), and finding the prime causes of the recent
upturn in the legitimization of violence by war, the stresses of rapid ur-
banization and industrialization, the pressures of economic prosperity and
decline, and rapid changes in the demographic structure of the popula-
tion—all causes of violence noted by the successive crime commissions of
the past twenty years.

By pressing these realities of the long-term decline and short-term upturn
in violence, we are by no means intending to suggest that the problems of
criminal violence in this country are other than severe and important, They
are. They strike deep into our culture and particularly into our race and
class relationships. All that is intended is to implant a balanced view of the
problem that rejects the likelihood that a phenomenon as deep-seated in
American culture as a high rate of criminal violence will respond swiftly
even to the implementation of recommendations of successive national
crime commissions, let alone to their adumbration.

From the historical and comparative viewpoint, it is proper to conclude
that there is an excess of criminal violence in the United States; that over
time it could and should be reduced; that in the broad we know the etiology
of criminal violence, because we know where and among whom it is dis-
proportionately to be found; that its diminution will involve aspects of our
culture far outside the ambit of interest of the criminal law; and that we
should stop paying attention to the politicians who promise a swift surcease
of this evil. Much will have to be done in many areas of social organization,
and much of it will not command any immediate popular support. Within
the sphere of influence of the criminal law, our major purposes in relation
to violent crime will be ameliorative and marginally reductive at best. That
does not mean they will be unimportant. It is clearly important to improve
the efficiency of our fact-finding and guilt-deciding processes, to make our
sentencing system both more fair and more community protective, to be
solicitous of and helpful to the victims of violent crime—in brief to fulfill
the great precepts of justice under law. These are large purposes that relate
closely to much else that must occur in our social organization if criminal
violence is to be reduced and the broad historical sweep of its steady re-
duction continued and expedited.

Let us now look more closely at the increase of violent crime during the
past twenty years and then at the response of some of the crime commis-
sions to it.

THE TWO-DECADE RISE IN CRIMINAL VIOLENCE

By 1980 here is how matters stood. The Uniform Crime Reports suggested
a continuing increase in rates and amount of criminal violence, a doubling
of the rate per 100,000 over twenty years; the National Crime Surveys
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indicated that there had indecd been substantial increase but suggested a
recent cessation of that increase, even a decline. By the end of 1982, these
two measuring instruments had come into broad accord, confirming that
over the past two years there has been a stabilization and possibly a decline
in rates of criminal violence, but that this stabilization or decline relates to
the peak of the very steep increases of the sixties and scventies.

So at a time of generally increasing prosperity and increased govern-
mental concern and effort in relation to crimes of violence, we find a sharp
increase in those crimes, and then with the deepening of economic adversity
into at least a recession, we find a cessation of that increase in criminal
violence. What is to be made of such paradoxical results? And, in partic-
ular, how explain the combination of greater governmental effort and wors-
ening results other than in terms of the general perversity of the human
species?

A first suggested insight is this: it is probably a mistake to aggregate
crime rates as these national statistics do. It is well to remember that there
are vast swathes of America with crime rates comparably low to those found
in countries in Western Europe with which we like to compare ourselves,
The logical and true corollary is, of course, that we have pockets of violent
criminality far surpassing in intensity anything to be found in those coun-
tries, with racial and ethnic minorities locked into cultures of violence that
skew our national aggregatc statistics. It is tempting but dangerous on this
topic to commit the sin of false unity; nevertheless, as aggregates, such
figures do tell us at least this: aggregate rates of violent crime in the United
States doubled in the two decades of the sixties and seventies.

Some suggested that this doubling of violent crime was in substantial part
a statistical artifact, that the statistics had changed very much more than
the underlying reality. Here, in brief, are some of the arguments that were
advanced to suggest this misperception.

As more and more rural police jurisdictions joined the FBI crime re-
porting system, confidence in that system grew and crime reporting became
more complete. Likewise, in the big cities, improved communication Sys-
tems, improved crime accounting systems, automation generally, led to a
similar increase of the proportion of crime that was recorded and reported.
Further, as the community gained more confidence in the police, as the
police improved their efficiency and their courtesy, so more crime would
have been reported to them even if the incidence of crime did not change.
And finally, on this theme of increased confidence in the police and their
criminal statistics, there was during the two decades of our enquiry a steady
pressure to make the police more responsive to the needs of the ghettos
and barrios of urban industrialized America, and to the extent that such
pressure was effective, so would there have been increased reporting of
crime to the police from these areas of very high incidence of violent crime.
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Looking at this possibility of a statistical artifact of increased violent
crime from the perspective of the police, as distinct from the perspective
of one reporting a crime to the police, similar pressures toward the open
recognition of violent crime by the police emerge. The public and political
discussion of the problem of crime in America led to a climate wherein it
was acceptable for the police, and not seen at all as a failure by the police,
for the true and high incidence of violent crime to be reported. And con-
firming this support of the police in the context of high rates of violent
crime was the mercenary reality that much federal and some state funds
for the police to deal with crime were attracted by such high rates. It was
not only the intensity of patrol that followed high rates of crime; now money
did too.

The other broad line of argument to suggest that the burgeoning rates
of violent crime did not reflect a change in human behavior was the demo-
graphic analysis. Here is how it went. The postwar baby boom entered the
crime-prone years in the sixties and seventies, so that without any change
in human behavior a higher rate of crime would have to be expected.
Further, from 1960 to 1965 and perhaps continuing thereafter, there was a
substantial migration from the rural low-crime-rate areas into the urban
high-crime-rate arcas with a similar though less certain impact on rates of
crime generally.

And there were other explanations of the paradox of increased prosper-
ity, increased concern about crime, and apparently increased rates of crime
all coexisting and flourishing. Expectations were higher, it was said, so that
more was reported. Though there was prosperity for many, some were left
further behind in a culture that stressed and gave pervasive publicity to
economic success—so that the pressures on those left behind were greater,
In Chapter 7, Ball-Rokeach and Short note that the exodus of the middle
classes of all races has left an underclass, which is paralyzed economically
and frustrated politically (though we observe with some hope the recent
resurgence of black political activity in Chicago and elsewhere). But what-
ever the explanations, it seems to us that the reported increases in violent
crime during the sixties accurately reflected an intensification of the prob-
fems of crime and violent crime in the United States, that they were not
merely statistical and reporting artifacts but did measure a halting place at
least on our long march to less aggressive relations between man and man
and to the diminution of domestic violence.

And even if we are wrong and those who gathered the numbers misun-
derstood and misreported them, nevertheless it is certainly clear that during
the sixties and seventies, public anxiety about crime increased. It was seen
to be spreading from the inner-city areas and minority groups where it was
previously concentrated into the suburbs and rural areas; it was seen to be
spreading to the white and to the affluent who had previously been largely
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immune. Hence, apart from the probable fact of the intensification of the
social disease of violent crime, there was greatly intensifying public concern
which precipitated the political concern of the sixties and seventics and the
several crime commissions to whose work we now turn.

THE KATZENBACH, KERNER, AND VIOLENCE COMMISSIONS

This is not the occasion to rechearse thc many recommendations that
emerged from thesc three presidential crime commissions. Together they
contain recommendations, general and specific, for addressing the problems
of crime and violent ¢rime in America, which, were they followed, would
make appreciable advances in justice and decency. The present volume is
a continuation of the important initiative of the Violence Commission; for
this reason we shall confine ourselves in this chapter to a brief overview of
the three commissions and then turn to a more detailed consideration of
what happened to the recommendations of the Katzenbach Commission,
for it was that commission that laid the political and administrative foun-
dations of the federal government’s larger involvement in the problems of
crime and their control, at a state and local level, and hence set a frame
of reference for all other federal governmental efforts. It fathered the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) through which federal
concerns and federal financial involvement were to be expressed for nearly
twenty years,

By 1965 the fear of increased crime amidst increasing prosperity had
assumed national political dimensions. Senator Goldwater had in 1964 cam-
paigned for the presidency on a platform that included the frequently
stressed planks of “law and order” and ‘‘crime in the streets.” President
Johnson responded to this concern after his clectoral victory by creating
the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice, calling on it to “give us the blueprints that we need . . . to banish
crime.”! The product of that commission, The Challenge of Crime in a Free
Society, and its accompanying task force reports, and many of the rescarch
documents on which the report and the reports relied, are of remarkably
high quality and remain the most comprehensive and useful collection of
information on the problems of crime and juvenile delinquency, their pre-
vention and treatment, that is to be found in any document or report of a
study anywhere. The implementation of their recommendations was, how-
ever, a quite different matter to which we shall soon turn.

The Kerner Commission was an immediate response to the race riots of
the mid-sixties. The Violence Commission was an immediate response to
the assassination of Robert Kennedy. Each of these commissions, focusing
not only as they did on the issues that led to their appointment but on
other outbreaks of violence in the country, increased our stock of knowl-
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edge of violent crime and of possible means of minimizing its social impact.
But again, knowledge and political will do not always pull in double har-
ness. Let us take the case of the Katzenbach Commission and LEAA as
demonstration of the tensions that tend to develop between the way and
the will in the politics of crime control.

Wisdom after the event is properly suspect, but prior to the event that
was mainly responsible for the misdirection of the initiatives flowing from
the report of the Katzenbach Commission, it was not too hard to be pre-
scient. In 1968, in a review of The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society,
one of us wrote about the “apparently sound mechanism” that was designed
to stimulate the achievement of the two hundred recommendations that had
been made in that report:

Through the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act and the Safe Streets and
Crime Control Act, the federal government would begin to provide leadership
and, in particular, funds for those of the 200 recommendations in the The Chal-
lenge of Crime in a Free Society that local communities, states or cities, might
care to adopt on an experimental basis. Thus, funds and the limited expertise in
this whole system could be channeled to what was creative and developmental
in the system. We could all learn from the critically evaluated, federally sup-
ported, local testing of the Commission’s recommendations. Yes, Dr. Pangloss.

1 was involved in some of the above planning. With twenty or so other academic
types as discussion leaders, well-read in The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society
and acquainted with the Administration versions of the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention Bill and the Safe Streets and Crime Control Bill, a meeting was
arranged in Washington with some 700 people from the states, cities, local com-
munities, and rotten boroughs of this vast country. We academics were briefed
the night before in the Department of Justice. The plan was, in essence, that
outlined in the previous paragraph. Speaking for myself, the next day I was as a
child; the “politicians” were gentle and kind, but they brushed me aside with a
firm politeness. I learned the truth over my second drink in the bar after the first
day’s debacle. 1 had been ingenuous to believe that the backwoodsmen would
accept such a role for the federal government. Federal funds, if they came, would
be used, my local political advisers assured me, to reduce pressure on state, city,
and local budgets. They would be divided not at all unequally—as testing de-
velopments clearly requires—but equally, in accordance with a complex rela-
tionship between populousness and political influence. Any developments would
not come from a bunch of federally recruited intellectuals, but from such local
initiative as might emerge. Now, be quiet, drink up, and let us talk about some-
thing amusing like women or crime.?

Federal funds to achieve business as usual, to meet the steadily increasing
demands on the state and local criminal justice systems, preempted a mech-
anism planned to achieve social change. Nevertheless, much that 1s of value
flowed from this infusion of new funds and a newly concerned bureaucracy,
the details of which merit attention.
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THE RISE AND FALL OF THE LEAA

Possibly the most significant and certainly the most costly proposal acted
upon by Congress in the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968 was the
establishment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Starting
with a comparatively modest budget (less than $300 million for fiscal year
1970, the first full year of operations), the LEAA would eventually disburse
close to $8 billion over its twelve-year history before its dismantling under
the Reagan administration in 1981. These disbursements were largely of
the block-grant variety, a genuflection to state and local politics that would
plague the LEAA throughout it existence. But LEAA’s use of discretion-
ary grants also attracted ample criticism. This section will deal with the
goals, the successes, the failures, and the downfall of the LEAA.

‘The 1968 act defined three goals for the LEAA: (1) to encourage com-
prehensive planning by states and municipalities, (2) to direct grants toward
the improvement of taw enforcement, and (3) to encourage research and
development programs for the improvement of law enforcement.

The first goal was met by requirements that any requests for funds should
come from state planning agencies (SPAs), which in turn had to review the
current state of their criminal justice systems and then submit long-range,
comprehensive proposals. These proposals had to provide for the admin-
istration of the funds, the “passing through” of funds to local agencics, and
the development of advanced techniques and technologies, and had to show
the willingness of states and localities to fund projects and not merely use
LEAA funds to supplant funds already allocated to existing programs.
Once these requirements were met, large chunks of moncy were then sent
to the states, which controlled their spending with relatively little super-
vision by the federal government.

The amount of red tape generated by these requirements caused some
initial delays in setting up the state programs, but the LEAA assisted the
states both in setting up the SPAs and in drafting proposals. Early critics
immediately began attacking these requirements as vague, difficult to meet,
and unnecessary; but the SPAs somehow managed to get organized and
submit their proposals within six months of the birth of the LEAA, and
money began flowing.

If this method of funding sounds loose from a budgetary standpoint, that
is because it is loose from a budgetary standpoint. There was a reason for
that. When the Omnibus Crime Control Act was being debated, Ramsey
Clark was the U.S. attorney general. Mr. Clark was known for his high
intelligence and innovative thinking. He was also known for antagonizing
conservative members of Congress, including Senators MecClellan and
Hruska, chairman and ranking Republican member respectively of the
Criminal Laws and Procedures Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Com-
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mittee. Although committed to federal funding of state law enforcement,
they were worricd about having it under the control of Clark, who might
start imposing his own ideas on the states. So the LEAA was created as
an agency independent of the Department of Justice. However, this would
still create the possibility of one highly powerful agency head, so the initial
administrative structure of the LEAA was that of a troika, composed of
an administrator and two associate administrators, coequal in authority,
with unanimity required for all decisions.

The block-grant method of funding stemmed from the same fears of
federal influence. These fears even extended to the belief that somehow the
LEAA would lead to a national police force, superseding the states’ right
to enforce their own laws. Finally, it was thought that the states would be
in a much better position to know where their law enforcement problems
lay and what should be done about them.

In an article describing his experience as one of the initial troika under
Nixon, Charles Rogovin discusses many of the problems caused by that
form of administration. The unanimity requirement, which even covered
things as mundane but essential as staff hiring, slowed administration down
tremendously. Fundamental disagreements over long-term strategies tied
up disbursements of discretionary grants for months.* Ultimately, the troika
system was dropped, but between that, the time needed to set up all the
SPAs, and Congress’s delays in approving funding, the LEAA got off to a
very shoddy start.

There were other problems involved in growing up. Although the LEAA
in theory was to direct its funding to all phases of the criminal justice
system, in practice most of it went to the police. This was partly the fault
of the original legislation and partly the natural advantages the police had
over other elements of the criminal justice system. The police had already
received grants in 1968 from the LEAA’s predecessor, which was a model
program targeted at riot control. So the police already had an existing
structure geared toward obtaining federal funds. The SPAs also favored
the police in return for the latter’s acceptance of more innovative programs,
directed at such areas formerly within the province of the police as narcotics
treatment, juvenile delinquency, and rehabilitation within the community.
The legislative bias came from a requirement that there be a one-third
limitation on how much of a given grant was to go to personnel. Although
the original intent behind this requirement was to encourage technological
innovation, it had the effect of shutting out programs that were manpower-
intensive, including most of the community-based or social work-oriented
programs. The police, on the other hand, could easily meet the require-
ments through expenditures on hardware, such as vehicles, helicopters,
computers, communications equipment, and antiriot gear. As a result, 60
percent of LEAA’s first funds and 51 percent of the second-year funds went
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to police. The one-third requirement for programs other than police was
abolished in the 1970 amendments to the LEAA act.

Other problems came from the failure to specifically include areas such
as corrections and public defenders in the 1968 act. Although a catch-all
law-cnforcement section theoretically included them, SPAs saw a mandate
to emphasize police programs at their expense. Courts as a whole wound
up with only 5.7 percent of the total block grants in 1969, 6 percent in
1970, and 9.6 percent in 1971, with only a small portion going to public
defenders, while funds for corrections were allocated mainly because of the
jawboning of the SPAs by LEAA officials. The 1970 amendments rectified
this situation by adding a section specifically on corrections to the act and
broadening the definition of law enforcement to bring the public defender
programs more firmly within its scope.

A problem that would end up pursuing the LEAA to its grave was the
madequacy of its self-cvaluation programs, both in terms of effective bud-
geting and in determining what programs were actually working. (Sce
Paul J. Lavrakas’s chapter for one such series of errors and trials.) Once
again, Congress’s desire to keep the states free of federal constraints made
auditing difficult. Furthermore, as the number of programs funded in-
creased, so did the auditing difficulties, and so also did the incidence of
waste and abuse. The latter inevitably garnered heavy publicity and criti-
cism, including Senator William Proxmire’s Golden Fleece Award for waste
in federal spending, but all this must be put in perspective. The entire
LEAA budget at the peak of its funding was less than one-sixth of the
money unaccounted for in 1979 by the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare (and we wouldn’t dream of taking a cheap shot at military
expenditures by comparing thec LEAA’s to their waste and abuse). As Jerris
Leonard, administrator of the LEAA in 1971, pointed out, “More than
50,000 separate projects have been funded . . . by LEAA. Compared to
that Everest of effort, projects cited . . . as ailegedly going sour comprise
a very small anthill.”* Leonard also pointed out that much of the fraud and
waste generally cited was first discovered by the LEAA itself, suggesting
that evaluation techniques were improving.

So, as i1ts growing pains were overcome, the LEAA finally hit its stride
in the carly seventies. For the first time, planning for the criminal justice
system was comprehensive rather than separated into its different segments.
Centralized information-gathering systems were set up. Programs such as
the National Center for State Courts and the Institute for Court Manage-
ment instituted research and training programs that introduced manage-
ment techniques into the running of courts to improve their efficiency.
Similar programs were developed to help prosecutors organize their case
loads and develop priorities as to which criminals should be prosecuted
first. Many drug treatment and rehabilitation programs began with funds
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from the LEAA. Internship programs were developed to train fledgling
prosecutors and defenders who otherwise would have been thrust without
experience directly into the system. And although expenditures on hard-
ware were occasionally notoriously wasteful (Louisiana used funds to buy
an armored personnel carrier, ostensibly for antiriot purposes), most police
expenditures were for badly needed communications equipment.

After the 1970 amendments, programs for improving corrections and
treatment of juvenile offenders proliferated. Efforts in the latter area were
particularly broad ranging, covering detention centers, mental health, and
educational programs, and diversion of juveniles from the criminal justice
system to an alternative that would, it was hoped, cure the problem without
leaving any institutional scars. However, programs such as these came under
attack for allegedly departing from the goais of the LEAA and for dupl-
cating or overlapping programs in other state and federal agencies. In de-
fense of these programs, people such as Milton G. Rector, president of the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, pointed out that Congress
had clearly defined neither the scope of the LEAA nor its priorities and
that attacking crime’s underlying causes was a perfectly legitimate exercise
of LEAA’s powers.

In 1971, the Nixon administration set the LEAA’s priorities by announc-
ing a war directly on crime. Money was poured into the effort, and the
LEAA’s glory days began. Ironically, Nixon also thereby sowed the sceds
of LEAA’s downfall. By raising expectations to such a high level, anything
short of an actual reduction in crime would provide ammunition for the
LEAA’s critics who could point to an agency that spent billions of dollars
without achicving any result.

Nevertheless, it seemed clear to everyone at the time that the LEAA
was there to stay. As the budget soared to nearly $900 million a year and
crime was targeted directly, tangible and dramatic results were produced.
The LEAA sponsored Project Sting, providing the wherewithal for the
purchase of stolen goods by undercover police posing as fences. The project
was hugely successful and led to hundreds of arrests and the initiation of
similar operations across the country. The amount of money nceded to
finance a production like this was beyond the means of most police de-
partments, making this a perfect project for the LEAA.

Other significant programs that came out of this period included the
witness assistance programs, designed to facilitate the use of witnesses for
court appearances by more cfficient scheduling, cutting the number of ap-
pearances needed, providing day care for children of witnesses, and so on.
Savings were produced both for the district attorneys who wasted much
less time with witnesses and for the witnesses themselves who didn’t miss
as much work. Special witness programs were developed for victim-wit-
nesses, particularly rape victims. Support groups were formed, and the
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police themselves were trained to handle such matters with a higher degree
of sensitivity than they had previously been known to demonstrate. Anti-
terrorist programs were stepped up in the mid-seventies as a response to
attacks on businessmen around the world. A pamphlet published by the
LEAA in 1976 containing guidelines for businesses in combating terrorism
sold out its initial printing of forty thousand almost immediately. Another
antiterrorist effort was the training of police bomb squads, raising the num-
ber of police bomb experts from thirty nationwide in 1972 to a point where
“no airplane is ever more than one-half hour’s flighttime from one of the
airports with a detection team.”* The National District Attorneys Associa-
tion’s white-collar crime program has paid for itself, returning over $45
million in fines and restitution on an investment of $4.3 million through
1978. Programs were directed at carcer criminals. Corrections facilities
were built or renovated. Rehabilitation, prerelease, and reentry programs
have been designed and implemented in prisons. Community crime pre-
vention programs brought awarcness to the local level, while new media
campaigns achieved nationwide exposure. Few, if any, of these projects
would have been funded without LEAA.

Yet the crime rate continued to go up, and so did the federal deficit,
Although the latter was hardly caused by the LEAA, President Carter,
searching for programs to cut, settled upon it, probably for its high visi-
bility. Senator Hollings led the floor flight in the Senate to cut its funding,
ostensibly because of its failure to reduce crime and avoid waste, but more
likely to find a social program that could be cut in order to keep defense
spending high. Representative Neal Smith, chairman of the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee overseeing the LEAA, said at the time that he felt
that most of the waste had been eliminated from the program and that the
proposed budget of $486 million for 1980 was a good one, but to no avail.
The program’s funding was cffectively stopped in the last year of Carter’s
term, and the final nail was pounded into the coffin by Reagan adviser Ed
Meese who, although noting that the LEAA had done “a lot of good,’
once again brought up money “wasted”” on “‘so-called crime prevention and
treatment programs’ lining the pockets of social workers. Meese did think
that funding more prisons was a good idea.

S0, despite the opposition of the ABA, the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, the Confcrence of State Court Administrators, the Na-
tional Association of Counties, the National Association of Criminal Justice
Planners, the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the National District Attor-
neys Association, and the Police Executive Research Forum, among others,
the LEAA died in 1981.

Or did it? Over 70 percent of the programs sponsored were picked up
by the states in one form or another, albeit at reduced funding, and in soine
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cases the structures of the SPAs were absorbed intact into the state gov-
ernments. The mechanisms for obtaining federal funds have been fully
developed and could be revived or continued in other forms easily. Mean-
while, the current administration periodically announces new national ef-
forts to fight organized crime or drug traffickers, complete with federal
funding and coordinated efforts, but then fails to find the funds for these
high purposes. And crime remains a major concern with the public.

In the meantime, a series of postmortems has been conducted around
the country, some regretful, some triumphant. Although many individual
programs have been singled out, the most cited accomplishment of the
LEAA was getting the various components of the criminal justice system
to work and plan together. No longer will one component casually shunt its
problems into the lap of another. As Nolan E. Jones of the National Gov-
ernors Association said, “The meetings of the regional Criminal Justice
Councils (formed by the LEAA) were the first time I saw a director of
state police talk to a chief justice.”¢

IS THERE LIFE AFTER LEAA?

It has come to pass that every president must have his own crime commis-
sion, and President Reagan is no exception, though it must be admitted
that his model was swift in its construction and modest in its innovative
capacities. A reasonably fair description of Attorney General Smith’s 1981
Task Force on Violent Crime was offered by our colleagues Zimring and
Hawkins (National Crime Commissions, p. 4). They pointed out that the
Task Force on Violent Crime was distinguished from earlier crime com-
missions since Wickersham in the 1920s, which began the procession, by
neither seeking expert advice nor consolidating basic knowledge into policy
recommendations. Instead, in 120 days, with hearings in seven cities, a
volume of ninety-six pages documenting sixty-four recommendations was
suddenly produced. In the words of Zimring and Hawkins, ““Many of the
sixty-four were off-the-shelf conservative bromides; others were hastily con-
ceived in an atmosphere of high enthusiasm and substantial misinforma-
tion.” In the result, little more has been heard of the work of that task
force—it seems to have done little harm.

What President Reagan’s task force did portend and stress was the New
Federalism in this field. Here, as elsewhere, but particularly here, the New
Federalism seems to be no federalism at ail but rather a determined with-
drawal of federal support and federal influence in matters that are primarily
of local and state concern. But in this highly mobile, interdependent, anon-
ymous society, such a withdrawal seems to us to threaten basic values that
undergird the American dream. It remains a scandal that the federal leg-
islature cannot pass a federal criminal code; after fifteen years of serious
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effort to do so, we have not defined and brought into a principled cohesion
the fundamental behavioral prohibitions of federal law. Likewise, if exper-
unentation leading to better knowledge and practice in the prevention and
treatment of crime is to be pursued, a federal role is unavoidable.

There will be future initiatives, federally and at the state and local levels.
The great charitable foundations of this country will move back to support
some of the work of value that was previously to a degree encouraged by
LEAA. The valuable products of the Katzenbach, Kerner, and Violence
commissions will in due course be brought to fruition. And, immediately,
the task is to protect and to encourage those many and varied achievements
in decency and efficiency in crime control that have characterized the past
two decades. Knowledge has substantially increased over that period; levels
of training in the police and correctional services are much improved; the
courts remain swamped, but the paths to the reduction of their burdens
are clear enough. The three commissions may not have produced what we
hoped for but it was perhaps the hope that was excessive,
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Violence and Firearms Policy

FRANKLIN E. ZIMRING

One is tempted to characterize the fifteen years since the Violence Com-
mission finished its research on firearms as an era of more of everything.
We have more guns, more gun violence, more research on the relationship
between firearms and violence, more public concern about the gun prob-
lem, and a sharper focus on handguns as the pivotal issue in the debate
that was termed, by the late 1970s, the “Great American Gun War.”! The
investment of attention and political activity on guns produced an increase
in the number of citizens who cared deeply about gun control policy—a
dramatic increase on both sides of the question.

Blue ribbon commissions should, of course, studiously avoid claiming
credit for movements in crime rates or gun ownership. But the work of the
Violence Commission did have a profound impact on the focus of the debate
about firearms control, the policy options under discussion, and the nature
of the data that is available to inform a debate that now concerns questions
of fact as well as matters of value.

One substantial part of the legacy of the commission was the empirical
work produced by its task force and the effect of that work on subsequent
academic empirical study of guns, violence, and gun control. Put simply,
there had been no university-based research prior to 1967 on these matters,
Almost immediately after the publication of the task force report, the ac-
ademic community discovered guns. Research to date—while insufficient—
is an important part of current policy dialogue. More than twenty research-
ers, representing a wide variety of social sciences, have made contributions
to the empirical understanding of the issues involved.? Four or five scholars
of major repute have devoted substantial portions of their research efforts
to the issue.? With the stakes this high, the budding academic interest in
firearms and firearms control may seem modest. However, judged against
the factual vacuum prior to the late 1960s, any research tradition is of no
small importance.

A second contribution of the commission’s work was its heavy emphasis
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on handguns as a discrete problem calling for special emphasis in the dis-
cussion of policy options. While not without precedent, the commission’s
emphasis was the first forceful advocacy of separate policy dialogue about
hdndgum and long weapons since the late 1930s.
"\Relatcd to the special emphasis on handguns was a shift from recom-
mendations of mild handgun controls, such as registration and permissive
licensing, to more drastic methods of reducing the number of handguns
possessed by and available to civilians. No proposals for a policy of national
handgun scarcity had been made prior to the Violence Commission since
the 1930s.# The years following the commission report have seen the terms
of the handgun debate shift almost entirely to restrictive licensing, handgun
“bans,” and other strategies to prohibit law-abigling citizens from acquiring
handguns except under special circumstancesAThe commission’s rejection
of middle-of-the-road proposals of the sort “that have been endorsed by
earlier national commissions® sharpened the debate at the same time that
it intensified opposition to handgun control among anticontrol opinion
groups. >

How should this tripartite legacy be judged? Much, of course, depends
on the values of those making the judgment. However, even from the per-
spective of pro-control advocates, the shift in focus may be seen as bold
or foolish depending on the ultimate political result. Fiftecn years into a
new phase of gun policy as a societal decision, the issue is in doubt. The
beginning of this essay discusses some of the changes in ownership, use,
costs, and knowledge about guns that have occurred since 1968. The second
half, somewhat more speculative, attempts to outline future changes in
public attitude that will serve as leading indicators of long-run handgun
policy in the United States.

THEN AND NOW

< If commission efforts are to be judged by immediate legislative results, the
Violence Commission’s prescription for a policy aimed at eventually re-
ducing civilian handguns by 90 percent was a resounding failure. Legislation
based on the commission’s national handgun proposal attracted seven votes
in the U.S. Senate. Highly restrictive handgun policies were adopted by a
scattering of city governments, but restrictive handgun policies at the state
level—where federal law and geography suggested more promising re-
sults—have proved uniformly unpopular.

If the commission findings and recommendations were intended to alter
the structure of the gun control debate, lhcy succeeded in that task almost
immediately but with indeterminate results. The nature of public dialogue
as well as its outcome are dependent on much more than rapidly aging
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policy analysis. The job of this section is to detail some of the other sub-
stantial changes that affect the context in which American citizens now
debate what to do about civilian handguns.

More Guns

The Task Force on Firearms estimated a civilian inventory of handguns of
24 million, a rough estimate based on averaging production rates in the
twentieth century with survey research studies that showed a somewhat
smaller civilian arsenal.® Whatever total ownership value one adopted for
the late 1960s, the trend in total handgun ownership during the 1960s was
clear. New domestic and imported handguns added to civilian inventories
grew from 600,000 in 1962 to well over 2 million in 1968, a fourfold in-
crease.’

The significance of this trend, independent of civilian handgun popula-
tion cstimates, was not known until seven years later. Analysis of guns
confiscated on the street in several police jurisdictions suggested that the
maximum period of risk for illegal carrying or illegal use of a handgun
occurred during the weapon’s first few years after production.® Thus, if the
focus shifts from the total number of weapons in civilian inventory to the
number of guns at risk, it was clear that the 1960s operated as a near perfect
laboratory in which constantly increasing numbers of weapons were intro-
duced as new guns each year. The new-guns finding has two implications
when one retrospectively interprets the data about the 1960s. First, what-
ever the actual civilian inventory of all kinds of handguns of all ages, the
large increase in annual introductions to the civilian market could be ex-
pected to have dramatic effects on crime and street-carrying patterns. Sec-
ond, the notion of significant handgun attrition, at least when speaking of
weapons at risk for street use, requires analysts to take into account attri-
tion rates even though these are not knowable by any statistical series
presently available. One graphic example: If the risk life of a handgun is
six years rather than sixty, the introduction of more than 2 million handguns
into the civilian market in 1968 replaced one gun introduced in 1962 with
four handguns in 1968. By contrast, the introduction of 2 million handguns
in 1975 would just replace the average annual introduction figure in 1968.°

This complication introduces the problem of calculating the impact of
handgun introduction in the 1970s on handgun availability and the pro-
portion of crimes committed with pistols and revolvers. The decade of the
1970s witnessed a high but more stable rate of handgun introductions over
time usually at or near 2 million during those years when it could be de-
termined.!® Unlike the 1960s, {f attrition rates were high, handguns being
shipped into commerce in the mid-seventies were replacing older handguns
mysteriously absent from risk categories, such as street carrying and use in
crime on a one-to-one basis. If, in fact, a handgun had a risk life of six
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years, 1975 introduction figures would have counterbalanced only the 1968
bumper crop of handguns previously discussed. This refinement in the no-
tion of guns at risk leaves us with a theoretical structure beyond our present
competence to test rigorously. The introduction of 20 million handguns in
a decade probably did not leave the civilian inventory undisturbed. The
question of how much and when handgun inventories expanded is an open
one, inviting further empirical research.

One result of acknowledging the possibility of early and substantial hand-
gun attrition is an increased margin of error when guesses are made about
the total civilian handgun inventory in the United States. Recent survey
research yields an estimate of from 30 to 40 million pistols and revolvers
in civilian hands.!’ When the focus is guns likely to be involved in criminal
activity, a lower number of handguns at risk is suggested by the findings
on new guns and street crime.'? Further, careful analysis of fluctuations in
the rate of handgun transfers may be more important than trying to esti-
mate the total population of handguns. If attrition is high, interventions
designed to minimize transfers of new or existent handguns show promise
of earlier and more substantial impact than would occur if most guns,
regardless of age or status, exhibited similar risks of being used abusively.

More Gun Violence

During its first months of research activity, senior Violence Commission
stalf were divided on the question of whether the United States was ex-
periencing and could expect a sustained increase in serious violent crime.
Opponents of this thesis argued that homicide rates had been escalating for
a short period of time, and other measures of violent crime were unreliable.
Those who thought violence was increasing substantially (and this view
ultimately prevailed) pointed to the sharp rate of increase in general levels
of violence and the changing pattern of life-threatening violence, principally
the growing role of firearms in assault, robbery, and resultant homicides.
Hindsight renders that debate moot. The explosive growth in life-threat-
ening violence and the increasing proportion of violent crimes committed
with guns continued almost without interruption through the mid-1970s,
moderated temporarily, and returned at the end of that decade to rates at
or near the highest levels experienced in the twentieth century.

Homicide statistics, the most reliable data available on violent crime,
provide a striking example of the growth of violent crime and the dispro-
portionate contribution of firearms. Between 1963 and 1973, the aggregate
homicide rate in the United States grew from 4.3 to 9.3 per 100,000, an
increase of 116 percent.” A more dramatic contrast emerges when firearm
and nonfircarm homicide trends are separately analyzed during this period.
Nonfirearm homicide incrcased from a rate of 2.0 per 100,000 in 1963 to
3.11n 1973, an increase of 55 percent.' Firearm homicide rates increased
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from 2.5 per 100,000 in 1963 to 6.2 in 1973, an increase of 148 percent in
eleven years. !

Gun crime played a disproportionate role in periods when homicide rates
were moderating or declining as well. Between 1975 and 1976, criminal
homicides reported by the police decreased by almost 10 percent. Separate
analysis of homicide statistics by weapon type revealed that handgun kill-
ings decreased at a rate that was over twice that of killings by all other
means.'s National statistical breakdowns on assault and robbery do not
permit the separate analysis of handgun involvement. However, area studies
suggest the prominence of handguns in big-city firearms robbery and only
slightly less handgun dominance for big-city firearms assault.

The number of assassination attempts is too small for elaborate statistical
analysis. It may be worthy of note, however, that every assassination at-
tempt publicly reported since 1968 involved a handgun. Further, handguns
were involved in three-quarters of all police killings throughout the 1970s
and early 1980s.

It would, of course, be interesting to compare trends in handgun violence
with patterns of net introduction of handguns into the civilian population
over the past fifteen years. The most formidable obstacle to this research
strategy is our inability to estimate handgun attrition over time, discussed
above. A further difficulty is that estimates of domestic production of hand-
guns for civilian use are extremely weak for the period 1969 through 1972.7
The best evidence on this matter comes from the 1960s, a period when a
sharp increase in annual introductions overpowers any rate of attrition that
would be stable relative to the number of guns introduced in earlier years.
Less rigorous cues are available in statistics on handgun introduction in the
1970s.

More Research

The 1970s produced a substantial number of interdisciplinary studies on
patterns of gun ownership, the relationship between firearms and crime,
and the impact of gun control initiatives. Less encouraging, little research
has been undertaken on the relationship between firearms and accidents,
the impact of firearms on death rates from suicide, and the costs and ben-
efits of handguns as a mechanism of household self-defense.

Research on acquisition of firearms depends on two data sources: annual
government figures on new production and imports of firearms and public
opinion polls that periodically ask cross sections of Americans how many
firearms they own and what kinds. The aggregate picture of civilian fire-
arms ownership in the late 1970s suggests high numbers of annual intro-
duction and uneven distribution among households in weapon ownership.
The proportion of households owning long guns did not change, whereas
the proportion of households owning handguns did increase substantially
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in the 1960s and 1970s. By 1980, about half of all American households
report some gun ownership, a rough guess consistent with earlier poll re-
sults. However, gun-owning households own more firearms per household
than was the case in the late 1960s.1#

The proportion of all households reporting handgun ownership has in-
creascd substantially over a twenty-year period. It is difficult to estimate
the increase with precision, because public opinion polls taken at roughly
similar times report large differcnces in the proportion of households own-
ing handguns.” During the 1960s, the sharp expansion of houschold hand-
gun ownership was consistent with an expanding demand for self-defense
guns. By the end of 1968, 80 percent of handgun-owning households owned
only one.? The pattern for the 1970s is somewhat more ambiguous: one
1978 poll estimates that about 60 percent of handgun-owning households
own only onc, but that represents a significant increase in multiple handgun
ownership in ten yecars.?

Survey rescarch has yet effectively to probe motives for handgun acqui-
sition and attitudes about loaded guns in the home among the families that
have acquired them and those who have considered but rejected handgun
acquisition. We can guess that between a fifth and a quarter of U.S. house-
holds own handguns, but rich insight into why handguns are acquired,
patterns of household use, and attitudes toward loaded handguns among
gun-owning and non-gun-owning citizens will have to depend on future
rescarch,

FIREARMS AND CRIME

‘The predominant fircarms crimes in the United States are assault and rob-
bery. Assault typically involves a victim and offender known to each other
in a conflict setting, although random attacks arc more than occasionally
reported. Robbery is the attempt to gain property by the use of threat of
force. Events classified as criminal homicide are an amalgam of assaults
and robberies that lead to the victim’s death and lethal attacks in which
the victim’s death was one of the intended consequences of the offender.
Studies of assault with fircarms and other frequently used weapons show
that gun attacks lead to death far more frequently than attacks using other
widely available weapons. The key issue in assault research is whether the
differential death rate can be wholly attributed to the different motives of
gun and other attackers or whether the dangerousness of the weapon, in-
dependent of intention, contributes to the death rate from assault. A series
of studies dating back to 1967 but continuing through the 1970s suggest
that guns make a substantial impact on the death rate per hundred assaults
when they are used.” And comparing the proportion of all attacks com-
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mitted with firearms over time to the death rate per hundred reported
attacks gives circumstantial support to this hypothesis.?

Lacking the capactiy to perform controlled experiments, students of in-
strumentality effects have fallen short of a positive proof that guns signif-
icantly contribute to death rates. Further, the magnitude of the increase in
death rates attributable to gun use rather than knife use cannot be esti-
mated with precision.

Reviewing fifteen years of research, Phillip Cook recently conctuded that
“the likelihood of death from a serious assault is determined, inter alia, by
the assailant’s intent and the lethality of the weapon used. The type of
weapor is especially important when the intent is ambiguous. The fraction
of homicides that can be viewed as deliberate (unambiguously intended)
varies over time and space and is probably fairly small as a rule.2

Cook’s conclusions are worthy of attention and not simply because they
accurately reflect the substantial weight of available evidence. The quali-
fications, puzzles, and unresolved questions generated by a review of ex-
isting research suggest a greater research sophistication and greater sense
of particularity to be found in recent studies of firearms and crime.

As to robbery, Professor Cook finds *“‘the objective dangerousness pattern
applies to robbery as well as assault, for reasons that remain a bit ob-
scure.’?

Gun use in robbery presents a different set of research issues, because
most robberies involve the threat of weapon use rather than an uncondi-
tional intention to injure the victim. Guns are the most credible threat
available to robbers. And availability may thus encourage a greater number
of robberies as opposed to other forms of property crime. Gun availability
may also encourage robbery of ‘“‘harder targets,” such as commercial es-
tablishments and banks. The credibility of a firearm as a weapon may
discourage victim resistance, increasing the success rate of robberies and
decreasing the proportion of robbery attempts where victim resistance leads
to victim injury. Finally, the lethal nature of firearms may increase the death
rate from robbery by escalating the chances that death will result if the
weapon is fired.

Serious research on the relationship between firearms and robbery was
born in the 1970s. Studies of samples of robberies in metropolitan areas
and robbery over time and comparative studies of robbery patterns in a
variety of cities were the most substantial research contribution of recent
years. Research to date generates two broad areas of agreement and one
issue on which the research findings point in opposite directions. The two
consensus conclusions are that the injury rate from nonfirearm robbery is
higher than the injury rate resulting from gun robbery, although it is not
known whether the characteristics of the offending groups or the situations
generate that result. Further, the death rate from gun robbery is substan-
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tially higher than death rates experienced in other forms of robbery en-
counters.

Preliminary indications suggest that the conclusion drawn about the in-
fluence of gun availability on robbery volume is dependent upon the meth-
ods of analysis used. A robbery study over time in Detroit suggests a high
correlation between the volume of robberies and the proportion of robber-
ies involving firearms.?” A cross-sectional study of fifty cities suggests no
substantial relationship between gun availability and the total volume of
robbery.?® Both time studies and multivariate correlational cross-sectional
analysis are relatively weak tools for examining the complex relationship
between gun availability and robbery volume. Yet more rigorous assess-
ments are difficult to design and remain a prime agenda item for future
research.

THE EFFECTS OF GUN CONTROL INITIATIVES

A number of studies of legal or law enforcement changes designed to de-
crease gun availability, reduce fircarms crime, or deter potential criminals
from using guns began to appear in the mid-1970s. Almost without excep-
tion, the studies were undertaken after a change in law or law enforcement
strategy, and statistics on trends in firearms versus nonfircarms crime before
and after the change was the measure of whether the initiative succeeded.

One study of the Federal Gun Control Act of 1968 found no measurable
impact on gun crime in those tight-control cities where the 1968 legisiation
presumably would produce its greatest benefits. The failure of the legisla-
tion to make a measurable dent in interstate handgun migration could plau-
sibly be explained by a lack of emphasis on this goal by the enforcement
agency or it could reflect the structural difficulties of the state-aid approach
of the 1968 law, or both.?” A follow-up study of special enforcement efforts
in the District of Columbia and Chicago claimed success for the enforce-
ment initiative, because the drop in firearms crime in the test cities was
larger than the drop in nongun crime in those cities or in firearms crime
in two comparison cities.’® There are, however, problems with attributing
this drop to the special federal enforcement level. Chicago experienced only
a modest special federal enforcement effort, and its crime patterns were
compared to those of Los Angeles during one of the coldest winters in
Chicago history. More important, the mid-1970s was a period when a num-
ber of cities that did not experience federal enforcement efforts had sub-
stantial drops in firearms crime.

The coincidence of declining rates of urban violence and periods selected
for the “after’” measurements of a before-and-after design also bedeviled
the most scrutinized firearms control initiative of the 1970s, the Massachu-
setts legislation requiring a mandatory minimum jail term of one year for
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defendants convicted of unlawfully carrying handguns.* Careful research
pointed to a decrease in gun crime in Boston shortly before and after the
effective date of the legislation but no measurable impact in the second
year of the law.3 The problem, again, is separating out the effects of the
passage of time from the impact of the legislation.

Three basic problems weaken the initial efforts to assess the impact of
gun control enforcement. First, social scientists can only study policy
changes that occur, and dramatic shifts in gun control policy were infre-
quent during the early 1970s. Future research will have the opportunity to
examine more ambitious undertakings, such as the changes that occurred
in the District of Columbia in the mid-1970s.

A further problem with the first-round studies is the extremely short time
frame after an initiative covered by the studies. Two years is the longest
follow-up period reported for all but one of the studies.® Yet efforts to
reduce the availability of handguns, if successful at all, should take years
before the collective impact of enforcement on handgun availability shows
maximum impact.

The third problem of the first-round studies was the exclusive reliance
on reported crimes as the measure of legal impact. Future research can
supplement trends in crime statistics with information on the age, street
price, and origin of confiscated weapons before and after changes aimed
at producing handgun scarcity.

The coming decade will provide the opportunity for careful, multiple-
measure, long-range evaluations of the experience in the District of Colum-
bia and any other major jurisdictions that attempt to engineer substantial
shifts in handgun availability.

SOME OTHER QUESTIONS

I have previously suggested that the pattern of empirical research through
the 1970s has been uneven. This section covers a few of the more important
research questions that have been stepchildren in recently published re-
search. The number and determinants of gun accident injuries and deaths
was the subject of one scholarly study during the decade, a time series
analysis of Cuyahoga County, Ohio.>* But no sustained attention has been
paid to changes in reported firearm accident rates in the vital statistics or
the proportion of handgun accident deaths to total gun accident deaths over
time. Changes between urban and nonurban areas in the distribution of
gun accidents have gone unstudied. There has been no further research on
the relationship between firearms availability and suicide rates. Most sur-
prising, the critical issue of the costs and benefits of keeping a loaded
handgun as an instrument of self-defense has not received the careful and
sustained attention the question demands.
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More Attention

Through the late 1960s, public attitudes toward firearms control were
vaguely positive but episodic and unfocused. Within the last decade, the
focus has sharpened. The emergence of single-issue lobbies on both sides
of the handgun question has created a high level of public awareness and
persistent efforts to reform the law. This, in turn, has polarized public
opinion: the number of Americans willing to take drastic steps to control
handguns has increased, but so has the number of citizens who oppose
them. From city councils to the Congress, each new year brings a bumper
crop of legislative proposals that range from repealing laws already on the
books to an outright ban on the sale and manufacturc of handguns to
civilians.

Thus, we have already entered a new era in the political career of the
American handgun. The issue simply refuses to go away. Compromise is
not merely elusive; neither side wishes to search for middle ground. The
1980s begin with an acrimonious stalemate in the political arena that ac-
curately reflects a divided and more intense mix of public feelings about
handguns than at any time in previous history. Eventually, something has
to give.

At the heart of this tug-of-war is a struggle between two competing
images of the loaded handgun in the American urban houschold,

The anticontrol forces, pushed to a specific defense of the handgun,
portray it as the individual’s last and ouly resort to defending his household
in an environment of predatory crime and ineffective law enforcement.
Procontrol groups portray the self-defense gun as futile and dangerous to
the houschold, and argue that it exposes the community to further risk of
violence when the gun is stolen. In the antihandgun view, the high level of
gun availability produced by household use necessarily results in high avail-
ability as an instrument of violent crime.

No matter who wins the debate, the shape of federal, state, and local
gun control laws will change over the next decades. But the outcome of
the conflict over handguns and civilian self-defense will have an important
influence on how far public policy can change. We thus must shift from
discussing past developments to guessing about emerging trends in order
to outline alternative policy futures. This is the task of the following section.

NOTES TOWARD A POLICY FUTURE

If the last thirty years are an appropriate guide, forthcoming decades will
bring a national handgun strategy composed of threc parts: (1) federally
mandated or administered restrictions on handgun transfers that amount
to permissive licensing and registration;* (2) wide variation in state and
municipal handgun possession and transfer regulation, with an increasing
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number of municipal governments adopting restrictive licensing schemes or
bans on handgun ownership; and (3) increasing federal law enforcement
assistance to states and, more particularly, to cities attempting to enforce
more restrictive regimes than the federal minimum. Under such a scheme,
federal law will neither set quotas on the number of handguns introduced
into civilian markets nor dictate ownership policy to the states. Rather,
designated high-risk groups, such as minors, convicted fetons, and former
mental patients, will be excluded from ownership, as is presently the case.

The two major changes in federal law I anticipate are, first, a registration
scheme that will link individual handguns to owners in a central data bank
and will require prior notification before handguns are transferred, and
second, a federal law prohibiting firearms transters when the possession of
a handgun by the transferee would violate the laws of the municipality in
which he resides. Centrally stored ownership data would permit federal law
to extend to transfers made by nondealers, and regulations requiring timely
prior notice of private transfers through dealers or local officials would be
added to existing regulations.’

These changes in federal law would facilitate minimal municipal stan-
dards for residents acquiring handguns that could not be frustrated by more
lenient state government standards. This new power, and a climate favor-
able to handgun regulations in the big cities, would produce a much longer
list of metropolitan or city governments attempting to impose restrictive
licensing or bans on civilian ownership among their populations. Presently
existing systems in cities such as New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and
Washington, D.C., would be emulated in cities such as Chicago and Detroit
and in most nonsouthern metropolitan areas. Within the South, municipal
or metropolitan governments in areas like Miami and Atlanta might follow
suit.

All of this would in turn increase the demand, particularly on the part
of cities, for federal law enforcement support to protect city boundaries
from in-state guns. Within five years after extension of federal protection
to municipal handgun control, the intrastate, rather than interstate, migra-
tion of handguns may well emerge as a top priority in federal firearms law
enforcement.,

It is, of course, one thing to make up a scheme of handgun regulation
and quite another to argue that 1t is historically derived. Why is it that
federal regulation will expand? What is the basis for suggesting that mu-
nicipal handgun controls will increase? The answers to such questions are
neither easy nor obvious.

National handgun registration is only peculiar in that it has not yet been
accomplished. Public opinion seems solidly behind handgun-owner account-
ability if registration is viewed solely as an accountability system and not
as a first step toward confiscation of all the guns linked to registered owners.
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Registration thus seems inevitable if its proponents can make a creditable
case that a registration scheme will not be used to facilitate a shift from
permissive to restrictive licensing policies. This could be achieved by
“grandfathering” all guns registered to eligible owners so that any subse-
quent shift in federal regulatory policy would exempt validly registered
guns.

The momentum toward tighter municipal licensing is easier to demon-
strate. In the cities, pressure for handgun restriction has increased dra-
matically in the past fifteen years, and those cities that have adopted
controls almost never repeal them. The momentum toward further hand gun
restriction in major metropolitan areas appears substantial in all regions
except the South and the Southwest.

Substantial changes in municipal regulation of handgun ownership have
become the rule rather than the exception in those American jurisdictions
that have reconsidered handgun regulation in the last twenty years.*” This
has occurred despite complaints about the power of the gun control lobby.

The most likely trend is toward a patchwork quilt of federal, state, and
local regulation, This conclusion is not surprising. Significant variations
exist in attitudes toward handguns, and it should only be expected that
these attitudinal differences. would more quickly lead to a wider spectrum
of state and local variation than to a unified national strategy. Or will they?

Handgun Scarcity as Federal Policy

State and local variation might not work. Federal attempts to protect tight-
control cities and states would continue to be frustrated by interstate and
intrastate movement of handguns; the large civilian inventory of handguns
would make efforts at accountability based on registration data both ex-
pensive and easy to cvade at the point of first purchase. Under such cir-
cumstances, growing dependence on public transportation, and increased
residential desegregation that spreads the risk of violent crime more evenly
across metropolitan areas, may lead to demand for more substantial hand-
gun controls,

An alternative federal handgun policy would stress reducing, substan-
tially, the population of handguns and thus reducing general handgun avail-
ability. Federal standards might require the states to administer handgun
licensing systems that would deny most citizens the opportunity to possess
handguns and handgun ammunition. The central features of this scheme
are the commitment of federal policy to nationwide handgun scarcity, a
policy that would be imposed on states and cities where more permissive
approaches were preferred, and a policy shift making continuing possession
of handguns by millions of households unlawful.

What one calls such regulation is a seccondary matter. Federal *restrictive
licensing™ is the equivalent of a “national handgun ban”! Indeed, many
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“han’ bills would leave more guns in circulation than would restrictive
licensing because the exceptions-—for example, security gnards—are broad.
The thrust of such a policy is the transition from a 30-million-handgun
society to a 3-million-handgun society. This is no small step.

Even if a national policy of handgun scarcity were wholeheartedly
adopted, there are limits on the capacity of federal authorities to implement
policy without state and local cooperation. Handgun production quotas and
regulations governing the distribution of new weapons could be adminis-
tered at the federal level. Individual determination of whether citizens who
apply for licenses meet need criteria is best left to local officials, however,
and removing unlawfully possessed handguns is a by-product of local police
activity.® The only way to shift this burden to the federal level is to create
a national street police force, a radical departure from current practice that
should not be expected or desired. Thus even federal policies that attempt
to centralize authority to reduce existing handgun ownership will operate
at the mercy of state and local law enforcement.

Still, any such national standard setting would represent two major de-
partures from present federal law. First, the federal government would
attempt to limit the supply of handguns nationwide. Second, in order to
substantially reduce the handgun population, citizens would be denied the
opportunity to own weapons even if they were not part of special high-risk
groups and in spite of less restrictive policy preferences at the state and
local level where they reside.

This type of plenary federal policy has never been seriously considered
in the United States. Early in the New Deal, Attorney General Homer
Cummings proposed tight federal handgun controls that received scant
congressional attention.* In the 1970s, a series of proposals to create fed-
eral restrictive licensing was introduced and soundly defeated. The urban
experiments with restrictive licensing in New York City and Washington,
D.C., both involved jurisdictions with small inventories of lawfully pos-
sessed handguns and cooperative local law enforcement. A restrictive na-
tional handgun policy would thus represent a relatively sharp departure
from previous twenticth-century politics of handgun control.

A Turning Point?
Many factors can influence the direction of future handgun policy. A sharp
decline in public fear of crime would decrease demand for handguns; at
the same time, if this resulted in reduced violent crime, it would reduce
the need for handgun control. An increase in burglary rates or, more sig-
nificantly, in rates of home-invasion robbery would work the other way.
However, the most important element of future policy is not the crime
rate, but social notions of appropriate crime countermeasures. The social
status of the household self-defense handgun in our cities and suburbs will
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emerge as a critical leading indicator of future federal handgun control.
Public opinion research has indicated that self-defense in the home is the
most important “good reason” given for handgun ownership.# If citizens
continue to believe that possessing a loaded handgun is a respectable
method of defending urban houscholds, handgun demand and opposition
to restrictive policy will continue. If owning loaded handguns in the home
comes to be viewed more as part of the gun problem than as a respectable
practice, the prospects for restrictive control will improve over time. The
residual uses of handguns—informal target shooting, collection, and hunt-
ing sidearms—are peripheral to the handgun control controversy.

Early indications of how the debate on handguns will be resolved may
be found in the actions and beliefs of key opinion leadership groups in the
next ten or fifteen years. My short list of such opinion leaders includes
women, blacks, the elderly, the young, and of course, the mass media.

Women Rapid change in the status of women is one of the most important
social changes associated with America’s recent past and near future. At
the same time, women have played a remarkable dual role in public opinion
about handguns. Female ownership of self-defense handguns has histori-
cally been low, but female vulnerability to violent crime has been one of
the most persuasive reasons offered as a justification for household hand-
guns. President Reagan wasn’t alone when he justified a gun in the dresser
drawer as particularly suited for periods when he would be away from the
ranch. Generations of men, who are not themselves supposed to be afraid
in their own houscholds, have kept handguns “for the little woman.”

Two things are striking about women’s dual role. First, both low own-
ership and the woman’s role as justification for the gun arc based on tra-
ditional sex roles and patterns of family organization. Second, it is
inevitable that either female handgun ownership patterns or “the little
woman’ as an excusc for houschold self-defense guns will have to change
in the near future.

The reason for this is simple demographics. In the 1960s, when 7 percent
of the people who bought handguns were women, fewer than a fifth of all
American households were headed by females.” Since the mid-1960s, the
growth in female-headed houscholds has been enormous, and the majority
of these are women living alone. Since 1969, the number of households
without men has gone from under 13 million to over 20 million and from
under a fifth to over a quarter of all households.# Either these women will
acquire weapons at historically unprecedented rates or they will blow the
cover on female vulnerability as a justification for gun ownership. The
American woman of the 1980s and 1990s will thus be the first and most
important leading indicator of the social status of self-defense handguns in
the more distant future.
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If female ownership of self-defense handguns increases dramatically, the
climate of opinion for drastic restriction of handguns can’t happen. Women
are physically more vulnerable to crime than men, and this special vulner-
ability, other liberations aside, will be an important part of our culture for
generations. Women, predominantly, are targets of sexual violence.

Further, female attitudes toward household burglary, far and away the
most frequent form of home victimization, seem to diverge sharply from
male attitudes. Many men tend to shrug off burglary as a loss of property;
women experience it as a gross invasion of personal privacy that produces
high levels of fear and insult. If single women demand guns for self-defense
purposes, federal firearms control will, at maximum, require screening,
waiting periods, and some registration. The 50-million-handgun society of
the future may be foreordained.

But what if a substantial majority of America’s single women reject the
handgun as a personal option? There are other antiburglary options: dogs,
alarm systems, deadbolt locks. And there are indications that women feel
differently about gun ownership. One Harris poll showed that total gun
ownership in female-headed households was less than half that reported by
households including an adult male.**

The political and cultural implications of persistently low handgun own-
ership by single women are potentially enormous: a large and growing
segment of the electorate will not own handguns. And the special vulner-
ability of this group makes them immune to arguments that other groups
really need handguns or that they are being insensitive to the fear of crime.

Even more important is the impact of single women’s behavior on the
sexual politics of handgun ownership within marriage. Women, particularly
mothers, don’t like to have lethal weapons in their homes. How does
Mr. Smith convince Mrs. Smith that a gun is necessary for her “when he
is away” if some of her best friends live alone without guns? This is the
kind of moral ammunition wives may put to effective use as they become
more confident of their capacity to participate in such decisions as equal
partners.

Continued low handgun ownership by females is not a sufficient condition
to stigmatize handgun ownership, but it will be necessary to any emerging
long-range consensus. Already, antihandgun meetings are composed in un-
equal proportion of emphatic wives and reluctant husbands. Perhaps, in
searching for the eventual solution to the American handgun stalemate, we
should redirect our attention from the New York Times to Ms magazine
and the Ladies’” Home Journal.

Black Americans White America lives in fear of violence in a rather ab-
stract way. An astonishingly high proportion of black Americans have tasted
violence firsthand in the lives of their families and close friends. The enor-
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mous difference in levels of crime victimization between urban minorities
and the rest of the country makes the issue of the self-defense handgun far
more urgent for urban blacks and gives the black community special cre-
dentials for teaching the costs and benefits of the handgun.*

To date, blacks—absorbed by other pressing problems—have not played
a role in the heated debate over handgun control. Indeed, one of the most
striking characteristics of both pro- and antihandgun lobbies is their lily-
white lcadership. This will change. A large and growing black middle class,
imprisoned by residential segregation, lives next door to the urban Amer-
ican ghetto and in constant fear. For the biack urban tamily, there is often
no middle ground: handguns are either purchased or detested.

Many black women, mothers of sons, are involuntary experts on hand-
guns in the house and on the streets. Their men and male children, living
high-risk lives, have better reasons to buy guns than any other segment of
American society and better reasons not to buy guns. Handguns loom as
a major source of friction between the sexes, between the classes, and
between generations in the black community.

The outcome of such conflicts is difficult to forccast. Decisive rejection
of self-defense guns on the fringes of the American urban ghetto could be
an important message to mainstream America. On the other hand, an
increase in self-defense handgun ownership within the black middle class,
and particularly among female-headed households, would represent a major
obstacle to the political climate that might promote handgun scarcity.

Older Americans The numbers and influence of what we used to call senior
citizens have increased dramatically in the past two decades and will con-
tinue to increase. This scgment of the population is politically active and
well informed and lives in constant fear of crime in the city. The combi-
nation of substantial political clout and special vulnerability to crime has
already produced special legislation stiffening the penalties for those who
victimize the elderly. There is, to my knowledge, no consensus among
Americans over sixty-five on the issue of handgun restriction. But this
group, predominantly female, is another source of potential leadership in
building social consensus against the loaded household handgun.

In male-headed households, however, gun ownership patterns may tend
to persist. Because the loaded handgun in the urban home is a relatively
new phenomenon, the coming years will witness the first large generation
of urban handgun owners becoming older. The mix of factors that might
change ownership and attitudes in an aging population is substantial: an
increase in proportion of female-headed households, increasing fear of
crime, perhaps a decrease among older men in the need for machismo
artifacts, and a general shift in life situations from offensive orientations
toward crime to more defensive adaptations.
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Whether all this leads to consensus is anybody’s guess. However, the
potential impact of a unified senior citizens lobby is substantial. For those
who view the power of the National Rifle Association as awesome in leg-
islative circles, imagine what would happen if that organization had op-
posed the last round of Social Security increases. The critical questions,
therefore, are whether older America can come close to consensus on the
handgun issue and what that consensus will be.

The Young Habits are easier to avoid than to break. It is probably much
easier to talk a young person out of acquiring his first home self-defense
handgun than to persuade his father that the household appliance he has
retained, loaded, and kept ready for twenty years is of no use to his family.
If this is the case, the emerging generation of late adolescents and young
adults is a leading indicator here as in so many other areas of manners,
morals, and behavior.

The urban house gun is a relatively recent phenomenon in American
urban life. Perhaps it can fall out of fashion. The first leading indicator
might be the behavior of the young upper middle class in major urban
areas. But antihandgun sentiments must trickle down to middle- and work-
ing-class young America before the elements of political consensus fall into
place. It is here that the opinion leadership of women, mentioned above,
must play a critical role.

The Media This is not the place to debate whether the mass media shape
opinion or merely reflect it. They do both. But the performance of television
and the print media provide a rare opportunity for common ground be-
tween antihandgun and prohandgun groups: Both can show that informa-
tion leadership in this country is suffering from a bad case of scrambled
facts and has profoundly distorted information that is basic to compre-
hending the role of the handgun in American life.

The reason our information industry fails to ask basic questions or to
demand real facts is that facts rarely generate Nielsen ratings or sell papers.
The sensational and unrepresentative news angle makes the papers and the
ten o’clock news.

The paradox is that no matter how bad a job the media do in covering
the handgun issue, media coverage will be an increasingly important part
of attitude change toward the urban house gun and the prospects of hand-
gun scarcity. If liberal media sources overstate the handgun problem or
promise unrealistic cures, they might shift attitudes against household
handguns but only at the cost of their eventual credibility. If, on the other
hand, the sensational and unrepresentative news angle dominates our tele-
vision screens, we may experience a self-fulfilling prophecy. If ABC reports
an artificial epidemic of female handgun ownership, the false prophecy can
move closer to reality as viewers react.
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‘The American handgun is not a hot story; it is a chronic condition. And
facts are facts. One of the horrifying glories of American democracy is that
no central directorate exists to teach the press professional responsibility.
A zealous antihandgun campaign, when dedicated to the sensational and
exceptional case, can backfire profoundly. And some recent treatment of
the handgun issue suggests a new libertarian radical chic: a celebration of
loaded guns as an individual urban solution rather than an urban problem.
One can hope that the American information industry will begin to do its
homework on the question of firearms control. Misinformation on either
side of this explosive issue is a public disservice.

A Tentative Bottom Line
A realistic view of the future provides hope only for optimists among anti-
handgun groups but small comfort as well for the friends of the urban
American handgun, Only an agnostic is on safe ground. In the complexities
and pace of American social change, there is a potential coalition of opinion
that could lead to change in public attitude and public law regarding hand-
gun ownership. But potential, of course, is the word we hear most often
from coaches of losing football teams. And the bitter rhetoric and inflated
claims associated with some current “antigun” propaganda and legislation
may retard the evolution toward a constructive consensus.
Opinion-leading groups may identify the boundaries of American hand-
gun policies in the next generation far more quickly than they or we suspect.
In making this assertion, I do not mean to understate the role of spectacular
tragedies in prompting political action on guns. The Martin Luther King
and Robert Kennedy killings were absolutely necessary to the passage of
the federal gun laws in 1968. The mindless murder of John Lennon and
shooting of President Reagan had powerful impact on public opinion. No
doubt, some future horror might provide the spur for further legislation.
But these episodes explain morc about when we pass laws than how far
our gun laws can be pushed as an instrument of social change.
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Collective Violence:
The Redress of Grievance
and Public Policy

SANDRA J. BALL-ROKEACH AND JAMES F. SHORT, JR.

In remarks made to the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders,
the eminent psychologist Dr. Kenneth Clark said:

[ read that report . . . of the 1919 riot in Chicago, and it is as if I were reading
the report of the investigating committee on the Harlem riot of ’35, the report
of the investigating committec on the Harlem riot of 43, the report of the
McCone Commission on the Watts riot.

1 must again in candor say to you members of this Commission—it is a kind
of Alice in Wonderland—with the same analysis, the same recommendations,
and the same inaction.

Clark’s poignant remarks set the focus for our attempt to answer fun-
damental questions about the state of collective violence in America today.
Did the major governmental commissions of the late 1960s—the Kerner,
Violence, and Katzenbach commissions—merely do the same analyses and
make the same recommendations, and were they followed by the same
inaction? In order to address these questions, we must review the conclu-
sions and recommendations of those commissions and assess their impact
on public policy and on groups seeking to redress grievances via collective
violence.

We will also ask whether the phenomenon of collective violence has
changed since the events that gave rise to those commissions. Beyond ques-
tions of frequency and intensity, have the underlying causes of collective
violence changed? It is, after all, the hope of those who have labored in
research and policy analysis that the causes of collective violence will be-
come sufficiently well understood to be effectively removed. We need to
determine whether this hope has been realized in whole or in part. Can
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we, for example, interpret the marked decline in the incidence of collective
violence in the urban ghetto and on the college campus as a consequence
of effective social policy?

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
VIOLENCE, KERNER, AND CRIME COMMISSIONS

The National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (Vio-
lence Commission) was appointed by President Johnson in June 1968 fol-
lowing the assassinations of Martin Luther King and Senator Robert
Kennedy. Its charge was broad, encompassing the many individual as well
as collective acts of violence in American life. The Violence Commission’s
inquiry focused on collective violence associated with two phenomena: op-
position to the Vietnam War, feading to violence on college campuses (Skol-
nick, The Politics of Protest, 1969; Orrick, Shut it Down! A College in Crisis,
1969), at the Democratic National Convention in Chicago (Walker, Rights
in Conflict, 1968), and in response to the counterinaugural demonstration
in Washington, D.C. (Sahid, Rights in Concord, 1969); and urban violence
linked to racial inequality in Cleveland (Massotti, Shoot-Out in Cleveland,
1969) and Miami (Hector and Helliwell, Miami Report, 1969). The history
of collective violence in America (Graham and Gurr, History of Violence
in America, 1969) and the role of the mass media in collective violence
(Baker and Ball, Violence and the Media, 1969) were also examined.

After noting that collective violence in this country is a relatively rare
outcome of the exercisc of the constitutional right of assembly to petition
for redress of grievances, the commissioners put forth several conclusions
about the causes of collective violence. President Johnson’s suspicion at
the time that collective violence was caused by an organized group of
conspirators who held no allegiance to the democratic process was soundly
rejected. To the contrary, the commissioners located the chief cause of
both student and urban group violence in failures of the political system
that cither blocked Icgitimate expression of grievances or prevented deci-
sion makers from recognizing and effectively responding to legitimate griev-
ances. Collective violence, then, was first and foremost a product of a
breakdown in the democratic process that prevented rightful participation
of groups in decisions affecting their lives. Violence as a responsce to threat-
ened loss of status and position in life was also noted:

Group violence occurs when expectations about rights and status are continually
frustrated and when peaceful efforts to press these claims yield inadequate re-
sults. It also occurs when the claims of groups who feel disadvantaged are viewed
as threats by other groups occupying a higher status in society. (p. 62)

The struggle to attain or to maintain political and economic rights and
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statuses was thus identified as the primary motive in the collective violence
of both the poor, urban, ghetto black and those whites who fear racial
equality for its threat to their rights and status, such as KKK members or
representatives of traditional white power structures. In the case of largely
middle-class college students and campus antiwar violence, the commis-
sioners pointed to the additional motive of revolutionary ideology born of
“cynicism about the system.”

More proximate grievances giving rise to collective violence in the ghetto
included deprivation in housing, employment, and educational opportuni-
ties. Finally, weak or inconsistent social control policies and practices were
identified as important factors that could transform peaceful protest in the
ghetto and on the campus into collective violence.

The recommendations of the Violence Commission pertaining to the
prevention of coltective violence were formulated to achieve three basic
goals—‘“controlling disorder, keeping open the channels of protest, and
correcting social injustices.” Their recommendations to prevent and to con-
trol disorder were (1) increased federal funding of the criminal justice sys-
tem, (2) creation of centralized criminal justice offices in metropolitan
areas that incorporate citizen counterparts, (3) greatly increased police de-
partment planning and preparation for control of peaceful and violent as-
semblies, and (4) the creation of a national firearms policy. To guarantee
open channels of protest, the commissioners recommended (1) that district
court judges be empowered to grant injunctions against interference with
the rights of freedom of speech, freedom of the press, peaceful assembly,
and petition for redress of grievances, and (2) discouragement of trends
that undermine the media’s ability to provide an open marketplace of ideas,
and encouragement of efforts to make of the media more efficacious chan-
nels for the expression of grievances by minority and other discontented
groups, such as more interpretive reporting of social conflicts and hiring of
minority persons. The final set of recommendations to correct social injus-
tices included (1) political changes, such as draft reform, (2) institutional
changes to improve decision makers’ abilities to recognize and respond to
grievances, such as providing legal services to the poor and the formation
of community grievance agencies, and (3) fundamental reconstruction of
urban life by way of housing, job, education, and income programs and
the restructuring of local government.!

The Commission on Civil Disorders (Kerner Commission), formed one
year earlier than the Violence Commission, also was appointed by President
Johnson. This commission was charged specifically with the task of deter-
mining what had happened in the urban disorders of the 1960s in Detroit,
Newark, and other cities, why they happened, and how such civil disorders
could be prevented in the future. In the summer of 1967, at least 150 cities
reported civil disorders, most of which occurred in the black ghettos of
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these cities. A mounting wave of “burn, baby, burn” swept the nation,
leaving fear in its wake.

The Kerner Commission’s hallmark analysis of twenty-four of the most
destructive urban disorders produced a startling conclusion: the most basic
cause of the disorders was that “‘our nation is moving toward two societies,
one black, one white—separate and unequal” (p. 1). The term institution-
alized racism captures the central diagnosis of the problem in the Kerner
Commission report. Consistent with this diagnosis, the dominant motive
attributed to rioters was to have their piece of the American pie—material
and political resources that were being denied them by a white society ruled
by the ideology and the practices of institutionalized racism. Among the
specific grievances found in the twenty-three cities studied, the most intense
were discriminatory and ineffective police practices, unemployment and
underemployment, and inadequate housing. Other specific grievances in-
cluded inadequacies in educational and recreational programs, ineffective
police grievance mechanisms, disrespectful white attitudes, discriminatory
administration of justice, inadequacy of federal and municipal services, and
discriminatory consumer and credit practices. Thus, the general cause of
civil disorders and the collective violence produced by them was identified
as racism that ensures that nonwhites will be denied equal participation in
American life and equal access especially to its material resources. Having
thus spoken to the very fabric of American society, the commissioners put
forth an equally monumental set of recommendations as to how civil dis-
orders might be prevented from happening again.

Many of the recommendations were directed to problems at the local
community level. They focused on (1) the creation or improvement of
mechanisms for ghetto residents to communicate effectively their needs and
grievances to appropriate government agencies and to ensure their partic-
ipation in policy formation; (2) improvements in the criminal justice system
to remove discriminatory practices and to better provide for the everyday
security of ghetto residents and for effective control of ghetto disorders;
and (3) increasing the quantity and quality of media coverage of ghetto life
and the development of informed guidelines as to how the media might
ameliorate, rather than exacerbate, crisis situations. The many recommen-
dations for national action to create *“a true union—a single society and a
single American identity,” were aimed at removing barriers to equal op-
portunity in jobs, education, and housing, designing efficacious means for
~ ghetto residents to participate in the political process, and creating “a com-
mon ground” between whites and blacks for mutual respect and joint efforts
to achieve both public order and social justice. Sounding what has since
become a lonely clarion, the commission calied for “the will to tax ourselves
to the extent necessary to meet the(se] vital needs of the nation” (p. 23).

The Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
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(Katzenbach Commission), appointed in 1965, was the first of the 1960s
commissions to work in an era when both crime and the law-and-order
theme in American politics were on the rise. Of the three commissions,
the Katzenbach Commission in The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society
(1967) has the least to say about the phenomenon of collective violence.
Its general theme concerning the causes and prevention of crime, however,
is similar to the theoretical stance on the causes and prevention of disorder
subsequently found in the reports of the Kerner and Violence commissions.

The common theme is that the roots of crime and disorder lie deep in
the social fabric of American society, in its traditions, inequalities, and
conflicts, and in ineffective governance. This common theme marked a
substantial and significant departure from previous commission statements
that emphasized psychological deficits and susceptibility to contagious pro-
cesses in their accounts of the causes of collective violence and other dis-
orders. Taken together, the Violence, Kerner, and Katzenbach reports
articulate a fundamental shift in the political and policymaking spheres
away from “psychological disorders” to “social disorders” as the primary
causal nexus of both individual and collective violence. This common diag-
nostic theme carries over to the general thrust of the commissions’ rec-
ommendations. Most pertinent to removing the causes and thus to the
prevention of collective violence is the call for changes in the economic,
educational, judicial, and political systems to deliver on the promise of a
piece of the American pie for all her citizens, and specifically for equalizing
opportunities for achievement of this goal. Making good on this promise,
more than any other change, was said to have the greatest potential for
removing the causes and thus preventing the emergence of collective vio-
lence to redress legitimate grievances.

COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE IN THE DECADE OF THE
SEVENTIES: CONTINUED GRIEVANCE, LITTLE REDRESS

For analysts of collective violence, the most glaring fact of the last decade
is the rapid decline of urban disorders after 1968. The seventies were a
decade of uneasy quiet when collective protest steadily declined on college
campuses and riots virtually ceased in urban ghettos. It would be sheer
sophistry to contend that these developments were due to the removal of
the major social causes of collective violence identified by the Violence and
Kerner commissions. So how can we explain the pattern of declining col-
lective violence? In this section we seek to address, if not solve, this puzzle.

Civil rights gains, the end of the Vietnam War and its draft, and modest
increases in the opportunity for student participation in university decision
making removed some of the prime focal points of collective student pro-
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test. Affirmative-action programs led to significant increases in college en-
rollments of blacks, thus ameliorating this source of discontent. University
administrations and faculty learned, often from experience, how to control
and defuse potential conflicts on their campuses.

The several recessions and unemployment fears of this decade doubtless
had a chilling effect. Quiet on the campus cannot, however, be attributed
to the lack of issues. U.S. participation in El Salvador, nuclear power, draft
registration, local and federal government dismantling of Great Society
programs arc only a few of the issues that might have activated student
populations. It is, nonctheless, clear that the American college campus has
not become the persistent political force that some had envisioned, but has
instead returned to its historical (in this country) tenor of conventional
quiescence.

The urban violence of the sixties led to considerably more damage to
property and persons than did campus violence, and collective violence in
the ghetto has been a more enduring aspect of American history. If the
common thrusts of the Violence and Kerner commission reports provide a
theory that can account for the high incidence of such urban violence in
the 1960s and its markedly lower incidence in the 1970s, then substantial
progress should be apparent in removing or ameliorating the causal con-
ditions identified as responsible for the violence of the sixties. In the broad-
est sense, we might expect to find a substantial reduction in the
institutionalized racism that had split America into two societies of advan-
taged whites and disadvantaged blacks. More specifically, we should ob-
serve steady improvements in the economic, political, familial, educational,
and law enforcement conditions of the urban ghetto.

Economic Conditions

Some progress has been made. Sociologist William Wilson, from the Uni-
versity of Chicago, notes that the number of blacks in managerial and
professional jobs was 1.6 million in 1979, double the number in 1969.2
However, total black unemployment in April 1982 was 18.4 percent, rising
from 8.2 percent in 1970.7 Overall increases in unemployment do not ac-
count for this risc as the comparable figures for whites are 4.5 percent and
8.4 percent, respectively.® Thus, the ratio of black to white unemployment
rates has deteriorated from 1.8 in 1970 to 2.19 in April 1982.5 The black
unemployed are also more heavily concentrated in urban ghettos than are
whites, with 60 percent of the black unemployed living in low-income areas
of cities. Employment opportunities for low-income blacks have declined
as cities have lost the goods-producing jobs that have been occupied by
urban blacks in the past. From 1970 to 1976, for example, Chicago lost
92,000 jobs that were mostly in the goods-production area.t Nationally, the
unemployment rate for all blue-collar workers is more than double that of
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white-collar workers—13.7 versus 4.9 percent, respectively (April 1982).7
Finally, there is the much publicized fact that the unemployment problem
is most severe for black teenagers (sixteen to nineteen years old), standing
at 48.1 percent in April 1982, twice the rate of white teenagers (20.8 per-
cent).® That black poverty is still very much a feature of the urban ghetto
is evidenced by the fact that 85.1 percent of all black families with yearly
incomes under $4,000 in 1978 were families headed by women living in
metropolitan areas.® Such concentration of poverty is not so evident for
whites.

A significant change in the economic dynamics of poverty occurred in
the decade between the early 1960s and 1970s: namely, blacks became more
like whites with regard to the influence of parents’ socioeconomic status.
Whereas a 1962 study found that parents’ socioeconomic status had little
influence on the occupational status of blacks, in 1973 the occupational
achievement of both blacks and whites was closely linked to that of their
parents.'© The significance of this change is that occupational discrimination
based on race had become less important for the occupational achievement
of blacks and their parental backgrounds more important. Viewed posi-
tively, young blacks from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were not as
handicapped by their race in their own achievement as had been the case
in the past. On the other hand, the young of both races had great difficulty
in rising above their parents’ status. The effect of this change is to freeze
more blacks into lower economic status, Simply put, gains in reducing
discrimination in the economic sector have been of little benefit to ghetto
residents whose economic state today is worse, not better, than it was in
the 1960s.

There is, moreover, disturbing evidence that for many in the United
States poverty is a permanent condition and that for minorities the likeli-
hood of permanent poverty is far greater than it is for the majority. Harvard
sociologist Lee Rainwater, analyzing data from the University of Michigan’s
Panel Study of Income Dynamics, finds that over the 1967-76 decade he
analyzed, 9.4 percent of the sample were “always poor’” and an additional
7.1 percent were “‘near poor when not poor.”” Among young people, eigh-
teen to twenty-four years old, “the likelihood of being poor or near poor
was eight times greater for minority than for majority youth, and between
the ages of twenty-five to fifty-four, the odds were seven times greater for
minority pcople.”!!

Political Conditions

Following passage of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the number of blacks
holding elective office in the United States increased rapidly, from 100 to
1,813 in 1980.12 Unfortunately, these increases occurred during a period of
increasing economic stress and the federal pullback from federal programs



162 Sandra Ball-Rokeach & James F Short

designed to aid cities under the Great Society and its War on Poverty.
Goods-producing industry, the traditional economic and occupational base
of many cities, was in many cases leaving the central city, thus weakening
both the economic base of cities and occupational opportunities for ghetto
residents. The dismantling of federal programs designed to aid cities has
had consequences, not only with respect to services, jobs, and training
opportunities for ghetto residents, but for employment of the black middle
class as well. This, in turn, removes from the black community many gov-
ernment representatives who might be more sensitive than nenminority
government employees to the needs of ghetto residents, In 1970, for ex-
ample, 57 percent of black male college graduates and 72 percent of black
female graduates were employed by government, many in agencies asso-
ciated with Great Socicty programs.” The Community Service Adminis-
tration abolished in 1981 is a case in point—of the nine hundred workers
who lost their jobs, 60 percent were black. ™

To the recent trend of transferring the problems of the urban ghetto onto
local political leaders has been added an ever decreasing base of economic
resources available to city officials. The repeated calls of the Violence and
Kerner commissions for sensitive and effective local governance thus grew
progressively less attainable from the early seventies to the present.

On the national level, some of the gains in black political participation,
such as the presence of twenty-one blacks in the Ninety-eighth Congress
and a rise in voter registration of blacks (e.g., in the South, from 29.3
percent in 1965 to 55.6 percent in 1980), have been threatened by reap-
portionment and by attempts to undercut the Voting Rights Act. Reap-
portionment is tied to the Voting Rights Act by a provision that bars
dilution of minority representation in voting districts. Thus, the successful
effort to extend the Voting Rights Act has payoffs not only in potential
increases of voter registration but also in potential creation of new **black”
seats in Congress, particularly in the South where population is increasing,

Media

Many hoped that the trend toward concentration of media ownership might
be countered by black ownership and operation of cable channels. That
hope has not been realized as blacks have lost rights to approximately thirty
cable franchises they had acquired in recent years because of insufficient
financial resources. The total television station ownership picture is also
poor with blacks owning only eight of the approximately one thousand
stations nationally."* Commission recommendations on vastly increased hir-
ing of blacks in the media have also gone unmet. There arc, for example,
no more than three black news directors and three black executive pro-
ducers of news programs in the television stations of major cities and only
one news director in a major market, KNXT in Los Angeles.' The only
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exception to this somewhat dismal picture is the number of black-owned
radio stations which increased from 50 in 1978 to 130 in 1981.77 While black
news and music radio stations may provide for more community identity,
the full participation of blacks in mass-mediated politics requires increased
access to local and national television.

Familial Conditions
Sociologist Wilson’s analysis notes that the urban family, especially the
poor black family, changed for the worse in the decade of the seventies. In
1978, 53 percent of all black births were out of wedlock, and many of the
infants were born to teenagers. From 1970 to 1979, the number of house-
holds headed by women increased 72.9 percent for blacks and 76.5 percent
for Hispanics, compared to 42.1 percent for whites. The proportion of poor
black families headed by a female was 74 percent in 1978. More than one-
third of all black children under the age of six in 1978 were living in female-
headed households with incomes below the poverty level. The median age
of the black female head of household declined, going from 41.3 years in
1970 to 37.9 years in 1979, Finally, the number of black children less than
eighteen years old in families receiving aid to families with dependent chil-
dren went from 35 per thousand in 1960 to 113 per thousand in 19798
The fact of an astonishing number of female-headed households in the
poor areas of cities is literal evidence of family dissolution in the sense that
the both-parents-present nuclear family is becoming a rarity for poor urban
blacks. The significance of the female-headed household is rarely detailed
or theoretically specified. Presumably, the situation would be considered
as serious (or more than serious) if most urban black poor families were
headed by a male with no wife-mother present. Thus, this aspect of the
dissolution of the black ghetto family is its single parentedness. The most
commonly drawn implications of such dissolution focus on ineffective social
control of the children. The declining age of the single female parent may
result in less firm and effective control of children and in increased depen-
dency on the welfare system. An implicit assumption of the Violence and
Kerner reports is that a strong ghetto family is the best defense against
uncontrolled violent expressions of grievance. Thus, weakening of the poor
black ghetto family in the decade of the seventies can only be taken as a
worsening condition insofar as collective violence is concerned.

Law Enforcement Conditions

Affirmative action in police hiring became a reality in many cities during
the 1970s. A 1969 survey of 254 U.S. cities found the percentage of minority
police officers to be 5.1 percent, compared to the minority percentage in
the total 1970 population of 16.7 percent in these cities. A 1981 survey of
these same cities yielded figures of 11.6 percent minority officers and 27.6
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percent minority population. These figures mask much variation, however.
The top one-third high-affirmative-action cities in 1981 had increased
minority representation on their police forces from an average of 2.6 per-
cent in 1969 to 16.0 percent in 1981. In contrast, the percentage of minority
police actually decreased during this period in the one-third low-affirma-
tive-action cities, from 6.2 percent to 5.3 percent.!” Both high- and low-
affirmative-action cities had about the same minority percentage of total
population (22.3 percent and 23.3 percent, respectively).

These figures tell us nothing of the process and the problems associated
with integrating police forces or of failing to integrate them. Nor do they
reflect changes and problems at other levels of the criminal (and juvenile)
Justice systems. Reports on the 1980 Miami riot, to be treated in greater
detail below, dramatically illustrate the importance of conditions specific
to that city at each level of the justice systems. Reports of both the Gov-
ernor’'s Dade County Citizens’ Committee and the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights point to problems throughout the juvenile justice system, in
the state attorney’s office, in jury selection and utilization, and in the Cor-
rection and Rehabilitation Department, as well as in the Miami Police
Department and the Dade County Public Safety Department. The Civil
Rights Commission concurred with the Kerner Commission that *racial
violence in America almost invariably has occurred when an encounter
between law enforcement officers and a member of the black community
escalates to physical confrontation,” noting that riots in Miami in 1969
“directly resulted from a harsh police crackdown, and the fatal beating of
a black Miamian by local police officers led to the riots of 1980.°2% A series
of such incidents during the two years preceding the riot “reinforced the
black community’s belief that a dual system of justice prevailed in Dade
County—a system in which blacks received unequal treatment before the
law.”>' The commission called for more blacks on the police force, partic-
ularly in supervisory positions, and for more black attorneys in the state
attorney’s office (where only 7 of 105 assistant attorney generals were black;
i.e., 6.7 percent, compared to 16.4 percent of the Miami population in 1980
which was black).? Lack of adequate community review of police policies
and practices and of procedures for receiving and handling complaints con-
cerning public officials were also noted, as was the charge that some mem-
bers of the state attorney’s office “engage in the practice of excusing Black
jurors from jury panels where the defendants are Black, solely because of
the color of the [prospective] juror’s skin.’? The Miami reports, thus,
document the unevenness obscrved across the nation with respect to im-
plementation of affirmative-action programs in the criminal justice system.

No appraisal of law enforcement conditions during the period following
the national commission reports would be complete without note of another
development, namely the heavy influx of black—and in some states, His-
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panic—inmates of the nation’s prisons. How and why this occurred, and
with what related developments and consequences, are the subject of later
discussion. At this point it is sufficient, perhaps, to note that at the close
of the 1970s many of the nation’s prisons were filled beyond capacity as a
result of the highest incarceration rates of any advanced society, “with the
probable exception,” as Elliott Currie notes, “‘of the Soviet Union and
South Africa.”

ACCOUNTING FOR THE DECLINE tN COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE

Our analysis of economic, political, familial, and law enforcement condi-
tions in the urban ghetto of the 1970s indicates that the ghetto poor were
virtually untouched by the progress that has been made in reducing racial
and ethnic discrimination in the economy, in politics, in the media, and in
ecducation. We thus face a puzzle of continued, even increasing, grievance
and declining attempts to redress grievance through collective protest and
violence. We must go beyond the Violence and Kerner commissions’ anal-
yses to solve this puzzle by looking to changes in social control, expecta-
tions, and economic structure that might account for the decline in
collective violence.

Social Control

Of all of the recommendations made by the Violence, Kerner, and Katzen-
bach reports, those concerning the beefing-up of the arsenal and size of
law enforcement agencies received the most extensive financial and political
support. None of these commissions envisioned reliance upon technological
and strategic preparations that would “gulag” the ghetto by using fear to
suppress collective protest. Nonetheless, a tantalizingly straightforward
interpretation of the decline in the incidence of collective violence in the
1970s is that enormous federal and local expenditures on law enforcement
have had the effect of increasing the costs of urban violence. Increased fear
of reprisal for collective violence could be one possible factor in the de-
clining incidence of collective violence in the 1970s. But the many indicators
of increased crime and other problems in the ghettos suggest that social
control per se has done little to alter the internal dynamics or the social
fabric of ghetto life. Careful studies by urban ethnographers find that social
control in ghetto communities occurs through relationships and institutions
quite outside and often in opposition to conventional law enforcement agen-
cies. It is doubtful, therefore, that these agencies can do little more than
keep the lid on collective violence.

Declining Expectations
A common premise in theories of collective violence is that rising expec-
tations in the face of declining resources create the most volatile condition
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for the emergence of collective violence. We know that the resources of
large northern cities have declined, but we do not know whether expecta-
tions have also declined, such that residents have become resigned to low-
resource conditions. The most obvious change that might have brought
about a decline in expectations is the progressive retreat of federal govern-
ment policy with respect to problems of cities and minorities. The New
Frontier—Great Society administrations of the sixties, which waged wars on
poverty, were replaced by more conservative administrations that waged
wars on crime, inflation, and taxes. As the hopes appealed to by federal
government “wars” shifted from the hopes of the victims of racism and
poverty to the hopes of the “silent,” and “‘moral majorities,” the expecta-
tions of the urban poor may have dropped, even as expectations of sub-
urban America may have been raised.

Economic Structure

Wilson has argued that the poor of the urban ghetto have become an
underclass characterized by economic dependency caused by unempioy-
ability and community disorganization. At present, blacks predominate in
the urban underclass, but Hispanics, who are increasingly migrating into
the poor areas of large cities, are also representced along with a steady
population of whites. The underclass pattern of life is marked by unstable
families dependent on external social agencies for economic support, by
high crime rates, and by an absence of negotiable occupational skills. As
anachronisms from an industrial goods—production era, members of the
underclass have no place to go in an information- and service-based econ-
omy.

While the development of an underclass was long in the making, the
decade of the 1970s—-a decade of ghetto deterioration and national retreat
from ghetto problems-—may have witnessed its crystallization. Recent evi-
dence indicates that class identification is emerging as a more important
dimension of group identity than race, particularly among those at the low
end of the socioeconomic totem pole.?* Moreover, those who subjectively
identify with the “poor” or the “lower class” are more likely than their
higher class counterparts to regard their class position as being a product
of inequities in the policies and practices of government and other agencies.
Thus, the highly controversial thesis that class is more important than race
in understanding the dynamics of the urban ghetto reccives some support
insofar as the subjective identifications and perceptions of both poor whites
and blacks are concerned.

Our interpretation of the economic, familial, political, law enforcement,
and educational conditions of ghetto life in the 1970s is at least consistent
with the underclass thesis. Most important in this regard is the increasing
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gap between haves and have-nots among urban blacks in most cities. To
be sure, many have benefited from the antidiscriminatory policies called
for by the Violence and Kerner commissions, but a majority have gone
relatively untouched by such policies. Fragmentation into middle-class and
underclass blacks is furthered by an exodus of middle-class blacks from the
urban ghetto that significantly reduces their economic dependence upon
the poor black community as clients for their services.

With regard to the question of why collective violence has declined in
the urban ghetto of the 1970s, the underclass thesis provides at least two
possible insights. One is that the urban ghetto population has become—
objectively and subjectively—an underclass that, like other underclasses
throughout history, exhibits a sort of political paralysis born of economic
dependency and psychological despair. While the 1960s represented a time
of collective action born of the hope of escape from deprivation for millions
of ghetto residents, that hope remains unrealized. Indeed, for many, ma-
terial and social conditions of ghetto life grew worse in the 1970s. The
second and related insight is that the hope that spurs collective action is
based on the perception that change is possible, that better conditions can
be achieved through collective action. The political efficacy findings of stud-
ies of rioters in the 1960s is consistent with this view. It may be that the
urban ghetto has lost much of the organizational infrastructure necessary
to sustained collective protest, not only because of the exodus of the black
middle class, but also because of the decline of the industrial city as a
viable political and economic entity.

Unique Social/Historical Circumstances

Commonwealth Award-winning sociologist-historian Charles Tilly empha-
sizes the importance of unique and local political, economic, and social
conditions that combine to produce collective actions, including violence,
by segments of a citizenry.?* From this perspective, the identification of
general causes, such as racial discrimination, necessarily fails to compre-
hend why collective violence occurs at a particular time and place. Varia-
tions in the history and structure of local governments and in police-
community conflicts, and their convergence at particular points in time,
heighten or lower the probability of collective violence and determine when
and how collective action occurs.

This perspective sensitizes us to dilferences as well as similarities among
communities that might provide a fuller understanding of why this and not
that community experienced collective violence or why collective violence
emerged at this and not that historical time. The Liberty City (Miami) riot
of May 1980 provides a good case in point. This riot was not only the most
extensive and destructive of the last decade but also stands out as an ex-
ception to the general pattern of decline in collective violence.
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THE LIBERTY CITY/MIAMI RIOT

Following a “not guilty” verdict in the trial of four Miami police officers
accused of beating a black businessman to death, riots lasting several days
broke out in the Liberty City slum a mile from downtown Miami. Fourteen
people were killed, more than a million dollars of property damage was
done, and more than three hundred arrests were made. The National Guard
was called out and the area was declared a disaster area. A number of
agencies investigated the causes of this highly destructive episode, including
the White House Interagency Task Force on Civil Disturbances, the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, and the Governor’s Dade County Citizens’
Committee.

Why Did It Happen?

Our previous review of the state of economic, political, familial, and law
enforcement conditions of the 1970s led us to conclude that the conditions
of the urban ghetto nationally have gotten worse, not better, since the
1960s. Miami is no exception.? In the low-income arcas of Dade County
where a majority of the black population live, the unemployment rate was
almost 18 percent in 1979, more than 32 percent of the residents lived in
overcrowded housing, more than 85 percent of the residents rented, and
the high school dropout rate among twenty- to twenty-four-year-olds was
more than 38 percent. Owing to the at-large election procedure, black
officecholders in local government were rare. Thus, black ghetto dwellers in
Miami share with their black counterparts nationally a state of deprivation.
The problem with such a generalization is that it does not tell us why
collective violence is not epidemic in all the urban ghettos of America today
and why the major collective-violence incident of recent years occurred in
Miami. The recurrence of collective violence in Miami in January 1983
highlights the importance of this question. The 1983 incident has not, as
yet, been thoroughly analyzed, but there are indications that it arose out
of the same sorts of conditions, perhaps exacerbated since 1980.

Miami, in contrast to Detroit, Newark, and other cities, is a new city
with a history of less than sixty years. Miami has been a boom and bust
city, fluctuating with the fads and fashions of the tourist trade. Its most
recent boom period began in the 1970s following a steady and massive in-
migration of Cubans after Castro’s rise to power combined with subsequent
increases in tourism from Central and South America. In fact, while the
decade of the sixties was a period of relative prosperity nationally, it was
a period of decline for Dade County, and while the 1970s saw decline
nationally, there was a period of growth and increasing prosperity in Dade
County. Interestingly enough, Miami in the 1960s had only minor incidents
of collective violence compared to that of many other cities. Despite
Miami’s economic ups and downs, the overall economic expansion of Dade
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County from 1956 to 1977 greatly surpassed the national growth rate. The
job market, for example, grew 133 percent compared to 60 percent nation-
ally.

Differences between Miami and large northern cities in the social history
of the black community and in the composition of the population are es-
sential to understanding Miami’s departure from national trends in the
timing of collective violence. In the 1940s, a stable black community of
interdependent middle- and lower-class blacks emerged in the Overtown
area of Miami. It survived until the mid-1960s when it was physically and
socially destroyed by “urban renewal.” Thus, the fragmentation of the so-
cial fabric of the Miami black community is of recent origin. This source
of decline in black Miamians’ economic-political base came at approxi-
mately the same time as an equally potent source of decline, namely, the
dramatic increase in the size of the Hispanic population, which went from
5.4 percent of the population of Dade County in 1960 to 41 percent in 1980.
Two dominant consequences followed from the Hispanic influx. One was
a reduction in political power of blacks who went from the second most
numerous ethnic group to third, in 1980 constituting 16 percent of the
population. Hispanics, who constitute just slightly less of the population
than non-Hispanic whites, were better equipped than blacks with profes-
sional, business, and technical skills and thus were able to enter the market
economy of Miami. It was the second wave of Hispanics arriving from the
Mariel boat lift of 1980—some sixty to eighty thousand people—who were
more like the majority of Miami blacks. The much larger first wave of
Hispanics established their own residential and business areas, which in-
cluded a far-reaching employment requirement that an employee must be
able to speak both Spanish and English. This requirement effectively barred
many blacks from employment in the more prosperous parts of the Miami
economy.

The joint effects of reduced social integration in the black community
and reduced political and economic efficacy, which occurred in the late
1960s and throughout the 1970s, must certainly have increased the proba-
bility of collective violence in the black ghetto—increased it because non-
violent political modalities for the expression of grievances became less
viable and because economic opportunities to escape the ghetto declined.
These circumstances combined with at least five highly visible instances of
blacks being treated harshly and whites being treated softly by the criminal
justice system—for example, trial decisions—and a long history of unsat-
isfactory relations between the black community and the police might pro-
vide a convincing argument for why Miami broke into collective violence
in 1980. Again in 1983, the incident that precipitated collective violence
involved the police, in this case, an Hispanic police officer shooting a young
black man.
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An additional argument made by a Miami mayor in 1980 is that there
was a power vacuum in Miami caused by the nature of the white power
structure. Maurice Ferre contended in his statements to the U.S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights that it was impossible to gather together a dozen or
so leaders to deal with the problems of the black ghetto because so many
of the powerful parties in Miami were nonresident corporations. However,
news accounts of Mayor Ferre’s response to the events in early 1983 suggest
that he, too, is becoming convinced that poor police-black community
relations played an important part in collective violence in his city.

Media Coverage

The primary problem in media coverage of collective-violence incidents
identified by both the Violence and Kerner commissions was a failure to
go beyond spectacular aspects of violence, such as fires, clubbings, or shoot-
ings, to address the substantive causes of the violence. Of all the national
media, we would expect the New York Times to come closest to meeting
the commissions’ pleas for in-depth interpretive reporting. In the case of
Liberty City, the organizing theme of the New York Times’s coverage was
that violence between black residents and the police resulted from a wide-
spread belief in the black community that there was a dual system of justice
in Miami that denied justice to blacks. A secondary coverage theme related
the disproportionately high black unemployment rate in Miami owing to
the increased competition for jobs that resulted from massive migration of
Hispanics into the Miami arca. Also noted was the fact that the Hispanic
population had grown to the point where it constituted approximately 35
percent of the Miami citizenry, such that the black population (16 percent)
had experienced a political as well as a demographic decline.

More spectacular aspects of the Liberty City riot were, of course, also
reported. The front-page hcadlines of May 19, 1980, provide an example:
“14 DIE TN MIAMI RIOT; ARSON AND LOOTING PERSIST ¥OR 2D DAY—Toll of Injured
Exceeds 200-—Violence in Black Ncighborhoods Follows Acquittal of 4
Whites Accused in Fatal Beating.” This headline juxtaposed with the head-
line “ANGER LONG IN RISING AMONG MIAMI BLACKS, Leaders Cite Other Bru-
tality Cases and the New Influx of Cubans,” captures a fairly balanced
attention to the spectacular and to the causal context of the riot in the New
York Times's coverage.

Implications

There is basis for a credible argument that it was the unique combination
of historical, political, and economic conditions experienced by blacks in
the poor areas of Miami that led to collective violence in a time of little
collective violence in most American cities. But there is another and more
disquicting interpretation of what Miami signifies. That is the argument
that the cause of the Liberty City-Miami riot was more fundamentally due
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to a transformation of the Miami black community into an underclass.
David Whitman, senior research assistant at Harvard University’s Kennedy
School of Government, contends that the most important condition giving
rise to the Miami riot was the fact that, while economic prosperity was
being experienced by whites and many Hispanics, a large proportion of the
city’s blacks had been relegated to an underclass of unemployables with
little hope of escaping the dependency wrought by their structural irrele-
vance.”” What is disquieting about this interpretation, is that it forces a
return to consideration of the similarities between Miami and other urban
ghettos. It demands attention to a shared condition of poor blacks in Amer-
ican cities—their underclass status. As such, it is not only possible to treat
the Liberty City/Miami riot as a delayed extension of the collective violence
of the 1960s, but also to view it as a possible precursor to future collective
violence in the black ghettos of America.

PRISON GHETTOS: TIME BOMBS FOR THE FUTURE

The irony has often been remarked that blacks achieved political power in
many U.S. cities only after those cities were locked into a spiral of poverty,
deterioration, and declining resources. A second irony has received less
recognition, though its potential for collective violence may be equal to the
first. The second irony is that prisons may be the only major U.S. institution
that is dominated internally by blacks. Exceptions occur in states and pris-
ons in which the nation’s second largest and most rapidly growing minority,
Hispanics, dominate or contest with blacks for supremacy.

While prisons have long been characterized by segregation and discrim-
ination, only in recent years have racial cleavages become perhaps the
dominant feature of prison life. The recent history and the future of prisons
and of collective violence in prisons and in the larger society are intimately
and inevitably related to this development. Racial and ethnic relations in
prison are, in turn, related to the prisoners’ rights movement which began
in the late 1950s as a result of the efforts of imprisoned Black Muslims.
Jacobs notes that the Muslims demanded rights to practice their religion
but that the political doctrines of black superiority and black nationalism
were important as well. The success of religious-freedom litigation encour-
aged other prisoners to seek other rights such as protection against cruel
and unusual punishment and adequate legal services. Many of these legal
actions also were successful, and prisoners’ rights became a social move-
ment with broad support from national organizations such as the NAACP,
the ACLU, and the prestigious American Bar Assoctation.?

The prisoners’ rights movement peaked during the mid-1970s, and it has
declined since that time. The timing is important, as we suggest below.
Jacobs concludes: *“‘Federal funding for prisoner services has . . . become
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more difficult to obtain. . . . Increasingly, those government grants which
arc available prohibit civil rights suits and class actions. . . . The image of
the prisoner as hero, revolutionary, and victim is disappearing, . . .
Whether a viable prisoners’ rights movement at the grass roots level can
survive funding cutbacks, judicial retrenchment, and other social change is
unclear.”?

The success of the prisoners’ rights movement and its effects on the daily
lives of prisoners and on their political beliefs and activities are in dispute.
Most, however, agree that tangible results have been obtained: religious
freedoms, access to law books and other literature, recognition of jailhouse
lawyers as well as access to more conventional legal services, decreased
censorship of mail, and improvement in administrative procedures, includ-
ing due process related to prison discipline. While he would undoubtedly
agree with most of these points, Simon Dinitz, an astute and longtime
observer of corrections, concludes that “the political process through which
prisoners attempted to alter their daily reality” has failed. The spirit of
prisoner solidarity was real but variable among prisons throughout the
country. The reality, in Dinitz's view, ended abruptly at Attica in 1971.
“After the shooting ceased in the Attica compound, the death toll stood at
32 inmates and 11 guards—all but three killed by the State forces who blew
the wall and methodically ended the insurrection with a massive display of
force.”* The end of the abortive prisoner solidarity movement left prison
populations without the charismatic inmate leaders who had led it and
turned the prison back on itself.

The ““absolute failure” of the movement, Dinitz notes, was signified by
the riot at the New Mexico State Prison which began on February 2, 1980.
In that riot, “unlike other riots in recent years, there was no carnival at-
mosphere, no leadership, no list of grievances, no organization, nothing.
Only unspeakable brutality. In all these respects, New Mexico represents
a turning point in U.S. prison history.”’?!

Disagreement exists as to just how united prisoners were during the
1960s, as with regard to the success of the prisoners’ rights movement.
What did change clearly during the 1970s was the racial and cthnic com-
positton of prisons. Christianson, writing on ““Our Black Prisons,” notes
that ““whereas the incarceration rate for whites incrcased from about 46.3
per 100,000 to about 65.1 from 1973 to 1979, the black incarceration rate
rose from about 368 to 544.1 per 100,000 during that period.” Furthermore,
“in 1978 . . . black males accounted for only 5.4 percent of the general
population. Yet a staggering 45.7 percent of the prisoners were black
males.””*? Even this 8.5:1 ratio is small, however, compared to the roughly
25.1 ratio of the rate of incarceration of black males in their twenties,
compared to thg total U.S. popuiation.®® Divisions exist among black pris-
oners, to be sure, and among Hispanics, and these divisions are often the
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basis of internecine violence. But these divisions typically do not interfere
with minority domination of prison social organization. Unlike the Kerner
Commission’s characterization of the nation as a whole (“moving toward
two socicties, one black, one white—separate and unequal’), prisons in
this country have moved rapidly toward three societies, black, white, and
Hispanic-—separate, unequal, and often in violent confrontation.

In some states, the concentration of young black males in prison was
aggravated by another factor: the imprisonment of large numbers of street
gang members. The gangs proved to be better organized in prison than
they had been on the street—and more willing to use violence than their
predecessors. Violence in prisons—both one-on-one and collective—is, of
course, not new. As Dinitz notes, “‘Interpersonal, one-on-one violence is
cndemic to prison life; group action precipitated chiefly by internal changes
in prison structure and organization and by the intrusion of conflicts beyond
the walls, is much more spectacular, deadly and destructive.” Recent prison
riots in other states have been similar to the New Mexico riot in that inmate
solidarity has been conspicuously absent.*

It has often been remarked that prisons mirror the larger society of which
they are a part. It is less often recognized that the relationship goes the
other way in important respects. Dramatic cases of individuals who have
come out of prisons to become political or religious leaders, such as
Malcolm X or terrorist leaders of the Symbionese Liberation Army, are
only the most obvious examples. The fact that the bulk of prisoners—
particularly black and Hispanic prisoners—come to prison from the urban
underclass and return to it is less dramatic but equally important. Moore
and her associates describe the continuities of prison and barrio among Los
Angeles Chicanos, demonstrating how *the illegal economy of the prisons
contributed to the rise of a particularly vicious criminal organization—the
Mexican Mafia.”’3 lanni notes the emergence, in the New York-New Jersey
area, of black and Hispanic organized crime, with prison expericnce playing
a critical role for recruitment to and legitimation of participants in a varicty
of criminal enterprises.* Given these interrelationships and the underclass
origins of most prison inmates, we have come to view prison dynamics as
potentially useful elements of analyses of collective violence in the urban
ghetto.

VIOLENCE FROM THE RIGHT

Due to a paucity of recent research, we can do little more than draw
attention to another potential arena of collective violence—that from the
extreme Right of the political spectrum. Conservative theorist Kevin Phii-
lips writes of the “Balkanization of the national spirit” and the *“politics of
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cultural despair” that followed the 1960s and 1970s, a period he (and oth-
ers) have characterized as two decades of “erosion of American economic
productivity, civic commitment and global determination.” That period of
“breakdown,” he suggests, “has left a skittish populace beneath a patina
of suburban affluence,”*” which is likely to be politically unstable and per-
haps volatile. While stopping short of predicting the occurrence of in-
creased conflict among interest groups, Phillips points to the similarity of
conditions that in the past have led to such conflict.

Media observers have pointed to more specific instances of fragmentation
of conservative forces. For the most part, such journalistic analyses focus
upon splits between ideological movements, such as the “moral majority”’
and NCPAC, and the present federal administration. Ideological rightist
movements are apparently suffering the experience of unmet expectations,
expectations that the present federal administration would institute a con-
servative economics on the one hand and a conservative morality on the
other. Insofar as the failure to meet heightened expectations is a condition
for the emergence of collective protest and violence, these developments
may presage increased activity with the potential for collective violence
among far-right groups. Very sketchy evidence may be found in recent
protest and violence against abortion clinics. Failing to win a constitutional
prohibition against abortions, splinter groups from the “prolife’” movement
are emerging. “The Army of God,” for example, has employed unconven-
tional means, including violence, to attain their ends.

The age-old problem of the waxing and waning Ku Klux Klan has also
received heightened media attention. That attention derives largely from
Klan protests and violence against Vietnamese immigrants and against what
some claim is a rising incidence of violence against synagogues and Jews in
general. Klan violence would seem less connected to fragmentation of the
new Right than to historical dynamics of racism and working-class economic
fears.

Whatever the rcasons, as the violence associated with the counter-
demonstration (against the Klan) held in Washington, D.C., in late No-
vember 1982 suggests, the potential for violence from extremist movements
should not be underestimated.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Understanding collective violence requircs both a general theoretical model
and analysis of local conditions. Today, more than ever, however, local
conditions are influenced by media reports, by the activities of participants
in social movements, and in general by what is going on elsewhere. What
was ““going on elsewhere” at the close of the 1970s decade?

Throughout much of the United States, some progress was being made
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toward elimination of discrimination in employment, in schools, and in
political enfranchisement. Many more black politicians were elected to of-
fice, and affirmative action worked for many, especially for the black middle
class, which doubled between the mid-1960s and 1980. The promise of
improvement was great, but progress left many untouched.

The black underclass was left behind by affirmative-action programs, and
the structural features of the American economy and of urban areas pro-
vided little opportunity for movement out of its depressed condition. The
gap between haves and have-nots increased, solidifying an urban underclass
in which blacks are heavily overrepresented. The growth and solidifying of
an urban underclass is, essentially, a structural process whereby changing
demographic and economic conditions consign increasing numbers of citi-
zens to permanent status as members of a class without realistic hope of
movement out of their dependent status. Insofar as these citizens share
racial or ethnic identity and are thrown together in residential ghettos and
other segregated institutions (including prisons}, the potential for racial or
ethnic conflict, as well as class conflict, is enhanced. It was apparent, for
example, that both racial discrimination and class conflict were involved in
the Miami riot, the former (related to discriminatory law enforcement) as
the trigger for the riot, the latter as perhaps the major underlying condition
related to the riot.

The lull in collective violence following the decade of the 1960s should,
thus, not be taken as evidence that the underlying problems of racism have
been solved. Clearly this is not the case. The conditions that we have
analyzed in the urban ghetto, prisons, and even the politicized Right of
suburbia suggest that the conditions for collective violence in the future are
in place.

Who can believe that the hopes generated in the 1960s and 1970s by
political activism in America’s urban ghettos and in its prisons will not be
regenerated? Will we wait for this to happen and for incidents that will
trigger more riot and destruction? If the urban underclass thesis is correct—
as we believe it to be—the long-run prospect for collective violence against
established institutions should not be taken lightly. Establishment of a per-
manent underclass runs counter to the American ideology of an egalitarian
society and makes us more vulnerable to genuinely class-based violence on
a scale not yet experienced in this country.

So, what can be done—what social policies flow from this analysis?

1. Affirmative action must be continued and expanded. Increasing mi-
nority proportions of police officers and other justice system personnel to
approximate minority proportions in local populations remains a necessary,
if insufficient, condition for avoiding the types of incidents that trigger
episodes of collective violence. The benefits of affirmative action in this
area go beyond protecting against violence-triggering incidents by increas-
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ing occupational and income opportunities within the ghetto, reinforcing
the goal of equal opportunity, and helping ameliorate strained relations
between ghetto residents and institutions of the larger society.

Those affirmative-action programs in education and employment that
have played an effective role in increasing the size of the black middle class
must not be abandoned. To cut such financial backing as student aid and
loan programs and to cut out the heart of affirmative action in employment
by failure to enforce relevant laws is to abandon in midstream uncounted
numbers of blacks who are struggling to achieve the promise of equality.
Yet, for the majority of blacks who live in poverty in the urban ghetto,
recent history has shown that established affirmative-action programs, even
when duly enforced, are inadequate.

2. Effective solutions to the problems of the urban underclass must be
Jound. In our judgment, perhaps the most pressing domestic problem facing
the United States today is the existence and the growth of a structurally
created urban underclass. Historical and contemporary forces of racism
have determined the racial and ethnic composition of the urban underclass.
The modern economy and the demographic and ecological structure of
cities perpetuates it, If nothing else, enlightened self-interest requires the
formulation and implementation of economic, educational, and social so-
lutions that can break the cycle of generationally transmitted poverty. A
nontotalitarian society that extols freedom and equality in the pursuit of
material and social well-being is severely challenged by acute and perma-
nent class cleavage.

Education: If education is to serve as a “bootstrap” for the underclass,
we must begin a national commitment to revitalize public education. Even
the disproportionately small numbers of black ghctto youth who receive a
high school diploma have nowhere to go unless that education prepares
them for jobs in an information- and service-based economy. Indeed, calls
for training and retraining for such an economy are little more than Alice-
in-Wonderland rhetoric unless they are accompanied by specific plans for
financing an overhaul of public and community college educational systems.
Colleges and universities seem to be making the transition to the new
economy. But it is the educational system that is most essential to the needs
of the underclass—public schools in large metropolitan poor areas-—that
are most anachronistic, anachronistic not by choice but because of declining
resources in cities that are losing their economic bases as well as federal
support for education and other social programs. To begin the massive
overhaul required, we reccommend that the Congress create a National
Commission on Urban Education that would bring together educational
leaders, ghetto leaders, and experts in the new economy. The tasks of this
commission would include the design of both the substance and the funding
of an educational system that can be effectively utilized by all young peo-
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ple—but with special focus on those who are presently in the underclass
and those who may fall into it.

Mediating Structures: There is much strength to build upon in urban
underclass communities, despite problems of poverty, discrimination, and
ineffective political organization. Much of this strength is in social rela-
tionships which take place in families, among neighbors, and in voluntary
associations. One of the functions of these institutions is mediation between
individuals and bureaucracies, both private and public. Grass-roots orga-
nizations, with leaders indigenous to neighborhoods and communities often
develop spontaneously in response to needs and problems. Many such or-
ganizations have the potential for political and economic organization and
power, as well as for the accomplishment of broader social purposes. They
should be encouraged to participate in—indeed to provide leadership for—
programs of community regeneration and the strengthening of other indig-
enous institutions.

Some of the strength in underclass communities is found in the under-
ground economy—much of it ilegal-—which flourishes in virtually every
lower-class ethnic community. Illegal hustles and even large-scale economic
enterprises probably can never be entirely climinated, but they can be
scaled down and the dependence of many citizens on them lessened. Hus-
tling is “hard work,” as Bettylou Valentine notes,™ and programs that
would train more citizens in skills relevant to the modern economy would
improve the ability of many to survive and flourish without hustling or
depending on illegal markets.

Media: Policymakers and citizens need ongoing media coverage of the
urban ghetto. The media as a primary link between government and citi-
zens have the unique opportunity and the responsibility of the Fourth Es-
tate to play the constructive role of social analyst. The watchdog role could
and should be expanded beyond investigative reporting of what our elected
officials “‘are up to’ Equally important to the long-term welfare of this
nation is media articulation of what our society ““is up 10" in the sense of
key economic and social dynamics that threaten domestic peace and societal
stability. As we have seen in our analysis of New York Times coverage of
the Miami riot, considerable progress has been made in media coverage,
which goes beyond the spectacular to an analysis of the causes of collective
violence. Our call is to go one step further to media coverage of the causes
of emerging social conflicts, such as the explosive combination of continued
racism, sexism, and emergence of an information and service economy that,
together, produce an underclass locked in America’s urban ghettos. Hiring
and promotion of minorities into decision-making positions within media
organizations should facilitate such coverage.

Criminal and Juvenile Justice Systems: The principle and the goal of re-
habilitation must be reaffirmed, and humane discretion encouraged rather
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than curtailed. The suggestion from studies of rehabilitation programs that
“nothing works”—too easily reached on the basis of both inadequate pro-
grams and inadequate rescarch—and the well-documented abuses of the
exercise of benevolently intended state power and of discretion should not
blind us to the positive contributions of rehabilitative goals (and the neg-
ative consequence of their abandonment) and to the fact that discretion is
a necessary factor in all human arrangements, that it will occur in justice
systems despite efforts to prevent it. Focus should therefore be on increas-
ing the justice and the humanitarianism of rehabilitative programs and on
the exercise of discretion within them, on better trained and better in-
formed officials, and on systems of accountability rather than on repudia-
tion of rehabilitation and removal of discretion.

3. Renewed attention must be given to so-called root causes of crime—
many of which are the same as for collective violence, while others are closely
linked. Whether or not one agrees with the estimate that only 20 percent
of the black disproportionality in prisons is due to discrimination, a very
large percentage of this disproportionality certainly is due to the “under-
lying causes contributing to disproportionate involvement in crime by race.”
Every effort should be made to climinate bias and discrimination based on
race, ethnicity, or any other such categorical membership throughout the
law enforcement process. But it is clear that the most significant impact on
the racial mix in our prisons, and therefore on urban underclass commu-
nities, must come from addressing the factors in our society that generate
the “life conditions that underlie the racially different involvement in
crime” (particularly those associated with recidivism).* Both stronger re-
scarch efforts and socjal policies aimed at root causcs are necessary.

Decision Makers: A national commitment on the part of political, eco-
nomic, and social movement leaders is critical to the solution of problems
associated with the continued existenice in this country of racism, in both
institutional and individual forms, and with the rise of an underclass. Without
such a commitment, the transition from an industrial to a service economy
is likely to generate more and greater inequalities among large segments of
the citizenry. The relevance of this recommendation to collective violence
15 clear. Collective violence is a product of social conflicts, which in turn
reflect economic and social grievances. The lull in collective violence over
the last decade is unlikely to continue unless action is taken against the
origins of the most pressing social conflicts of our time—racism and a new
economic order that renders huge segments of the population impotent.
The alternative of relying on social control of dislocated masses is unac-
ceptable on two counts—it wili not work in the long run and it would
necessitate increasingly repressive tactics,

Much is at stake in such choices. While the cconomic health of the nation
is fundamental both to the creation and the redress of grievances associated
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with collective violence, balance should not be allowed to rest on conven-
tional cost-effectiveness criteria. At issue are fundamental questions of
value: of freedom and equality, as well as establishing justice and ensuring
domestic tranquility.
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Terrorism and Public Policy:
Domestic Impacts,
International Threats

ROBERT H. KUPPERMAN

Terrorism is one aspect of political violence. Usually, terrorists belong to
quasi-independent groups, which are at times manipulated by Libya and
other rogue governments. These organizations create incidents intended to
destabilize democratic governments and to perpetuate their ideological
goals by exploiting the electronic and written media. There can be no sharp
distinction between terrorism and related political violence, It is axiomatic
that virtually all governments either commit or commission acts of violence
in pursuit of political goals. Thus, for example, the Bulgarians and the
Soviets have been accused of having arranged the assassination attempt
against the pope and the Central Intelligence Agency is alleged to have
sought the assassination of Fidel Castro. This chapter deals with subnational
terrorism, not governmental terrorism.

v JAnternational terrorism is a new class of violence, beyond the norms of

Lommon criminality, that exploits today’s advan(.ed technologies, especmlly :

jet transport and instant global communications *Regrettably, it is becom-
ing established as a worldwide steady state phenomenon.
< Although the United States has not so far been a primary target of attack,
any optimism that this benign state of affairs will continue is mlsplaced.
Terrorism has, among other things, become part of the arsenal of inter-
national warfare, recognized as a useful tool of low-intensity conflict. As a
surrogate means of warfare, terrorism also becomes a tool of strategic
importance/We must recognize the promotion of such violence from the
level of a criminal act or political nuisance to a matter deserving serious
national attention.

Hardly a day passes without a terrorist incident occurring somewhere in
the world. It pervades the fabric of contemporary civilization. But the sig-
nificance of the terror act has been raised exponentially by several different
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but interrelated factors. First, the tools available for destruction are sud-
denly much more lethal and much more frightening than ever before. Sec-
ond, the media attention focused on terrorism is immediate, global, and
usually undisciplined. Third, motives for terrorist attack today span a spec-
trum that includes, at the extremes, personal grudges and superpower am-
bitions of global hegemony—and there is little certainty as to which
underlying motive may really be at play in any particular case.

~These new and potential circumstances will require the close attention
of both administrators and legislators. The most important questions raised
are, first, how to ensure detailed and timely domestic intelligence without
unduly infringing upon civil liberties, and second, how to avoid or control
the public news of a terrorist crisis event without infringing upon the free-
dom of the press.

THE THREAT TO AMERICA

Although the U.S. government has not so far been a primary target of
international terrorists, both threats and actions have been directed at it
from time to time. Take a recent year, like 1982. Puerto Rican Nationalists
carried out killings on their island and a spectacular bombing on Wall Street
in New York. Trials of IRA members on charges of arms smuggling werc
underway. Harassment of foreign national students on American campuses
by both Libyan and Iranian groups continucd. And domestic terrorists
continued bombing of commercial facilities, particularly in California. In
addition, of course, Americans and American facilities abroad continued
to be prime targets for international terrorists. Finally, the Tylenol poison-
ing case, while not itself inspired by any terrorist group, was a fearsome
reminder of the type of media-magnificd “terror theater” that could all too
casily occur here.

The first major terrorist action directly targeting the U.S, government
occured in 1950 when two members of the Puerto Rican Nationalist party
narrowly failed to assassinate President Truman during a shoot-out with
the Secret Service and federal guards at Blair House where the president
was 1n temporary residence.

In 1954, four other members of this same group struck again at the heart
of the American government, this time firing from the gallery of the U.S.
House of Representatives and wounding five members of Congress. Over
the past eight years, after ncarly two decades of rclative mactivity, Puerto
Rican Nationalist terror was revived under the auspices of the very small
but violent Fuerzas Armadas de Liberacién National (FALN), the ideolog-
ical and organizational heirs of the earlicr group. Between 1974 and 1977,
law enforcement authorities estimate that the FALN was responsible for
forty-nine bombings in the continental United States. The most serious of
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these took place in 1975 when a bomb in the Fraunces Tavern in the Wall
Street district of New York City detonated during the lunch-hour rush,
killing four persons and injuring fifty-five.

Domestic terrorist groups, such as the Weather Underground, Sym-
bionese Liberation Army, and the Black Liberation Army, flourished in the
so-called radical sixties and on into the seventies. All but forgotten today
is the fact that these small nihilistic indigenous groups, which were tech-
nologicaily unsophisticated, without realistic political programs to mobilize
popular support or even seriously threaten local, much less national power,
succeeded in capturing the full attention of the American mass media,
induced many officials to overreact against their exaggerated threat, and
made authority—particularly local authority—appear largely impotent and
foolish in the eyes of much of the general public.

Although the expressed fears of a “‘hot” summer in 1982—one of marked
increase in domestic violence fueled by the declining economy—did not
materialize, the potential existed. And it is a situation closely monitored
by hostile foreign intelligence services, services that might under certain
circumstances seek to exacerbate and exploit the situation by funding pen-
etration, training, technical assistance, or mass media disinformation—all
techniques that such major services as the Soviet KGB have proven adept
at in Third World and West European states.

The number of terrorist incidents in the United States varies considerably
from year to year as shown in table 1. The figures range from a high of
111 incidents in 1977 to a low of 29 in 1980. But there is no particular
trend; it is simply a phenomenon that is present in this country.

The number of self-admitted incidents in 1981 was 42 (see table 2), with
an additional 9 unclaimed but suspected terrorist acts not tabulated here.
Typically, the major types of incidents involved 25 attempted explosive
bombings (of which 17 were successful), 8 firebombings (7 successful), 4
takcovers, 2 shootings, and one incident cach of armed robbery, arson, and
assault. Fortunately, only 3 of the 42 incidents represented a direct threat
to individuals—one person was killed and four injured. The principal tar-

Table 1. Number of Claimed Terrorist Incidents in the
United States, 1977-1981

No. of Incidents

1977 111
1978 89
1979 52
1880 29
1981 42

Source: FBI.



Table 2. Claimed Terrorist Incidents by Group, Number, and Type of Incident, 1981
Type of incident
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Armenian Groups:
Armenian Secret Army for
the Liberation of Armenia 2 2
June 9 Organization 2 2
Justice Commandos of
Armenian Genocide 1 1
October 3 1 1
Croatian Groups:
Croatian Freedom Fighters 1 1
Cuban Groups:
Omega 7 3 1 4
Iranian Groups:
Iranlan Patriotic Army 1 1
People's Mujaheddin
Organization of Iran 1 1 3
Jewish Groups:
Jewish Defenders 1 1
Jewish Defense League 11 2 1 1 1 7
Libyan Groups:
Libyan Groups in United States 1 1
Puerto Rican Groups:
Armed Forces of Popular
Assistance 1 1
Beringuen People’s Army—
Macheteres 4 1 5
Star Group 1 1
National Liberation Movement 1 1 1
People's Revalutionary
Commandos 3 3
Puerto Rican Armed Resistance 1 4 5 1
Other Domestic Groups:
Communist Workers Party 1 1
Revolutionary Communist
Youth Brigade 1 1
Other Groups:
Black Brigade 1 1
Concerned Sierra Leone
Nationals 1 1
Total 17 8 7 1.1 2 4 1 1 42 4 Ao

%
Source: U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciaty, 97th Cong., 2d sess. , Hearing Before The
Subcommitiec on Security and Terrorism. . . . An Oversight on the Operations of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, February 4, 1982, p. 53.
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gets were diplomatic and international (15 incidents), commercial estab-
lishments (5), public utilities (4), with transportation, postal, and recrea-
tional facilities each hit 3 times. The most active terrorist groups that year
were Puerto Rican Nationalists (16 incidents), the Jewish Defense League
(7), Armenian patriotic groups (6), the right-wing Cuban Omega Seven
(4), Iranians (2), with 1 incident each contributed by Croatian, Libyan,
and Sterra Leone National groups. The domestic American groups involved
were the Jewish Defense League, the Jewish Defenders, the Communist
Workers party, the Revolutionary Communist Youth Brigade, and the Black
Brigade, each of which was responsible for a single incident (except the
JDL. which took responsibility for 7).

Perhaps the single most significant development in 1981-82 was the in-
creasing threat of the Armenian nationalist terrorists, particularly through
the Armenian Secret Army for Liberation of Armenia (ASALA). Al-
though targeted against “Turkish” imperialism in some 170 major incidents
so far, most of these incidents have been carried out outside Turkey, in-
cluding now the United States.

This general pattern of international terrorist activity in the United States
has continued into 1984.

THE PERCEIVED THREAT AND THE VIOLENCE COMMISSION

s
. The U.S. government and certain symbolically prominent American busi-

‘nesses together with their officials and officers at home and abroad have

been targets of international as well as domestic terrorist groups. However,
the frequency of incidents and levels of human and material cost have so
far not approached those found elsewhere “particularly in Northern Ireland
and England, Israel and throughout the Middle East, Italy, Germany,
Spain, Turkey, and several countries of Latin America. For example, in the
two years of 1977 and 1978, Italy experienced over 2,000 terrorist incidents,
the United States only 200.

.. Given this historical and comparative perspective, it is not too surprising
that few Americans shared the depth of concern of many forelgn govern-
ments and societies about terrorism.>Thus, while the various U.S. com-
missions on violence in the late 1960s did take terrorism—international as
well as domestic—into account, this category was treated as only one among
several dozens of others and with a much lower priority than most of them.
* Attention was given to the problem of increasing the protection of U.S.
presidents from assassination by the Violence Commission. Yet the rec-
ommendations of the commission have been only partially implemented—
and insufficiently so to prevent the near success of the 1981 attempt on
President Reagan by an amateur and ill-equipped assassin,

.Since the time of the Violence Commission, there has been a dramatic
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increase in the frequency and level of terrorist incidents throughout the
world. During the 1970s, transnational terrorism became a stark reality as
the mass media transmitted, sometimes instantly, one horrifying spectacle
after another. And as terrorist acts proliferated, controversy over terrorism
heightened. Terrorism has become a rich topic for public debate, a subject
of intense disagreecment on the floor of the United Nations, and has de-
manded attention as a serious policy issue. Studied by academicians,
weighed and reported by journalists, troublesome to governments, and
feared especially by the largest corporations—terrorism has come of age.

The American public has become acutely aware of terrorism, not only
through news sources but through movies, novels, and television specials.
As carly as 1977 a Harris survey revealed that “terrorism is viewed as a
very serious world problem by 90% of the American people, and a very
serious domestic problem by 60%.” The survey went on to show that the
American public favors extreme measures in dealing with terrorists—90
percent favoring the development of commando teams such as those used
by the Israelis at Entebbe and West Germans at Mogadishu, 80 percent
favoring airline service being cut off to and from countries that harbor
terrorists, and more than half supporting the organization of a special world
police force which would operate in any country of the world and which
would investigate terrorist groups, arrest them, and put their leaders and
members to death. Possibly these views were just a momentary overreaction
or conceivably the seeds of hysteria, but the willingness to adopt a new
vigilante justice is evident. Also, this public reaction to domestic and in-
ternational terrorism is especially intercsting, considering that the United
States had been relatively frec from terrorist assault at the time of that
poll.

THE U.S. RESPONSE

s Not until 1981 did the U.S. government perceive the terrorist threat to be
serious enough to warrant classification as a major component of American
foreign policy. On January 27 of that year, only seven days after the release
of the fifty-two American hostages who had been held 444 days in Iran in
what U.S. authorities considered an act of government-encouraged terror-
ism, President Reagan spoke of swift and effective retribution in case of
future incidents involving terrorism. ™

The next day, newly sworn-in Secretary of State Haig claborated, de-
claring that “the greatest problem . . . in the human rights area today is

- rampant international terrorism.” Referring explicitly to the recently
concluded hostage situation in Iran, the U.S. secretary of state put *‘ter-
rorist governments” as well as conventional terrorist organizations on notice
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of a new and sterner U.S. policy, one not ruling out substantial “‘retaliatory
action.”

The United States currently maintains special military forces with coun-
terterrorist capabilities. At the center of this counterterrorist program is a
uniquely trained army unit of several hundred men called the Delta Team.
Trained for preemptive action, this unit is capable of carrying out hostage
rescue operations along the lines of the raid on Entebbe. Additionally,
selected armed forces units are prepared to participate in counterterrorist
operations, though not as a primary responsibility. These units inchude U.S.
Army Ranger battalions geared for support of special counterterrorism
units, the Navy Seals, at least one company of Marine Reconnaissance
Forces, a Marine Amphibious unit, Marine Battalion landing teams, and
Air Force Special Operation Forces together with military air-lift command
units. All these specialized forces are capable of overseas operations, but
would not conceivably be called into action except in the most serious
international crisis.

One nonmilitary team that could be activated for a domestic crisis is the
Nuclear Emergency Search Team (NEST) in the U.S. Department of En-
ergy, operating independently of the military. NEST conducted the search
for nuclear material following the Soviet satellite breakup over northern
Canada in 1977. There is great concern that the terrorist arsenal will some-
day include weapons-grade fissile material through piracy of the commercial
traffic in fissile materials. Some international measures have already been
undertaken with U.S. participation. The United States and many other
nations are signatories to the 1969 non-proliferation treaty. A Suppliers
Conference has been meeting in London for quite some time to set security
standards. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna is
an organization of more than 130 nations established to regulate the flow
of nuclear materials. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has
established stringent requirements concerning the security and transport of
fissile materials. The U.S. internal standards for control of these materials
are very high. In other countries, however, despite international standards
established by IAEA and the Suppliers Conference, we can be less certain
of the security of Plutonium-239 and Uranium-235. Prospective suppliers
of nuclear fuels, plants, and components clearly need to specifically rec-
ognize the terrorist threat and be encouraged to enforce both the spirit and
letter of their export licensing programs.

Another major area for U.S. involvement in international cooperation is
that of conventional arms transfers. Arms sales conditions set by supplier
states could include use of certification procedures to ensure that weapons
are not subsequently sold to terrorists. Under such procedures, potential
violators would face the threat of a cutoff of supplies if they diverted arms
to third parties in violation of nontransfer agreements. Admittedly, enforce-
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ment of such agreements would not be casy, particularly given the big-
business character of arms sales. A somewhat more promising area involves
control of conventional explosives through a comprehensive tagging pro-
gram.

During the last few years, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
in the U.S. Treasury Department has taken the lead in the development of
explosive taggants. Put simply, taggants provide a means whereby con-
cealed explosives would activate a detector. A successful program of de-
tection would prevent the introduction of explosives into a given area for
illegal use. Work is also being done on development of taggants for iden-
tification after the explosion has occurred. While important for event anal-
ysis and tracing of ownership, tagging for identification would not
substantially deter the criminal use of cxplosives. Tagging for detection is
a simpler process (if only because the taggant need not remain intact fol-
lowing detonation), and we are currently very close to realizing a program
of this kind.

TERRORISM AS THEATER AND THE ROLE OF THE MEDIA

‘When compared with the American homicide rate, the death toll from
terrorism is indeed small. In the\ past decade terrorism has claimed only
about a thousand lives worldwide. et it has become a major international
issue. Why? Becausc terrorism is theater, The fourteen-month-long hostage
crisis in Teheran is an example of such theatrics in the extreme,

Anxieties have become high, but the threshold for the spectacular assault
has heightened as well. Americans, like Western Europeans, have insatiable
appetites for the novel, the bizarre.

The role of the media in such incidents is pivotal. The media provide
enormous political leverage to an act that, on its own, would simply be an
example of criminal barbarisny, The terrorist uses the media in a way dem-
ocratic governments cannot. As a result, governments have often appeared
inept:—unable to defend themselves against a relatively small criminal ele-
ment. Eventually, however, governments do learn to counteract the first-
generation tools of terrorism, and both the media and public become inured
to a given level of threatened or actual violence. At that point, terror, like
a disease organism in the face of antibiotics, must mutate to survive both
physically and in the public eye.

It may seem inconceivable that tactics of terror could be used successfully
against a nation as powerful as the United States or indeed any industrial
nation. No band of terrorists is a match for any metropolitan police force,
much less the smallest standing army. None can command the resources of
the tiniest nation. Yet terrorism has been characterized as a worldwide
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menace. The terror event enjoys an unparalleled power simply because of
its media value.

Of all the reasons for terrorist success, the platform offered by the en-
thusiastic media is by far the most important. Terrorists have used the
media as a springboard onto the world stage. As a result, the terrorist
assault has come to resemble highly choreographed theater, with the West-
ern media inadvertently emerging as an adversary of liberal democracies
by working in de facto partnership with terrorists.

Both government and terrorists operate in the glare of the media spot-
light. Without that attention, the outcome of the incident becomes rela-
tively insignificant. The militants in Iran recognized this as an essential
ingredient of success and acted accordingly. By encouraging regular media
coverage, the terrorists made the torment of the hostages an integral part
of American daily life for 444 days. The fifty-four hostages quickly became
so well known that any action by the United States that could have jeop-
ardized their lives would have engendered severe political penalties.

;‘tl“he media mold public perceptions about the success or failure of the
tetrorist operation, about official competence in the face of the threat, and
about the prowess of the terrorist organization. For example, Israel’s des-
perate decision to resist escalating terrorist demands and its attempt at a
high-risk rescue at Entebbe were depicted by the media as a major triumph.
The German counterterrorist rescue force at Mogadishu basked in the samé
affirmative llmehghts By contrast, the American military experience in the
Iranian desert was presented not simply as a justified attempt that failed,
but as a debacle, a symbol of American command weakness and presuien-
tial bungling. ™

As a terror event unfolds, the media’s involvement creates a peculiar
synergy among the government, the public, and the terrorists. Each of the
actors participates directly in the event, creating in effect a spectacle with
a participatory audience. The problem for the terrorist comes when the
level of violence loses its media sex appeal, when the next airline hijacking

r “knee-capping” is no longer spellbinding news.

To maintain the media spotlight, terrorist organizations must heighten
the threshold for the spectacular assault. Accepting the thesis that one of
the terrorist’s primary goals is g:overnmental disruption and that\there must
be an aura of Broadway about the event, We can speculate about the next
phase. Terrorists will be forced to change their methods, their tools, and
their targets to stay ahead of government preparations and ensure front-
page coverage,

Perhaps one of the clearest indications of the power of the mass media
in America to generate widespread anxiety and concern among the general
population and outright terror in a small portion of it, disrupting a major
commercial business in the process, is the case of the 1982 Tylenol poison-
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ings. Although the perpetrator was scemingly only an individual—a
“crazy” or, perhaps, an extortionist—he or she gave America a profound
lesson in “terrorism theater.” Although only seven persons died from the
cyanide substituted in only fifteen or so of the drugstore-shelf bottles, the
incident highlighted the possibility of a much more widespread horror—
through malicious imitators and/or by extension to other commonly used
drugstore products. Precisely because this was a case of low-technology
poisoning, it demonstrates the high vulnerability of each and every Amer-
ican to a similar action by organized and technologically more sophisticated
terrorist groups. But would any terrorist group resort to such a tactic? The
simple answer is yes, for it has alrcady been done—and in America. This
occurred only a few years ago when Palestinian terrorists poisoned a ship-
ment to America of Israeli Jaffa oranges. Although only a handful of these
oranges were found to be poisoned, the act seriously affected the Israeli
orange industry. The only reason this incident did not become blown up
into Tylenol-type proportions by the media was that the terrorists an-
nounced what they had done before the oranges had moved from the docks
and warehouses to the food stores. Unlike the Tylenol killer, the Palestinian
terrorists were at that time unwilling to adopt a policy that would involve
killing Americans to gain the attention of the media.

TERRORISM AS A STRATEGIC TOOL

The cause for concern is very real. America itself and American interests
abroad arc already direct targets of occasional actions. The future scems
to promise more frequent and more serious acts. As the age of great power
dominance is replaced by more open patterns of international relations, the
traditional mechanisms of restraint are likely to become decreasingly ef-
fective. We should expect that the very diversity of actors on the world
stage—each pursuing his own interests—will enhance the attractiveness of
unconventional means of conflict. For the relatively weak, the high-level/
low-cost factor is cssential because they cannot afford to compete militarily
or cconomically. For the more powerful, the high-leverage/low-risk element
is decisive since the costs of large-scale conventional or even nuclear con-
frontations are unacceptable.

International terrorism may become one of the dominant tools of uncon-
ventional warfare. Used as a strategic weapon, the vectored terrorist threat
offers certain unique advantages in pursuit of foreign policy objectives.
Although unimpressive in firepower, it is profound in leverage. Too, the
initial uncertainty about the origin of attack often limits the full range of
diplomatic and military response. And for the Soviet Union, its proxics,
and certain radical national and subnational groups already on the terrorist
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scene, terrorism may offer an irresistibly low-cost/low-risk means of en-
gaging America in low-intensity conflict.

The recent Libyan death threats against the U.S. president and the at-
tacks against high-ranking NATO officials highlight the use of terrorism as
a strategic instrument of policy influence as well as a tactical tool of social
disruption. Whether or not a Libyan hit team actually existed is irrelevant;
the threat itself forced the president to retreat into a “steel cocoon” and
seemed to paralyze the American government. The dramatic and over-
played media coverage made the incident appear almost a self-inflicted act
of terror with Colonel Kadaffi as the catalyst.

Incidents such as this and the kidnapping of General James Dozier raise
the possibility of ever stronger leverage, an even broader scope for terrorist
attacks. Increasingly, terrorism has become a strategic tactic, whether em-
ployed by neonihilistic or subnational groups or by nation-states.

These incidents also make clear that America is not immune to the terror
event, either at home or abroad. If the usually random act of violence can
paralyze a governipent, the strategically directed terrorist attack is poten-
tially devastating’, The United States appears unready to cope effectively
with either tactically or strategically inspired terrorism, and that very un-
readiness invites attack,>Mn the immediate future;, America can expect to
join its European alli€s as a victim of major terrorist acts, playing the
unwilling costar in a media event that undermines the government’s cred-
ibility internationally and weakens it in the eyes of the domestic electorate. -
< "Unless the United States learns to deal at home and abroad with the phe-
‘nomenology of terrorism in the longer term, it should expect to see its
substantive strength sharply reduced as terrorism replaces conventional
hostilities in the international allocation of powcr.),,?‘“

TERRORISTS AS SURROGATES FOR
HOSTILE FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS

The new class of “‘violence manipulators” we can expect to see grow in
importance over the next few years includes: subnational terrorist groups,
harbored willingly or unwillingly by various states, which seek to disrupt
Western socicties; Third World countries willing to exploit the tools of
terrorism directly for their own ends; and larger powers, which desire to
manipulate international events without running the risks of formal military
confrontation.

Terrorist groups are known to receive substantial financial and military
support from cooperative governments. There are, of course, many ways
a government may support terrorist activitics, ranging from the apparently
passive provision of safe haven or use of air space to actively promoting
and supporting terrorists with money, arms, or training. The list of nations
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that are now or have recently been involved in supporting terrorism in-
cludes Libya, Cuba, the Soviet Union, China, North Korea, Algeria, the
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (Aden), Tanzania, Congo, Zaire,
Egypt, Syria, Iraq, and Lebanon.

Among the most active has been Libya, which supported and continues
to support a wide range of nationalist groups of various ideologies. Much
of this backing has been covert, but in the summer of 1972, Colonel Muam-
mar Kaddafi, Libya’s dictator, began openly to boast of his contributions
to world terrorism. He added that he would be happy to supply weapons
to American blacks, “unfurling in the United States the banner of the
struggle against American racism.”

With more secrecy, the training of terrorists has been occurring in Com-
munist countries. In the late 1960s, Mexican guerrillas received training in
North Korea and North Vietnam. In the carly 1970s, African insurgents
fighting the Portuguese were trained in the use of sophisticated weaponry,
including ground-to-air missiles, by Sovict officers at bases within the So-
viet Union,

Throughout the 1960s, the Soviets underwrote Cuban training programs
in which Third World youths were given instruction in guerrilla methods.
Similarly, in the 1970s, most of the Soviet support for terrorist groups was
channeled through client states and other intermediaries. Since 1969, Mos-
cow has been providing funds, weapons, and other assistance to Palestinian
groups through a complex system of intermediaries. Much the same ap-
proach is uscd for the support of Western terrorists. There is no question
that the Soviets view terrorism as dangerous primarily because of its un-
controllable nature, and their support for it outside the Middle East is
highly selective, dictated by strategic considerations.

None of these actors operates wholly independently. The Soviet Union
has provided funding and support for terrorist operations via Eastern Eu-
rope and its client nations like Libya or Cuba. With tacit Soviet approval,
many groups have trained together in Cuba, Libya, Iraq, South Yemen,
and Lebanon. Informal alliances among the members of different groups
have often occurred. Palestinian and German terrorists operated together
in the 1975 OPEC hostage incident and the Entebbe sky-jacking. It has
been speculated that the Italian Red Brigades received cooperation from
Germany’s Red Army faction in the Dozier case. The PLO has provided
aid and assistance to the Japanese Red Army (and were perhaps repaid in
the Lod Massacre); the PLO, in turn, has received assistance from a num-
ber of Arab nations, such as Libya, which has supported groups as disparate
as the Irish Provos and the right-wing Italian groups. This overlap in
objective and method raises the specter of an international network for
terrorism—a master conspiracy of disruption. Indeed, the Reagan admin-
istration declared early on that the Soviet Union was responsible for vir-
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tually all international terrorism, using it as a tool of surrogate warfare.
Thus, a linkage between terrorism and the Soviet Union was made in 1980
in a CIA study and again in 1981 by Secretary of State Alexander M,
Haig, Jr.

While there is incontrovertible evidence of Soviet support in training and
equipment, the administration has not produced an actual “smoking
gun’—direct control of terrorist’s policy or actions. Terrorism, on the
whole, is too complex an issue to be easily explained away as an example
of Soviet interventionism. Even if the Soviet Union withdrew all patronage,
terrorist activity would certainly continue, perhaps unabated. Terror has
other independent patrons, currently the most prominent being Libya, Lib-
ya, for example, has become quite involved in Central America and Ven-
ezuela—having gained some influence with the media and with a number
of ranking officials. This kind of link is of primary benefit to Libya in its
quest for a leadership role in OPEC. Venezuela provides a natural platform
for Libyan terrorism disguised as economic or political nationalism. While
there might be tacit support from Moscow, there is little or no evidence
that Libyan activities are planned or directed by the Soviets. The terror
technique represents too useful a tool of low-intensity conflict to be dis-
carded by any small group operating on its own behalf.

Moreover, subnational terrorist groups have matured into self-sustaining
organisms; there is no organic need for a master conspiracy. Terrorist or-
ganizations are not mirror images of each other, even when there is a broad
intersection of interest. Each group learns from the experience of others,
its tactics evolving in response to governmental countermeasures and in the
spotlight of media publicity. Hence, a loose confederacy of terrorist groups
operates quite successfully without the limits that centralization would im-
pose.

Contemporary terrorism offers its proponents few grand visions of a bet-
ter world. Increasingly, it has become a strategic tactic, whether employed
by neonihilistic subnational groups or by nation-states. As a result, the
days in which terrorism was confined to isolated instances of social disrup-
tion are over. The destabilized international system provides the opportu-
nity for profound disruption while the vulnerability of the West, in terms
of its unprotected technical and democratic political infrastructure, offers
a tempting avenue of attack not only for subnational terrorist groups but
even for nations like Iran, Libya, or the Soviet Union that might choose to
use them as “plausibly deniable” surrogate forces.

CAN THE U.S. GOVERNMENT COPE WITH
A SERIOUS ACT OF TERRORISM?

<This nation (unlike others in the Western Alliance) has no internal con-
sensus on how to respond to either acts of supercriminal violence or coer-
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cive political threats; has no common philosophical basis for accepting the
high costs (in lives, materials, pride, and power) of occasional failure in
dealing with terrorism; and has no intcrnational.li&recognizcd commitment
to firm, retributive deterrence of such violencc./,:

Terrorism is manipulative; it secks to turn an opponent’s strengths
against him. For example, it can exploit the technological, cultural, and
legal infrastructure of a state against the state’s own interests. This type of
exploitation is particularly successful in cultures like the United States with
its strong traditions of personal freedom and limitations on exccutive
power; these cultures already endure a degree of disorder as the price of
democracy and are less able than others to respond uncompromisingly to
terrorist threats. By contrast, terrorism is relatively ineffective in totalitar-
ian socicties, because it is easily denied an environment for existence as a
matter of state prerogative. To be effective in a totalitarian culture, ter-
rorism must be raised to the level of full-scale revolution.

Unlike totalitarian states, democratic governments have had relatively
few unequivocal successes in the face of terrorist activity. Embassies have
been seized with impunity. Governments have been perceived to capitulate
in the face of terrorist threats. Since 1972, terrorists have elevated the arts
of assassination, hijacking, kidnapping, arson, and bombing into the public
domain, paralyzing democratic nations and damaging the credibility of their
governments. And, whilec America does not yet have the full degree of
experience of terrorism that some other democratic societies have, the
United States fully shares their vulnerabilities.

The seizure in 1979 of the American embassy in Teheran by a mob of
uncertain allegiance paralyzed our nation for more than a year and probably
altered American clectoral history. America’s paralysis was converted into
ignominy when a rescue attempt failed before it was even under way. No
atomic bomb could help. America failed diplomatically and militarily to
deal in proportionate terms with the immoderate behavior of a rogue nation
and with the terrorist tactics of subnational elements. The very high cost
to America’s leadership of the West has yet to be assessed.

A number of avenues for future attacks on the United States arc open
to the professional terrorist:

* Attacks on the infrastructure of metropolitan areas (systems such as the
electric or gas networks, communications or computer facilities)

* Threats to thousands of people with agents of mass destruction (nuclear
explosives, chemical or biological weapons)

* More subtle exploitation of contentious political issues {the antinuclear
and environment movements)

Attacks on American society’s infrastructure have already occurred. The
New World Liberation Front has targeted Pacific Gas and Electric some
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seventy times albeit with minimal damage. A raid on an FALN safehouse
prior to the 1980 Democratic National Convention turned up detailed plans
of the power system of Madison Square Garden, implying a possible plot
to black out the facility and disrupt the electoral process. To date, these
terrorist attacks have been largely ineffective, but they raise the prospect
of very large disruptive impacts being created with very few human and
material resources.

As American society has grown dependent on tecmlology for survival—
with it§ technologlcal infrastructure vertically stacked “with little room for
redundqncy—ﬂ&vulnerahlllty to attack has become mcredsmgly obvious."
Certainly, electric generation and distribution systems, computer networks,
nuclear installations, port facilities, water systems, and oil refineries provide
leverageable targets. Too, certain responsible organizations have enough
evidence to conclude that terrorist groups have been recruiting technical
talent needed to correct past failures.

Biological and chemical agents, though readily attainable, have remained
largely unused. Yet, in many respects, they represent the terrorist’s easiest
avenue into the mass destruction arena. In contrast to the concern over
nuclear materials, the control and safeguard of chemical and biological
agents has not been given adequate attention. It is far easier to culture
anthrax than it is to steal or fabricate a nuclear device; and a biological
attack is potentially more lethal than a nuclear explosion. A small nuclear
device could kill a hundred thousand people if detonated in a dense pop-
ulation center. By contrast, an effectively delivered aerosol anthrax attack
could rival the effcct% of a thermonuclear device. Indeed, biological weap-
ons could become a “poor man’s” bomb in an age of nuclear proliferation.

Although the penalties for using agents of mass destruction may be too
high for industrialized and developing nations, extremely poor national and
subnational groups may be less cautious. Even the possession of such weap-
ons could be viewed as a quick and cheap route to political and coercive
power by groups or countries with otherwise marginal political or military
strength. It is important to recognize too, that a successful threat does not
necessarily require the actual use of such weapons. The extortion potential
will always be high where the capacity for mass destruction is present;
hostage situations of the future could involve entire populations.

An equally plausible, albeit more subtle, means for terrorists to increase
their leverage is the careful selection of highly symbolic targets within the
international community. The level of violence remains the same, but the
effect is expanded dramatically. The attack on General Dozier in Italy
represents just such a new form of “cushion shot” terrorism. Dozier was
not merely a high-ranking official whose kidnapping might seriously em-
barrass the American government; he was a symbol of the Western Alli-
ance. His kidnapping was designed to provide the Red Brigades with power
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to influence, through the media, the outcome of issues of great political
import: the structure of the Western Alliance and the decisions on theater
force modernization.

By attacking Dozier, the Red Brigades placed themselves in a position
to influence a range of targets—the military, the U.S. government, the
Italian government, even the NATO alliance. Using the media as a spring-
board, the terrorists attempted a “cushion shot” to capitalize on the polit-
ical strains in the alliance and the growing worldwide antinuclear
movement. Had the terrorists chosen another day-—not one in which events
in Poland and the Golan Heights overshadowed their drama—the U.S.
government as well as the entire alliance might have been even more se-
riously embarrassed.

THE FEDERAL CRISIS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Authority for dealing with various aspects of a terrorist incident is dispersed
over a number of U.S. government departments and jurisdictions in a man-
ner that is well suited to handling day-to-day concerns but may impede
efforts to deal with a crisis. To maintain public confidence that the govern-
ment is reacting capably, it is important to avoid unnecessarily alarming
emergency measures and to handle the crisis through channels—up to a
point. At a certain level of public concern, on the other hand, handling
things “through channels” may appear callous or stupid and the public will
be more reassured that everything possible is being done if the White House
is visibly involved. This is a very fine line to walk, and it is fraught with
hazards for a president who is suddenly thrust into the midst of a developing
situation.

To overcome this problem, it is appropriate that the primary organiza-
tional arrangements for dealing with terrorist incidents remain fixed along
traditional law enforcement and diplomatic lines, but that a small group at
the highest level of government, one having the confidence of the president,
be given both the responsibility of monitoring emergent crises and the
authority to coordinate and expedite federal actions when necessary. With
such an arrangement, the president should be able to participate in man-
agement of a major threat in an informed way, to the degree desired, and
with the amount of public visibility that seems appropriate. Following sev-
eral reorganizations and dubious performance under successive administra-
tions, this top-level group is now called the Special Situations Group (SSG).
A committee of the National Security Councit (NSC) and chaired by the
vice-president, it is the senior crisis management echelon of the U.S. gov-
ernment. For expertise in managing terrorist crises, the SSG can now draw
for expertise upon the NSC staff and, through it, on counterterrorism spe-
cialists in various government agencics.
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A straightforward terrorist attack may pose impressive problems for the
government’s disaster-relief agencies and for those concerned with tracking
down and prosecuting the criminals. A major attack would even warrant
the sort of high-level coordination described above. A threat of national
disruption, however, presents a much more complicated set of problems.
The first of these is the credibility of the threat. This is an extremely delicate
matter, especially in the case of chemical, biological, or nuclear threats. A
reaction of uninformed panic couid lead the government into hasty, foolish
actions that would serve the terrorist’s ends with no further need for action
on his part. An overly phlegmatic reaction could result in tragedy if a valid
threat is ignored. Rapid access to the requisite expert advice from appro-
priate scientists is crucial to making informed judgments of the credibility
of exotic threats, but advice from behavioral scientists may also help to
determine the credibility of particular threats. A high-level monitoring
group such as a well-staffed SSG could serve to buffer the government from
overreaction to negligible or unevaluated threats as well as to expedite
response to a threat deemed valid.

The same organizational idea is the model for our national security ap-
paratus. Preparations to manage the effects of a nationally disruptive ter-
rorist act are part of civil emergency preparedness, a program that may
exist in name only.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICYMAKERS AND PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS

Whether international terrorism is a form of warfare or not, responsible

response’begins with a public policy that recognizes the issue, places it in
proper perspective among the hierarchy of standing problems on the na-
tional agenda, and provides useful operational guidance to those who will
be dealing with specific future incidents. It should promise with chilling
certainty to all who trespass against U.S. interests in this mannecr that
eventual retribution will be exacted from actor and instigator alike. It

(ghould engage the confidence and common sense of the American people
and not be regarded as just another governmental activity divorced from
the real business of the country.”.

Ideally, the society attacked by terrorists reacts at three hierarchical lev-
els. First, there is the immediate isolation and containment of the incident
in an attempt to control its development. Second, there is the phase of
domestic and international “damage control,” or dealing with the derivative
and delayed political, social, economic, security, and military implications,
including reassurance of local governments that basic commitments will be
upheld (after, say, the breakdown of a city’s water system). Third, and
probably least considered, is the phase of creating opportunity from ad-
versity and consciously using the incident (in its fullest sense, including



200 Robert H. Kupperman

success or failure in containment and in dealing with its larger fallout im-
plication) as an element to move forward basic national policy. The alter-
native, to try to encyst such events and then rely on the passage of time to
remove them from the public consciousness, has two grave disadvantages:
it invites new incidents, because the field is always fresh for public exploi-
tation; andit inhibits inquiry into the root causes of this class of violence,
which, if addressed as part of the political process, would be greatly weak-
ened by routine and open review. By incorporating the ill fortune of ter-
rorist acts into the rationale for forward flow of programs, policies,
legislation, and individual activities, it would seem that the nation’s vul-
nerability would decrease markedly. /

Once a risk is recognized as likely and incorporated as such in the public
consciousness, the kinetic cnergy of that risk in social terms is expended
with little real effect. In short, a mature technological society can absorb
the instabilities caused by occasional lack of success in managing the effects
of terrorism; it is a matter of social perspective, of informed personal
choice, and of educated expectancies backed up by a first-line defense of
sound independent policy, quality and timely intelligence, rapid controlled
resource allocation, and a straightforward mechanism for making difficult
decisions quickly.

Having matters in hand, or at least appearing to have them so, implies
advance preparation. Certainly, luck enters into the equation, but so do
well-conceived organizational arrangements, ironed-out jurisdictional ques-
tions among local, state, and federal authoritics, and planned uses of tech-
nology. Such contingency planning is basic if America is to meet the
terrorist challenge. Its objective is not to prepare for specific crises but to
develop general modes of operation and an awareness of available re-
sources, to gain quick access to those resources, and to understand the
logistics involved in using them. Gaming exerciscs, aimed at developing
smooth working routines in crisis conditions, are a requisite of contingency
planning The creation of a professional U.S. “Red Team™ of imaginative
simulated terrorists would provide realistic training and testing opportun-
ities at many levels of threat. Another area of exploration is to use tech-
nology to harden the target, to reduce the terrorist’s capability for damage,
and to deny him the leverage he secks.

Exactly because the society itself is Hostage in the largest scale terrorist
extortions (e.g., those involving nuclear or biological materials, those at-
tacking the life-support infrastructure of food, energy, and water), the so-
ciety must embrace philosophically the quality of mature response that the
threat warrants{ A danger in the past has been a tendency to downplay the
overall threat and to treat each conventional incident on its own theatrical
merits; a graver danger of the future is the probability that unconventional
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incidents will have much greater impact than they perhaps warrant and will
be allowed to resonate until they eventually fract\ionate some of our im-
portant stabilizing social and political structures. /

CONCLUSION

The United States must recognize the recent escalation of such violence
from the level of a criminal act or political nuisance to a matter deserving
serious international attention. More and more governments including the
United States have become increasingly impatient with terrorist threats and
actsxBut if the United States cannot, out of indecision, or will not, out of
ignorance, act now to meet future challenges, the costs in the decades to
come could well be paid in the currency of national humiliation and social
disintegration. Time is running out, but the question is for whom-—the
terrorist or the government? >

1 To meet this challenge, government administrators and, perhaps, legis-
lators will have to reconsider two very difficult points: first, how to assure
detailed and timely intelligence about terrorist activities within the United
States, and second, how to counter the terrorist theater that is so crucial
to terrorist groups during an event, Finally, they must consider how to
achieve both these governmental and public goals without infringing either
civil rights or press freedom. *
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Neighborhood, Family, and Employment:
Toward a New Public Policy against Violence

LYNN A. CURTIS

When in man’s long history other great civiliza-
tions fell, it was less often from external assault
than from internal decay. . . . The greatness and
durability of most civilizations has been finally
determined by how they have responded to these
challenges from within. Ours will be no excep-
tion.
—Final Report,
National Violence Commission, 1969

We asked Robert Kupperman to write the preceding chapter because ter-
rorism has emerged so dramatically since the Violence Commission. But
this epilogue returns to the central theme of the volume——policy against
individual violence.

Since 1969, this nation’s responses to individual violence have not exactly
suggested the kind of greatness that the Violence Commission had in mind.
As for the durability of our civilization, some have seen it expressed by
police hardware programs that may have rechanneled the expression of
grievance among the economically dispossessed from group protest to the
slower rioting of street crime.

But one also can detect a potentially more effective response to violence.
Since the Violence Commission, certain nonhardware programs have ap-
peared to be successful in reducing crime and fear, even if more careful
evaluations of them still are needed. Together with some of the research
sponsored by the National Institute of Justice, these successes suggest the
foundation of a new national policy to reduce crime and fear. Such a policy
can do something about the causes of crime; it can work to prevent crime
in the way advocated by the original Violence Commission. But the policy
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can avoid the vagueness of the Violence Commission’s social reform pro-
posals, refrain from merely throwing money at the problem, and replace a
trickle-down process of diffuse change with more targeted direct action in
specific geographic arcas aimed at reducing specific crimes and fears.

In this concluding chapter, I am most concerned with suggesting inno-
vative prevention programs and addressing the causes of crime because [
am persuaded by Weiner and Wolfgang and by Currie that violent crime
has increased significantly since 1969 (notwithstanding the reports that it
may have held steady or declined in recent years), that levels of violent
crime remain far higher in the United States than in most industrialized
countries, and that high levels of fear also persist. Along with Currie,
Lavrakas, and Gordon and Morris, I am convinced that the federal gov-
crnment’s use of hardware and attempts at deterrence have been limited
in effectiveness and inefficient in terms of their costs to the American
taxpayer. I am persuaded by Comer and by Ball-Rokeach and Short that
to address the causes of individual violence, which disproportionately in-
volves poor minorities as both offenders and victims, is also to address the
causes of group disorder. The common base of grievance also implies that
a federal policy of reducing crime and fear through targeted, carefully
evaluated economic and social programs needs to be part of a more inclu-
sive policy of reducing the black and Hispanic underclass.

My objective in this chapter, then, is to identify such a policy, paying
attention to themes suggested throughout this book, to innovations that are
supported by scientific research, and to my own practical experience in
running public- and private-scctor programs—keeping in mind what seems
to be politically feasible.

On the basis of these criteria, three words perhaps best suggest a future
policy framework that can prevent individual and group violence in a cost-
effective way: neighborhood, family, and employment. More specifically, 1
belicve that we need to:

* Demonstrate and evaluate ways in which indigenous inner-city organi-
zations can take the lead in reducing crime and fear—not only as an end
in itself, but as a means of developing their neighborhoods economically
and creating youth employment, especially among minorities;

* Demonstrate and evaluate how extended familics and other personal
networks can be a crucial source of support for minority youth in high
crime areas; and

* Demonstrate and evaluate the linkage between the employment of mi-
nority youths and the reduction of crime committed by these youths

THE HOUSE OF UMOJA AND EL CENTRO

Let me first illustrate how such policies already show signs of working
successfully by summarizing a 1981 MacNeil-Lehrer Report on the House
of Umoja Boy’s Town in West Philadelphia.t
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Umoja is a Swahili word that means “unity.” The program begins with
Sister Falaka Fattah, founder of Umoja, telling a reporter that young mi-
nority men are the cannon fodder of our society. Sister Falaka describes
how, over ten years ago, she and her husband, David, opened the doors of
their house on North Frazier Strect to provide an alternative extended
family for tough youth-gang members from broken homes.

The scene shifts to the president of the United States speaking before
the Nationat Alliance for Business. Describing Umoja’s success in reducing
recidivism, he is particularly impressed with the alternative-family support
it provides. He almost appears to be criticizing skeptics who ask, “What
agency do we create, what budget do we allocate, that will supply missing
parental affection and restore 10 the child consistent discipline by a stable
and loving family?”’?

Back on Frazier Street, Sister Falaka is sitting at a table with several
young men. She is leading the Adella—a Swahili word for “‘just” and “fair.”
It is a vehicle for character building, mediation, and self-government. Prob-
lems are raised and resolved. Today Sister Falaka shows her concern that
James got fired from a construction job for talking back to the foreman.
“If you were hanging on a rope by your mouth, and you just had to get in
that last word, you’d be gone. Isn’t that right?”’

The young men listen to Sister Falaka because they respect her. That is
because she listens to and respects them. Respect is a word these young
men use over and over.

Robert MacNeil comments on the Swahili words and asks Sister Falaka
whether she is Muslim. She is not. The words provide an African ethnic
identity. The young men arc encouraged to take pride in their ethnic
origins—and build on them.

Such pride, the support of the extended family, the respect for Falaka
and David Fattah, and the pressure of other young men at the house all
come together. Some youths scem to become more willing to channel their
interests into building a future for themselves. There are shots of these
young men working for high school equivalency tests. Others are shown
learning to rehabilitate row houses on Frazier Street. The remodeled
houses, named for Martin Luther King and other black leaders, will be
used for residences, services, and youth-operated businesses that will pro-
vide jobs and bring income into Umoja.

There is also an Umoja Security Institute. On the program, ‘‘Brother
Rat,” a former Umojan, describes to the Adella how he learned private
security work through the institute. He now is a detective. “I didn’t used
to listen. But she [Falaka] turned me around. Now I got a good job, a wife,
and a family. 1 feel real good about myself. And you can do the same
thing.”

The neighbhorhood shopping center is being patrolled by young men
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with Security Institute training. They wear Umoja uniforms, do not carry
weapons, and serve as additional eyes and ears to protect the community.
'The street savvy of these young men is being tapped, not ignored or blocked
(as was the case in many federal employment programs of the 1960s and
1970s). They know what suspicious behaviors to watch for, and they use
that knowledge to prevent crime. Umo ja has contracts with a nearby shop-
ping mall, a 7-Eleven, and a Burger King to help keep crime and fear
down. That also encourages businesses to stay in the neighborhood.

What do criminal justice leaders think of all this? On the program, a
Philadelphia juvenile court Judge says that community organizations like
Umoja have made perhaps the biggest difference in reducing crime and
gang violence in the city. A member of the Los Angeles Police Gang Unit
adds that neighborhood groups are not the only answer but that they have
an important role to play.

As for results, Sister Falaka cites a recent study by the Philadelphia
Psychiatric Center that reported a 3 percent rearrest rate for Umojans
compared to a rate of 70 to 90 percent for young people from conventional
Juvenile correction facilitics.

Toward the end of the program, Sister Falaka is asked whether the
Umoja system might be tried elsewhere. She answers that she is not unique.
She believes that there are natural leaders in many commuitities across the
nation. Their skill needs only to be tapped.

I do not want to place too much emphasis on Umoja. There are other
examples of success—Ilike the Center for Orientation and Services in Ponce,
Puerto Rico, which has received national attention through Charles Sii-
berman’s Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice.* El Centro is run by a Cath-
olic nun, Sister Isolina Ferre, whose brother is a former governor of Puerto
Rico. Over the past decade, delinquency rates have been cut in half, despite
a rapidly growing tecnage population. Umoja and El Centro seem to get
similar results, drawing on the strengths of their different cultures, black
and Hispanic. Sisters Falaka and Isolina both create self-respect in youth,
provide family-like support alternatives when there are broken families,
motivate the young men to take action for the benefit of themselves and
the community, and channe! their encrgy from illegal to legal market ac-
tivity.

FAMILY

A practical question that cmerges from the Umoja experience is whether
the extended family it provides for young men who are involved in erime
can be re-created in other communities,

Such extended families not only seem to work in places like Umoja but,
in small ways, begin to reverse three hundred years of American history,
In his chapter on black violence, James Comer points out that sixteenth-
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century West African extended families were systematically destroyed—
even though later Irish, Italian, Jewish, and other immigrant groups were
allowed to use their families, their social support networks, and their cul-
tural traditions to remain intact. Comer traces our public-private policy
after Emancipation, which shifted from the official breakup of black fam-
ilies and prohibition of social supports to various forms of neglect through
denial of opportunity. This has not changed today for the black underclass.
That is why establishing Umoja’s form of extended family in other black
communities would be a step in the right direction—to re-create kinship
and social support. The work at El Centro shows such possibilities within
a Hispanic culture. Similarly, in the South Bronx, mixed black and Hispanic
extended families formed by Elizabeth Sturz’s Argus Learning for Living
Community have been successful in remotivating young people and teach-
ing them to find and keep places in the legal labor market.*

Elliott Currie points out that the presidential commissions and existing
research show the relation between family and crime to be a complex one.
But, he says, “families that are burdened by the stresses of poor income,
lack of responsive social networks, internal conflict and a tradition of pa-
rental violence are, not too surprisingly, less able to ensure the kind of
supervision and guidance that, in families with better resources, reduce the
risks of youth criminality and violence. This is not an area of really sub-
stantial disagreement in the serious criminological literature.”

Beyond Umoja, the Argus community, and El Centro, Currie tells us
about other family programs—Ilike the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare’s Child and Family Resource Centers of the 1970s—the results
of which suggested substantial enhancement of family functioning at very
low cost. Although these programs were not explicitly designed to test how
family supports can reduce crime, a General Accounting Office assessment
predicted that they would reduce delinquency by improving early parent-
child relations and school performance.’ Future federal programs need to
build on these centers and evaluate their crime-reducing impact. Variations
on important related private-sector ventures, such as the Ford Foundation’s
Project Redirection, need to do the same.®

New departures are politically feasible if they can be made part of the
national family policy advocated by Comer. We need to overturn the many
existing federal policies that still fail to recognize the long history behind
the weak black kinship institutions which the Violence and Kerner com-
missions observed. For cxample, Comer cautions that “traumatized fami-
lies often overwhelm institutions and programs based on the notion that
no previous trauma took place, that success as families and in the economic
system is merely a matter of will and hard work. Housing programs that
isolate the poor and then systematically remove the best organized and
most effective families from the neighborhood or housing project through
income limits are an example of such thinking.”
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MINORITY YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT

The National Urban League has estimated the unemployment rate during
the 1970s among young urban minority men in high-crime groups to have
been over 60 percent. The rate, the League says, has risen in the 1980s.”
Much of this is structural-—unemployment that persists despite business-
cycle and seasonal fluctuations. Denied jobs directly through discriminating
hiring behavior by employers and indirectly through inadequate educational
opportunity, many young minority men have become victims of structural
unemployment and have thus increasingly become part of the underclass.
This is nothing more than the contemporary version of the denial of job
opportunitics experienced by blacks during earlier parts of our history.

Whether ex-offenders or not, many young blacks and Hispanics tend to
be excluded from the legal primary labor market, where there are adequate
wages and stable jobs. They tend to be limited to the legal secondary
market, with low wages and unstable, dead-end jobs as dishwashers, bus-
boys, hotel clean-up workers, and the like. Many previous federal job-
training programs recruited primarily for this legal secondary market.

Yet these are only the legal job markets. The competition for the labor
of a youth on the south side of Chicago includes offerings in a variety of
illegal or quasi-legal job markets. To an intelligent young man in a Watts
public housing project, whose education has been substandard and whose
heroes include only some participants in the legal primary markets, it can
be rational-—that is, consistent with his values and experience®—to pick up
one or more of the illegal options.

The Vera Findings

Specifically, then, why might public- or private-sector employment not di-
vert an underclass youth from committing crime—especially acquisitive
crime and illegal market activity? The most sophisticated answers have
come from research by the Vera Institute of Justice, funded by the U.S.
Department of Justice.® If job training is directed to unrewarding dead-end
work in the legal secondary labor market and if local work rules and hiring
patterns make even these dead-end opportunitics hard to find, competing
illegal labor-market activities may be more attractive. Such illegal oppor-
tunities vary greatly from neighborhood to neighborhood, city to city, and
time to time. Opportunity aside, common sense street-level decisions by
young underclass men about pursuing legal opportunities, illegal ones, or
some combination depend not only on the money involved. They also can
depend on intrinsic satisfaction, what feels best given the values and ex-
pectations of the community and how one generates respect among peers.
We know that a good number of minority youths earn more money and
develop more self-respect from the skills involved in criminal pursuits, and
from the autonomous work conditions of criminal business, than from avail-
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able legal secondary labor-market jobs with low skill potential, limited
scope, and arbitrary management, '’

In addition, Vera found that broken family backgrounds tend to increase
commitments to illegal options, whereas strong family supports and reliable
kinship networks tend to increase legal market commitments. The impact
of all these conditions on young men’s decisions also varies with their age
and stage in the life cycle. For example, marriage can provide some of the
support to help a young man decide to work in the legal market.

There are clear and important policy implications to the Vera findings.
We need to demonstrate and carefully evaluate programs that incorporate
secure bridges between the secondary and primary legal labor markets;
facilitate family, extended-family, and kinship network support; and build
employment on interests and street skills that are intrinsically satistying to
the individual, but that previous public-sector programs often denied.

Vera has in fact begun some demonstrations in this direction. One is the
Neighborhood Work Project.!! Although it does not supply all the social
supports of Umoja or the Argus Community, the Neighborhood Work Proj-
ect provides employment that allows ex-offenders to bridge from dead-end
secondary labor-market work to more permanent and rewarding primary
labor-market work.

For many ex-offenders, lack of education, poor skills, and paucity of job
experience, compounded by the stigma of prison, impede entrance into the
primary job market. With no prospect of employment, many see a return
to illegal market activity as the only available means of support. The Neigh-
borhood Work Project provides another option: temporary, unskilled, part-
time, legal employment in a structured work environment. No skills are
required, only a willingness to work hard at strenuous physical labor.

The project also is modeled on the casual or day-labor market. The
flexibility of this type of employment is appropriate for returning ex-of-
fenders, many of whom have medical, governmental, or personal obliga-
tions that make a rigid five-day-a-week schedule difficult or impossible 10
manage. The project gives them a chance, without dependence on welfare,
to get their bearings while they go about finding a permanent job.

Although evaluation of the project has not yet proceeded far enough to
determine the ultimate crime-reduction impact, it has already been deter-
mined that the demand for recently released prisoners for legal market
employment is considerable.

The crime-reducing impact of creating employment bridges for ex-of-
fenders has already been demonstrated by studies done in the 1970s, which
found that giving small temporary stipends, at about the fevel of unem-
ployment insurance, to releasees readjusting to the community and search-
ing for jobs significantly lowered rearrests for both violent and property
crime. 2 Similarly, a Rand Corporation study of repeat offenders found that
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individuals who were “better cmployed” committed far fewer and less se-
rious property and violent crimes than individuals who were in lower quality
cmployment or unemployed. 1

Federal Programs .

Most of the federal programs of the 1960s and 1970s failed to measure
carefully the relationship between employment and crime, but some did.
And some were successful at reducing crime by those employed. We need
to build on these successes, just as we need to build on the implications of
the work at Vera.

One good example was the supported work program, sponsored by sev-
cral agencies, in which persons with special difficulty in the legal primary
labor market were involved in a carefully supervised work program that
encouraged self-support by gradually increasing their rewards and respon-
sibilities. Although the effects were not always clear-cut across the popu-
lations involved, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) found significantly reduced crime within a sample of ex-addicts
who had participated in the program.t

[n the most thorough review of the 1970s public-sector employment and
training programs, Robert Taggart concludes, “Comprehensive residential
training (e.g., Job Corps) for the most disadvantaged youth pays off in
earning gains . . . as well as in large reductions in crime and delin-
quency. . . . Every dollar spent on residential training yields at least $1.45
in social benefits, according to conservative estimates of the current values
of benefits and costs and after accounting for the real rate of return on the
Same resources. . . . Naysayers who deny that labor market problems are
real and serious, that social interventions can make a difference, or that
the effectiveness of public problems can be improved will find little to
support their preconceptions” in the information now available from eval-
uations of programs of the 1970s.1s

The residential setting for the Job Corps is rural, but successful residen-
tial programs that incorporate training and employment, like Umoja and
the Argus Community, are urban. They also include many of the family-
like and other psychological features that research by the Vera Institute
shows to be needed supports for training and jobs.

lllegal Costs and Legal Benefits

Much of the past policy debate has centered around increasing the costs of
illegal market employment versus increasing the benefits of legal market
employment. Over the past two decades, the predominant policy has been
to increase the costs of illegal market employment by following a strategy
of deterrence. Often, little attention has been given to a deliberate, coor-
dinated policy of simultaneously raising legal market benefits. Even when
such attention has been given to benefits, some academics commonly add
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that it is nonetheless too difficult to use employment as a means of reducing
minority-youth crime because the issues are too complex.*

This is nonsensc. We now know from the experience of the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and various academic stud-
ies that a policy of raising illegal market costs has not succeeded in reducing
crime or fear. We also know, from the experience of groups like Umoja
and the Argus Community, evaluations like that of Taggart and MDRC,
and research like that of Vera and the Rand Corporation, that there do
seem to be ways of increasing legal market benefits that work to reduce
crime and fear.

This does not mean that we should reduce the costs of illegal market
employment. But the time has come to begin spending our program, eval-
uation, and research dollars in the more promising direction of increasing
legal market benefits. For too long, we have neglected coordinating a tar-
geted, structural federal labor-market policy with a federal crime preven-
tion policy.

CRIME PREVENTION BY INNER-CITY NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS

Organizations like Umoja and El Centro iflustrate the great potential for
what today is called neighborhood or community-based crime prevention,
as Lavrakas has shown. But there is much disagreement over what the term
really means. The MacNeil-Lehrer broadeast described earlier helps put in
perspective what is and is not needed.

Addressing the Causes of Crime and Reducing Opportunities

A program like Umoja both addresses the causes of crime and reduces
opportunities for crime. Causes are addressed by employing youth, em-
powering young men through participatory decision making, providing ex-
tended family support, and mediating disputes through mechanisms like
the Adella. The youth patrols are ways of reducing opportunities for crime
without necessarily addressing underlying causes. Other examples of op-
portunity reduction through other neighborhood organizations include
block watches, escort services, and home security through hardware. Some-
times the causes of crime can be addressed while opportunities are reduced,
as in the employment of youth on Umoja’s security patrols.

The importance of both addressing the causes of crime and reducing
opportunities for it in inner-city neighborhoods extends far beyond Umoja
and El Centro. [n San Francisco and other cities, Aaron Podolefsky and
his colleagues found that lower socioeconomic ethnic communities tend to
reject neighborhood-based crime prevention programs if they ignore the
causes of crime and rely only on opportunity reduction.'” Yet this practical
experience and common sense feedback from the street are not sufficiently
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recognized by practitioners: it is most common today to pursue opportunity
reduction alone.

Opportunity reduction is needed in the inner city—for example, to help
reduce fear and to ensure that businesses will not move out. But oppor-
tunity reduction alone can, at best, displace crime to another jocation. If
the displacement is to other parts of the inner city, what have we gained
for a policy targeted at the underclass? If the displacement is to the suburbs,
where much more economic and political power is present, the result prob-
ably will be a strong opportunity-reduction policy to displace crime back
to the inner city. (Indeed, much of the popularity of opportunity reduction
seems to be in middle-class suburbia—where, for example, biock watches
and patrols try, in effect, to displace crime out of the neighborhood.)

There may be political advantages to those who control a local game of
displacement. But I do not belicve that the people in the poorer commu-
nities surveyed by Podolefsky are being unreasonable in suggesting that we
also pay some attention to why potential offenders choose to look for tllegal
opportunities or to commit violent acts in the first place.

Nor can we hope that organizing citizens around reducing opportunities
for crime, cleaning up garbage, and maintaining order will necessarily Iead
to later activity that addresses the causes of crime. If neighborhood resi-
dents succeed in organizing themselves around relatively straightforward
tasks, like starting block watches, keeping the streets clean, or displacing
vagrants, then the organizers may gain confidence. This may increase their
sense of control over their environment, and this in turn may lead to action
like neighborhood-based employment and extended families, which pro-
ceeds beyond control and addresses the causes of erime. But such a pro-
gression is not inevitable. It is just as likely that the initial organization of
citizens around the need to clean up garbage or throw out drunks will lead
to other forms of order maintenance and target hardening that never ask
why crime is being committed. Ultimately, a strategy of opportunity re-
duction alone in the inner city may only teach citizens to become better
controllers—surrogate police who simply try to kecp the lid on.

Taking the Lead
Have police and police-type activities no role in the inner-city policy I am
suggesting? I believe that the police have a strong role to play—but a
supporting role, if and when a capable neighborhood organization is willing
to take the lead. At Umoja and El Centro, the community organization
runs crime prevention activities, and the police play a backup role as
deemed appropriate—not the other way around,

By contrast, in many places, crime prevention is viewed as something
that is controlled by the police, who ask citizens for help. Such crime
prevention invariably is of the opportunity-reduction variety (like block
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watches, hardware, and property identification). It rarely addresses the
causes of crime, as the police are first to point out. At times, police crime
prevention units perform an efficient job in guiding citizens to opportunity
reduction. At other times, the units come closer to public relations vehicles.

In inner-city areas, citizens must take the lead in prevention because the
police forces have been institutionalized to react to crime after it has been
committed, not to prevent it from happening. As Paul Lavrakas points out:

Too many of our “supposed” crime prevention experts and policymakers may
well be expert about the workings of criminal justice system agencies, but do not
appear to recognize the implication of acknowledging the limitations of these
agencies in our democratic society. Until we change the emphasis of our public
policies away from viewing the police, courts, and prisons as the pritnary mech-
anisms for reducing crime, I believe that we will continue to experience the tragic
levels of victimization with which our citizens now live. These criminal justice
agencies are our means of reacting to crime—but they should not be expected to
prevent it by themselves.

With crime and fear rates so high, police have their hands full merely in
reacting to crime. In spite of all the LEAA hardware and command-and-
control strategies, police today still make arrests in only about 25 percent
of the robberies reported to them and 15 percent of the burglaries. Partly
because citizens often believe that police cannot do much, only about half
of all crimes commiitted are even reported to police.'

A reason for encouraging ctime prevention by indigenous neighborhood
groups is that people are motivated to action if they have a stake in what
is happening and if they can control their own turf-—even if they make
some mistakes in learning what to do. In American cities, most police do
not live in the neighborhoods they patrol and therefore do not necessarily
have a deep personal stake in the community. They are outsiders—profes-
sionals, like social workers, who come in to do a job and, however dedi-
cated, leave for home at the end of their working day. By comparison, in
Japan, police are assigned to small geographic arcas where they live with
their families, try to become integrated into neighborhood life, make door-
to-door visits with their wives, are known as neighbors to most people
there, and consequently receive much more cooperation from citizens—for
example, in reporting crime—than do American police.” Reforms in this
direction would be welcome in the United States, although I believe that
they will be slow in coming.

It also makes sense that, if neighborhood organizations take the lead in
crime prevention, they should be funded directly by grant makers rather
than filtering the moncey through the criminal justice system.

Some police departments may resist playing only a supporting role; many
other departments will be responsive. The record already shows that suc-
cessful inner-city organizations can make the work of police much easier
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and more efficient. For example, key to El Centro’s success are advocates,
young people who work directly with youth in trouble with the law and
often mediate between them and the criminal Justice system. The police
were at first wary of the advocates, Today, they concede that a call to an
advocate can cut down on police work and often head off a personal prob-
lem with a potentially delinquent youth,?

More generally, if citizens believe that they themselves are the initiators
rather than the recipients of “help” from outside professionals, and if those
professionals—here the police—make themselves available for advice when
necded, then the potential cxists for more cooperation by citizens with
police. This can result in more citizen reporting of crime, more tips on
suspects, and improved police apprchension rates. Note that the means are
not capital-intensive hardware and command-control policies imposed on
the community by police but labor-intensive citizen self-help supported by
a police force.

Of course, in inner-city communities where citizens ana neighborhood
groups are insufficiently organized to take the lead, we need to welcome
whatever the police can do while we facilitate the development of com-
munity organizations.

Using Crime Prevention as a Means to Economic Development
At Umoja and El Centro, crime prevention is not an end in itseif. It is used
as a4 means to make the community secure and encourage economic de-
velopment, housing rehabilitation, the retention of old businesses, and the
attraction of new ones. This, in turn, cncourages employment, including
work for the minority youth who commit so much of the crime.

[ believe that this is a crucial precedent for the future. If we are to
integrate neighborhood-based crime prevention in the inner city with a
program to reduce the underclass, such prevention needs to be part of the
cconomic development process, not conceptualized as an arm of the crim-
inal justice system. This Charles Silberman recognized when he called El
Centro “the best example of community regencration I found anywhere in
the United States.””2! Conceived as part of the development process, neigh-
borhood crime prevention is more naturally made available to the grass-
roots constituencies that must make the program work, block by block.
The jobs and sense of ownership that can be generated by development
help address the causes of crime. There also are more opportunities to
finance crime prevention—as, for cxample, when developers and neigh-
borhood organizations set aside a portion of their property-management
funds for security. By contrast, crime prevention as an adjunct of the crim-
mal justice system is more vulnerable to the politics of the local police
chicf, his relationship with the mayor, and their attitudes toward citizen
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grass-roots leadership. Funding for programs is more dependent on outside
grants limited to criminal justice and does not benefit as much from linkages
to the economic development process.

Working toward Financial Self-Sufficiency

The federal programs begun in the 1970s at LEAA, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and ACTION have been closed
down without adequate evaluations, along with many of the anticrime ef-
forts of the neighborhood organizations they funded. By contrast, organi-
sations that have survived over the years, like Umoja and El Centro, have
taken at least the first steps toward financial self-sufficiency. They are by
no means independent of various forms of public- and private-sector sup-
port. But they also are forming reciprocal arrangements with local busi-
nesses. Remember that the Umoja security patrols work under contract
with local businesses and that the rehabilitated row houses are being turned
into minority business—light trucking, printing, a restaurant. At El Centro,
young people with cameras donated by a corporation take pictures that are
used cach year to produce a calendar sold around the world.

These are self-sufficient ways that help keep Umoja and El Centro afloat.
To avoid the failures of the past, future national crime prevention programs
must understand that creating financial self-sufficiency is as important as
addressing the causes of crime and reducing opportunities for crime. Oth-
erwise, new local programs again will go out of business. Local crime
prevention programs can promote financial self-sufficiency if they are run
by neighborhood organizations that have a sound financial-management
system in place, a supportive board, a well-defined constituency, and a good
track record in economic development, housing rehabilitation, and youth
employment. Such stable, multipurpose organizations already have diver-
sified sources of income, which can be useful in financially sustaining crime
prevention designed as a security support for the other activities. In addi-
tion, a multipurpose organization can foster community interest and hence
financial support. This is not always possible for a single-purpose neigh-
borhood anticrime organization, which can lose interest and financial sup-
port after a wave of crime and fear subsides.

A National Plan
To have any significant impact on crime and fear, neighborhood-based
crime prevention and the employment and family programs that can be
integrated with it need a policy that is national and coordinated in scope
for both the private and public sectors.

In the private sector, the Eisenhower Foundation, as the re-creation of
the Violence Commission, already is funding and facilitating neighborhood-
based self-help among inner-city organizations across the country in the
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ways | have indicated. An attempt is being made to address the causes of
crime while also reducing the opportunities for crime, to use crime pre-
vention as a means of economic development, to create at least partial
financial self-sufficiency, to directly fund inner-city organizations in order
to ensure their leadership role, to allow programs to “bubble up” on the
basis of local circumstances rather than “trickle down” from dictates in
Washington, to provide unobtrusive technical assistance when needed,
and—for the first time in a national program of this kind—to carefully
evaluate what works and what does not through impact and process mea-
sures. In England, much the same kind of innovation is being undertaken
by the private-sector National Association for the Care and Resettlement
of Offenders, and we are hoping to gain perspective through ongoing
compatisons of our results.

Parallel to the work of the Eisenhower Foundation, the Local Initiatives
Support Corporation (LISC) and developer James Rouse’s Enterprise
Foundation are facilitating neighborhood economic development and hous-
ing rehabilitation across the country. In some cities, LISC, the Enterprise
Foundation, and the Eisenhower Foundation are making grants and loans
or providing technical assistance to the same neighborhood organizations.

This is a modest but hopeful beginning for creating a national perspective
in the private sector that integrates crime prevention into the economic
development process. But the need is too great and resources today are
too limited for the private sector to cover more than a part. Even with
some progress toward seif-sufficiency, Umoja and El Centro continue to
need much public-sector support. And even if there were sufficient private-
sector monies, it is better to have a public- and private-sector mix of re-
sources in order to avoid the undue influence of any one funding source.
In the 1980s, there is much potential for such a mix, especially for using
public-scctor challenge grants to leverage private-sector matches.

To ensure the link between economic development and crime prevention,
it might help to give the national public-sector lead to a development agency
rather than to a criminal justice agency. For example, the late Monsignor
Geno Baroni’s Office of Neighborhood Development at HUD was evalu-
ated as successful by the Urban Institute.?? There is bipartisan support in
Congress for a new program, and it could take the public-sector lead for
the kind of effort [ have been describing.

Although initial bureaucratic resistance can be expected to the notion of
a developmental rather than a criminal Justice setting, there is a precedent,
In the fate 1970s, the crime prevention program that the author adminis-
tered at HUD was accepted to the extent that the Justice Department, the
Labor Department, and the Department of Health and Human Services
transferred discretionary monies to HUD for youth-employment, victim/
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witness, juvenile-delinquency-prevention, and drug-abuse-prevention com-
ponents. Within HUD, career civil servants at first conceived the effort as
a security target-hardening program but later came to refer to it as an
anticrime program and embraced the importance of resident initiatives and
employment to get at the causes of crime.

Whatever the federal institutional focus for development and prevention,
attention should be paid to Jeff Faux’s comment that “national economic
policy remains the only significant organized human activity in America
where planning is considered irrational.”? Without entering the debates
over urban banks, industrial policy, or the mobility of capital in the hands
of those who have no stake in a community, I can foresee the benefits of
planning the crime prevention underpinning of public outlays that develop
the inner city and its underclass.

On the basis of past federal experience, it appears that public-sector
support for neighborhood organizations needs to reduce red tape and that
it could operate through private-sector mediating institutions. I am not
calling for contracting out government to the profit-making private sector;
there have been too many instances of appalling inefficiency and abuse.?
But nonprofit mechanisms through which public support could be chan-
neled hold promise, I believe, for streamlining bureaucracy, creating close
relationships to local neighborhood organizations, and avoiding excessive
costs to the taxpayer.

The most basic need is to improve the managerial competence of existing
neighborhood organizations capable of integrating development and pre-
vention. Private-sector national groups like the Support Center, the Center
for Community Change, the Public/Private Ventures Training Institute, the
Enterprise Foundation, and LISC have done or are doing such training,
but the public sector needs to become reinvolved. We also need to expand
the number of solid neighborhood organizations in the future, especially
in inner-city areas. LISC estimates that there are now over two hundred
well-established neighborhood organizations in the country. We need per-
haps one thousand such organizations in the next ten years and three times
that number by the year 2000. The political trick will be to empower such
institutions without threatening those who want to continue the dependency
on outsiders that Comer has documented as characteristic of our policy
toward the underclass.

THE AGENCIES OF CONTROL

Most volumes on policy against crime end with a phrase like, “Of course,
the criminal justice system cannot do the job alone.” The tone of this book
has been more the opposite—that we should not downgrade the Violence
Commission’s concern for law and order, even though future national prior-
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ities need to be redirected to more promising strategies. The commission
shared Lavrakas’s caution that, as an instrument of response, not preven-
tion, the criminal justice system must be made more efficient.

Others have thoroughly debated the criminal justice reforms that make
most sense for the rest of the century.? My interest here is merely to touch
upon some of the eriminal justice policies that fit the recommendations of
the original commission and the themes of this update.

There is little disagreement on the appropriateness of an improved law-
enforcement strategy when it comes to political assassination and terrorism.
The typical presidential assassin is not a member of a disenfranchised mi-
nority but an idiosyncratic loner who nceds to be controlled. The original
recommendations of the Violence Commission still need to be carried out.
A democracy must debate the issues underlying a terrorist attack but cannot
be blackmailed by the planned violence of trained professionals. That is
why Kupperman’s tough policies are in order.

The Violence Commission joined the Katzenbach Commission in sceking
improved treatment of victims by the criminal justice system—especially
through comprehensive crisis and treatment centers for victims, financial
victim-compensation programs, and efforts to assist witnesses (who often
are also victims) in testifying, Inner-city minorities arc disproportionately
victims, as well as offenders, in individual violence. The bipartisan federal
interest in improving the treatment of victims that began in the 1970s and
has expanded in the 1980s would do well to focus on inner-city populations,
where the view often is held that the system of justice also has been dis-
proportionately victimizing them. As an added potential benefit, inner-city
victims who belicve that they are better treated by the system may be more
motivated to participate in citizen-based self-help crime prevention.

Although technology often may be the appropriate way to improve the
functioning of the justice system, people-oriented programs can be just as
efficient—and can serve to employ inner-city minorities. Increased em-
ployment of minority police in minerity communities can improve com-
munity trust, citizen reporting, and therefore police apprehension rates. It
also can redress symptoms of the more underlying issucs of race that often
serve to trigger group disorder, as has been evident in the Liberty City,
Miami, riots of the 1980s. Computerized systems now track cases and iden-
tily repeat offenders, but the overburdened courts can be rclieved as well
through training and employing inner-city youths as paraprofessionals to
assist prosecutors, public defenders, victims, and witnesses. By successfuliy
bridging between prison and permanent jobs that become the key to a stable
life, programs like Vera’s Neighborhood Work Project can allow for more
efficient use of prison space for those who must be incarcerated.

As the first major publication to report on the cohort studies showing
that a very small proportion of viclent repeat offenders commits most vio-
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lent crime,? the Violence Comimission final report began the modern de-
bate on who in fact must be incarcerated. The findings on repeat offenders,
plus the acknowledged limitations of deterrence as a national policy, have
led many to advocate the currently fashionable policy of selective
incapacitation? for identifying repeaters as carly as possible and keeping
them locked up (for periods of time that are still being debated).

In fact, some controversies on criminal justice policy can be minimized
and efficiency can be improved by following the implications that flow from
a strategy of selective incapacitation. Police and prosecutor resources can
be directed toward career criminals and violent juveniles. Judges can set
aside outmoded notions of deterrence and simply keep high-risk offenders
off the streets. Prison officials and parole authorities need not waste time
with emotional and ideological arguments over constructing more prisons
versus abandoning them; rather, high-risk offenders can be imprisoned and
lower risk offenders diverted to other settings.?

I believe that society must be protected and that incapacitation, when
applied with considered judgment rather than wholesale abandon, can be
one imperfect means. But national policy must never lose sight of the lim-
itations to incapacitation.

The most obvious concern is the possibility of unjustly sentencing an
offender to a prison term on the basis of a false prediction of his future
criminality. After a relatively brief time, most high-risk youth leave high-
risk, low-return street crime for less dangerous criminal opportunities and
for places in the legal labor market.* Selective incapacitation for long pe-
riods interrupts the process. As a result, unless we keep high-risk youths
in prison till they are old men (a policy advocated by some), it is possible
that, upon release, they will continue in high-risk crime. They will have
been stockpiled in a prison system that reinforces the underclass and
teaches violence.

Umoja, El Centro, and other groups are successfully dealing with these
same young repcaters in carefully coordinated and managed community
programs. Even with their intensity, such programs cost less than impris-
onment (which is more per year than room, board, and tuition at Yale).
Recidivism rates, at least at successful operations like Umoja and El Cen-
tro, are far lower than for offenders released from prison. As Elliott Currie
observes:

Perhaps, surprisingly, some of the same evidence often presented to support an
anticrime strategy that relies heavily on “incapacitation” also supports (indeed
more convincingly) an intensified search for more effective programs of inter-

vention ouiside the correctional system.

Why have policymakers and researchers chosen to look mainly at the crim-
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inal justice system when using the findings that relatively few offenders
commit most violent acts?

We ought to keep in mind, as well, that the criminal justice system has
already had considerable success in incapacitating repeaters, so the margin
for improvement is not wide. Also, the weakest part of the system is police
apprehension, so that improving selective incapacitation depends consid-
erably on improving arrest rates at the front end—which has proved very
difficult to do.

Ultimatcly, selective incapacitation is limited because it conveniently
dodges the issue of underlying causes and the fact that the overwhelmingly
white-controlled criminal justice system is creating an even more predom-
inantly black and Hispanic prison population. Even if false predictions were
not an issue, the possibility exists that the incapacitated repeaters will sim-
ply be replaced by a fresh cohort of offenders generated by the unchanged
fabric of our socicty, economy, and policy.

CONCLUSION

The Bureau of the Census reports that perhaps one-third of all households
in the United States are touched by major crime in a given year.” Because
crime affects so many of us, it is a personal, gut-level issue. As Eltiott
Currie implies, the reason for taking one policy position on violence rather
than another often seems to have less to do with theory, logic, or scientific
evidence than with the political and social agendas tapped by those visceral
feelings.

Even with the experience and empirical findings that support if, the po-
tential of neighborhood, family, and employment as a national policy of
crime prevention integrated with a policy to reduce the underclass will be
resisted by thosc who are unable or unwilling to move beyond preconcep-
tions and face the limitations of deterrence and incapacitation. Those who
say that the relationship between unemployment and crime is too complex
to unite structural labor-market policy and crime prevention policy cannot
be paying attention to Taggart’s study of federal programs and the Vera
and Rand studies funded by the federal government. Those who say that
they have never seen the causes of crime and that we cannot create effective
extended-family programs have not seen the Argus Community, the House
of Umoja, and the evaluations of the U.S. General Accounting Office.
Those who belicve that police, rather than community organizations, must
control” neighborhood-based crime prevention appear uninformed of El
Centro’s good relations with the police and of the cost-effective benefits
that Charles Silberman suggests can accrue from integrating community
regeneration, economic development, and crime prevention.

I believe that Robert Kennedy, whose assassination led to the formation
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of the Violence Commission, would have shared endorsement by conser-
vatives of Umoja. The advocate who sought “‘community action” and spon-
sored ‘‘mobilization for youth” in the 1960s came from a different
philosophic position than the observer who today wants people to “pull
themselves up by their bootstraps.” Yet it is clear that certain political
common ground is present—and must be utilized. Political feasibility is no
small point when it comes to creating change in our inner citics and recog-
nizing the continuing American dilemma of the underclass. We can recall
the words of the Violence Commission. There may yet be hope that we
can respond, in a civilized and durable way, to the often overwhelming
challenges from within.
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Table1. CitySurveyData,1974:DirectionofCrime Trendsinthe United States (Percentage
Distribution for Population Aged 16 and Over)

I ———— e e T e e
e ——— e —— e ———————— e e———————

City Increased Same Decreased Total®
Boston 80.8 11.5 2.0 94.3
Houston 75.7 16.0 3.8 95.3
Miami 69.7 15.9 53 90.9
Minneapolis 725 35 18.6 94.6
San Francisco 74.9 14.1 3.4 92.4
Washington, D.C. 59.8 221 8.0 89.9

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Boston: Public Attitudes about Crime, table 1, p. 14; Houston: Public
Attitudes about Crime, table 1, p. 14; Miami: Public Attitudes about Crime, table 1, p. 14,
Minneapolis: Public Attitudes about Crime, table 1, p. 16; San Francisco: Public Attirudes
about Crime, table t, p. 16; Washington, D.C.: Public Attitudes about Crime, table 1, p. 16.

aPercentages do not total to 100.0 because in some cases responses were “Not available™ or
the respondent answered “Don’t know.”

Table 2. PresentAttitudestoward Personal Safety onthe Streets Comparedtoa Year Ago:
United States, 1969, 1970, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1978, 19812 (Percentage Distribution)

Year Increased Same Decreased Total®

1969 46.0 43.0 4.0 93.0
1970 62.0 30.0 3.0 95.0
1973 48.0 40.0 7.0 95.0
1975 70.0 24.0 3.0 97.0
1977 58.0 33.0 6.0 97.0
1978 46.0 42.0 7.0 96.0
1981 68.0 27.0 4.0 99.0

A ————— il et~y e e e e et e T
st e e e s e

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau ol Justice Statistics, Sowrcebook
of Criminal Justice Statistics, 1981, figure 2.1, p. 178.

“This table was constructed from respanses to the following question: “In the past year do
you feel the crime rate in your area has been increasing, decreasing, or has it remained the
same as it was before?”

vPercentages do not total to 100.0 because some respondents answered “Not sure.”
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Table3. RespondentsReportin
1975, 1979, 1981+ (Percentage Distribution)

Appendix

g FearofWalking AloneatNight: United States, 1967, 1972,

Year Yes No Total
1967 31.0 69.0 100.0
1972 42.0 58.0 100.0
1975 45.0 55.0 100.0
1979 42.0 58.0 100.0
1981 45.0 55.0 100.0

Source: Ada
of Criminal .
“This table wy

pled from U.S, Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. Sourcehook
Tustice Swuutistics, 1981, figure 2.4, p. 181,

18 constructed from responses to the following question: “Is there any arca right

around herc-—that is, within a mile-——where you would be afraid to walk alonc at night?”

Table 4. Vialent and Property Index Crimes: United States, 1969 to 1982

Violent Property Total

Index Crimes® Index Crimes® Index Crimes
Yo % %
Year (N) (N} (N)

1969 8.9 91.1 100.0
{661,870) (6,749,000) (7,410,900}

1970 9.1 90,9 100.0
(738,820) (7,359,200) (8,098,000)

1971 9.5 90.5 100.0
(816,500} {7,771,700) (8,588,200)

1972 101 89.9 100.0
(834,900) {7,413,900) (8,248,800)

1973 10.0 90.0 100.0
(875,810) (7,842,200} {8,718,100)

1974 9.5 90.5 100.0
{974,720) {9,278,700) {10,253,400)

1975 9.1 90.9 100.0
(1,026,280) {10,230,300) (11,256,600)

1978 8.7 91.3 100.0
(986,580} (10,318,200) (11,304,300)

1977 9.2 90.8 100.0
(1,009,500) (9,926,300) {10,935,800)

1978 95 30.5 100.0
{1,061,830) (10,079,500} {11,141,300)

1979 9.7 90.3 100.0
{1,178,540) (10,974,200) (12,152,700)

1980 9.8 90.2 100.0
(1,308,900) (11,986,500) {13,295,400)

1981 10.0 90.0 100.0
(1,321,900} (11,968,400) (13.290,300)

1982 10.0 30.0 100.0
(1,285,710) (11,571,500) {12,857,210)

Souwrce: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, Feder

al Bureau of Investigation. Uniforn

Crime Reports for the United States, 1978 and 1982: 1978, table 2, p. 3901982, table 2, p. 43,

*Includes murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery. and apgravated as-
sault.

"Inctudes burglary, larceny-thelt, and motor-vehicle theft, in 1979, arson was added to the list
of praperty index crimes.
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Table 5. ViolentPersonal Crimesand Nonviolent PersonatCrimes, Household Crimes, and
Commercial Crimes: United States, 1973 to 1980

Violent:

Personal Crimes?

Nonviolent:

Personal and
Household Sectors®

All Crimese

% % %
Year {N) (N} (N)
1973 8.8 91.2 100.0
(2,960,900) (30,514,200} (33,475,100}
1974 85 815 100.0
(3,031,000 (32,473,000) {35,504,000}
1975 7.9 92.1 100.0
(2,862,000} (33,237,000) (36,099,000)
1976 8.1 91.9 100.0
(2,956,000) (33,718,000} (36,674,000)
1977 8.0 92.0 100.0
(2,976,000} (34,414,000) (37,389,000)
1978 7.8 922 100.0
{2,917,000) (34,471,000} (37,388,000}
1979 8.1 91.9 100.0
(3,077,000} (35,090,000) (38,167,000)
1980 8.3 91.7 100.0
(3,008,000) (33,355,000) (36,363,000}

Source: Adapted Trom U.S. Department of Justice, Nulional Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1973, wble 1, p. 07, Crint-
inal Victimization in the United Siates, 1973, wble 1, p. 17, Criminal Victimization in the
United States, 1976, table 1, p. 22, Criviinal Victimization in the United States, 1977, table 1,
p. 20; U.S. Department of Justice, Burcau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Victimization in the
United States, 1978, 1able 1, p. 18; Criminal Viciimization in the Undted States, 1979, 1able 1,
p. 22 Criminal Victhmization in the United States, 1980, 1able 1, p. 22.

sIncludes rape, personal-sector robbery, and apgravated assault. This category excludes single
assault in order to make it more comparable to the UCR violent index crimes, As we have
noted in the text, this catcgory of violent personal crimes does not include criminal homicide,
whereas it is included among the UCR violent index crimes. Also, this category does not
inciude commercial-sector robbery because the NCS discontinued collecting commercial-sector
data in 1977,

"Includes personad-sector theft und houschold-sector burglary, larceny- and motor-vehicte
theft.

Includes personal-sector victimizations and household-sector incidents. A victimization is
person-based, whereas an incident is event-based. Tuach vietim in an event is counted in
personal-sector victinzations, whereas tor houschold-sector incidents cach event is counted
one time regardless of the number of persens victimized,
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Table 7. Victimization by Violent Personal Crimes: United States, 1973 to 1980 (Rate per
100,000 Population Aged 12 and Over)

Total Viclent
Personal Personal- Aggravated

Year Victimization Rape Sector Robbery Assault
1973 1800.0 100.0 700.0 1000.0
1974 1840.0 100.0 710.0 1030.0
1975 1710.0 90.0 670.0 950.0
1976 1720.0 80.0 650.0 990.0
1977 1710.0 90.0 620.0 1000.0¢
1978 1660.0 100.0 580.0 970.0
1979 1730.0 110.0 630.0 990.0
1980 1660.0 90.0 650.0 920.0
Percentage

Change, 1973

to 1980 (—7.8) {—10.0) {(—7.1) (—-8.0)

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1973, table 1, p. 67; Crim-
inal Victimization in the United States, 1974, table 1, p. 17; Criminal Victimization in the
United States, 1975, table }, p. 17; Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1976, table 1,
p. 22, Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1977, table 1, p. 20; U.S, Department of
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1978, table 1,
p. 18; Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1979, table 1, p. 22; Criminal Victimization
in the United States, 1980, table 1, p. 22.

Table 8. Rate Comparisons Between the UCR2and the NCS®: Rape, Robbery, and Aggra-
vated Assault (Rate per 100,000: Total Population, UCR; Population Aged 12 and Over,
NCS)

Aggravated

Rape Robbery Assault
Year UCR NCS UCR NCSe UCR NCS
1973 24.5 100.0 1831 700.0 200.5 1000.0
1974 26.2 100.0 209.3 710.0 215.8 1030.0
1975 26.3 90.0 218.2 670.0 227.4 950.0
1976 26.4 80.0 195.8 650.0 228.7 $90.0
1977 29.1 90.0 187.1 620.0 2415 1000.0
1978 30.8 100.0 191.3 590.0 255.9 970.0
1979 34.5 110.0 2121 630.0 2791 990.0
1980 36.4 90.0 243.5 650.0 290.6 920.0
Percentage
Change,
1973 to
1980 (+48.6) (—10.00 {+33.0) (—-7.1) {+44.9) (—8.0)

“These rates were obtained from table 6.
"These rates were obtained from table 7.
<NCS rates include only personal-sector robbery.
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Table 9, ViolentlndexCrimesbyCityandHuralAreas:UnitedStates.1969101982(Offense
Rate per 100,000 Population)

Murder and
Total Viotent Nonnegligent Forcible Aggravated
Index Crimes Manslaughter Rape Robbery Assault

Year Citya  Rural® City Rural City Rural City Rural City Rural
1969 4349 102.9 8.5 4.9 21.0 10.6 219.2 13.4 186.2 73.9
1970 50t.2 101.9 9.3 5.5 22.4 9.5 264.4 133 2051 73.6
1971 538.6 115.7 10.3 5.9 24.5 10.7 2841 i4.5 219.7 84.6
1972 538.3 128.2 10.7 6.2 27.3 10.9 27117 16.1 228.7 94.9
1973 552.4 134.0 1.1 6.5 29.7 1.9 2702 16.7 241.4 98.9
1974 602.9 161.6 11.4 7.8 315 13.1 303.3 22.7 256.7 118.0
1975 628.2 176.8 111 8.4 31.7 13.2 3159 24.9 269.4 130.4
1976 580.2 174.2 9.9 7.5 30.8 13.3 275.9 20.7 263.7 132.6
1977 584.8 17556 10.2 7.9 34,2 14.4 262.4 20.8 278.1 132.4
1978 602.4 185.4 10.1 7.9 36.0 14.9 262.9 21.4 293.4 141.2
1979 868.3 194.0 it.2 7.6 40.7 15.6 293.6 22.8 3228 1481
1980 745.9 i85.9 1.8 7.4 43.1 16.0 3415 23.0 349.6 139.5
1981 7521 179.4 1.4 7.0 42.5 16.7 357.7 221 340.4 134.6
1982 722.6 184.2 10.8 6.8 40.3 15.4 334.8 20.4 336.7 141.8
Percentage

Change,

1969 to

1982 {+66.2) (+79.0) (+27.1) (+38.8) (+91.9) (+453) (+52.7) (+52.2) (+80.8) (+91.6)

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Burcau of Investigation, Uniform
Crime Reports for the United States, 1969-1982: 1969, table 9, pp. 94-95; 71970, tablc 9,
pp. 104-05; 1971, table 9, pp. 100-01; 1972, 1able 10, pp. 102-03; 1973, table 10, pp. 104-
05; 1974, table 14, pp. 160-61; 1975, table 14, pp. 160-61; 1976, table 14, pp. 153-54; 1977,
table 14, pp. 153-54; 1978, table 14, pp. 168-69; 1979, table 14, pp. 170-71; 1980, table 14,
pp. 173=74; 1981, tablc 13, pp. 144-45; 1982, table 13, pp. 149-50.

*Refers to *“Total Cities” in the UCR source tables.

PRefers to “Rural Areas” in the UCR, 1969-1979 source tables and to “Rural Countics” in
the UCR, 1980-1982 source tables,
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Table 11. Total Violent Index Crimes by City Population: United States, 1969 to 1982 (Of-
fense Rate per 100,000 Population)

250,000 100,000 50,000 25,000 10,000 Under
Year and over to 249,999 10 99,999 10 49,999  to 24,099 10,000
1969 859.7 358.5 231.8 173.9 135.7 108.6
1970 980.4 450.3 273.5 214.4 159.2 141.4
1971 1047.5 503.3 299.8 242.8 187.6 170.8
1972 998.6 502.3 3225 267.3 199.8 203.8
1973 1003.4 545.0 371.5 295.2 220.7 199.0
1974 1107.9 600.0 405.8 330.6 249.7 217.8
1975 1158.9 631.6 450.7 343.0 267.8 231.5
1976 1095.4 572.7 4159 337.9 2541 215.5
1977 1070.4 599.6 444.0 341.8 264.5 230.1
1978 1120.8 626.9 486.1 364.2 2755 244.9
1979 1237.8 701.5 525.5 420.1 315.3 278.6
1980 14142 812.4 602.5 454.6 352.1 297.5
1981 1440.9 826.4 583.7 451.9 342.3 291.0
1982 1353.9 778.6 560.8 431.3 320.3 284.1
Percentage
Change,
1969 to
1982 (+57.5) (+117.2) (+141.9) (+148.0) (+136.0) (+161.6)

Source: Adapted from U.S, Department of Justice, Federal Burcau of Investigation, Uniform
Crime Reports for the United States, 1969-1982: 1969, table 9, pp. 94-95; 71970, table 9,
pp. 104-05; 1971, table 9, pp. 100-101; /972, table 10, pp. 102-03; 1973, table 10, pp. 104-
05; 1974, table 14, pp. 160-61; 1975, table 14, pp- 160-01; 1976, table 14, pp. 153-54; 1977,
table 14, pp. 153-54; /978, table 14, pp. 168-69; 1979, table 14, pp. 170-71; 1980, table 14,
pp. 173-74; 1981, table 13, pp. 144-45; 1982, table 13, pp. 149-50,
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Table12. Total ViclentIndex Crimes by Region: United States, 1969t 1982 (Offense Rate
per 100,000 Population)

North

Year United States Northeast Central South West
1969 324.4 330.4 293.3 326.2 363.9
1970 360.0 385.3 323.2 362.2 380.0
1971 3g2.7 454.9 330.1 386.9 417.3
1972 397.7 449.8 334.6 391.4 438.0
1973 414.3 453.8 353.3 411.8 461.4
1974 458.8 495.7 409.5 447.0 507.2
1975 481.5 535.4 416.8 460.8 547 .1
1976 459.6 523.6 381.7 4293 548.3
1977 466.6 510.3 3735 451.8 575.8
1978 486.9 528.6 378.3 478.7 608.3
1979 535.5 590.1 409.4 528.9 660.7
1980 580.8 660.2 433.5 568.7 712.5
1981 576.9 685.1 417.5 564.1 690.9
1982 555.3 638.8 401.2 562.4 653.0
Percentage

Change,

1969 to

1982 (+71.2) (+93.3) (+36.8) (+72.4) (+79.4)

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Burcau of Investigation, Uniform
Crime Reporis for the United States, 1969-1982: 1969, table 3, pp. 58-63; 1970, table 3,
pp. 66=71; 1971, table 3, pp. 62-67; 1972, table 3, pp. 62-67; 1973, table 3, pp. 60-65; 1974,
table 3, pp. 56-61; 1975, 1able 3, pp. 50-55; 1976, table 3, pp. 38-43; 1977, table 3, pp. 38
43; 1978, table 3, pp. 40-45; 1979, table 3, pp. 42-47; 1980, table 3, pp. 42-47, 1981, table 3,
pp. 40-45; 1982, tablc 3, pp. 44-49.
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Appendix 243

Table 20. Arrests for Violent Index Crimes by Race: United States, 1969 to 1881 (Rate per
100,000 Race-Specific Population)?

T ———_ ]
T e ———————————————————————tte e o e Pttt

Murder and

Total Violent  Nonnegiigent Forcible Aggravated

Index Crimes  Manslaughter Rape Robbery Assault
Year White Black White Black White Black White Black White Black
1969 69.2 710.0 3.2 43.4 5.5 45.1 18.1 288.5 42.4 333.1
1970 77.0 7246 3.6 44.9 5.8 43.6 19.8 3053 A7.7 330.8
1971 804 7995 3.7 50.4 58 47.4 20.7 3396 50.3 3621
1972 87.3 818.7 3.9 48.9 6.6 51.4 214 3495 55.4 368.8
1873 938 7875 41 45.6 7.0 49.0 23.5 3248 59.2 3681
1874 110.0 8832 4.5 50.2 7.1 52.8 29.1 39341 69.4 387.0
1975 112.6 787.9 4.5 42.4 7.1 46.4 296 3328 71.4 366.2
1976 89.3 7052 3.8 345 6.7 46.2 234 2694 65.3 355.4
1977 117.8 7707 4.6 38.2 7.6 53.2 29.2 3048 76.4 374.7
1978 125.4 8513 4.9 38.2 7.6 56.2 29.8 3426 83.0 414.2
1979 1321 8007 5.1 36.4 8.3 58.0 30.5 3106 88.4 395.7
1980 135.7 802.2 5.3 36.6 8.3 57.2 320 3281 90.0 3804
1981 134.2  B841.9 55 39.6 8.2 57.3 31.3 35609 89.1 394.0
Percentage
Change,
1969 to
1981 (+93.9) (+18.6) {+71.9) (—8.8) {+49.1) (+27.0) {(+72.9) (+21.6) (+11C.4) (+18.3)

e e ———————rr=Pe e = e e S R S YTt
— e e e

»The computations presented in this table were derived as follows: (1) The percentage of the
population falling into each racial group in each year was calculated (rom estimates of the
resident population of the United States. See U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Estimates of the Population of the United States by Age, Race and Sex: July 1, 1969,
table 2, p. 2; Preliminary Estimates of the Population of the United Staes by Age, Sex, and
Race: 1970 o 1981, table 2, pp. 26-43. (2) The percentage of the resident population falling
into each racial group in a year was multiplied by the “estimated population” covered by the
UCR reporting agencies for the corresponding year as listed at the head of the UCR table,
“Total Arrests, Distribution by Race,” producing the number of persons in each racial group
in the “estimated population.”” This computation assumes that the distribution by race in the
resident population of the United States in a given year is the same as that in the “estimated
population” covered by the UCR reporting agencies for that same year. The UCR data on
“estimated population” were obtained from U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of
Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States, 1969-81 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1970-82): 1969, pp. 118-19; 1970, pp. 131-33; 1971, pp. 127-
29; 1972, pp. 131-33; 1973, pp. 133-35; 1974, pp. 191-93; 1975, pp. 192-94; 1976, pp. 185~
87, 1977, pp. 184-86; 1978, pp. 198-200; 1979, pp. 200-202; 1980, pp. 204-06; 1981,
pp. 179-81. (3) The number of arrests in each racial group for a given year was divided by
the number of persons in that racial group as calculated from the “estimated population” for
that year (see step 2), producing the race-specific arrest rate. The number of arrests in each
racial group in a year was obtained from the same table that provided the data on the
“estimated population” covered by the UCR reporting agencies (see step 2). (4) The race-
specific arrest rates calculated in step 3 were multiplied by 100,000 for purposes of standard-
ization,
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Table 21, Sex of Victims of Violent Personal Crimes: United States, 1973 to 1980 (Victim-
ization Rate per 100,000 Population Aged 12 and Over)

_——
Total Violent
Personal Personal-Sector Aggravated
Victimizationsa Rape Robbery Assault
Year Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
1973 2600.0 12000 <500 200.0 1000.0 400.0 1600.0 600.0
1974 2640.0 1130.0 10.0® 180.0 1030.0 430.0 1600.0 520.0
1975 2400.0 1110.0 10.00 170.0 980.0 400.0 1410.0 540.0
1976 2370.0 1110.0 20.0 140.0 910.0 400.0 1440.0 570.0
1977 2440.0 1050.0 20.0 160.0 870.0 400.0 1550.0 490.0
1978 2320.0 1050.0 20,0 170.0 830.0 370.0 1470.0 510.0
1979 2390.0 1110.0 20.0 180.0 880.0 400.0 1490.0 530.0
1980 2330.0 1060.0 30.0 160.0 900.0 420.0 1400.0 480.0
Percentage
Change,
1973 to
1980 (—-10.4) (-11.7) () (—20.0)  (-10.0)  {(+5.0) (-125) (- 20.0)

Source: Adapted from U.S. Department of Justice, National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service, Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1973, table 3, p. 68:. Crim-
inal Victimization in the United States, 1974, table 3, p. 19; Criminal Victimization in the
United States, 1975, table 3, p. 195 Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1976, table 3,
p. 24; Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1977, table 3, p. 22; U.S. Department of
Justice, Burcau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Viciimization in the United States, 1978, table 3,
p. 20; Criminal Victimization in the United States, 1979, table 3, p. 24: Criminal Victimization
in the United States, 1980, rable 3, p. 23,

"The rates are the sum for cach sex across victimization categorics. The sum excludes rates
that arc simply reported by the NCS to be below the cut-off point of 50 but for which no
precise figure is given. Thesc rates are designated by “<50.0.”

"Estimate is based on too few cases to be reliable statistically.
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248 Appendix

Table 25. Personal-Sector Robbery and Assault: Parcentage Distribution of Victimi-
zations in which Victims Sustained Physical Injury: United States, 1973 to 1980

Personal-Sector Robbery
Personal-Sector Robbeary Assauli? and Assault Combined

Year Injury  Noninjury  Total Injury  Noninjury Total Injury  Noninjury  Total
1973 34.0 66.0 100.0 28.0 72,0 100.0 29.0 71.0 100.0
1974 326 67.4 100.0 278 72.2 100.0 28.8 71.2 100.0
1975 3.5 69.5 100.0 29.5 70.5 100.0 29.9 70.1 100.0
1976 325 67.5 100.0 29.5 70.5 100.0 30.1 69.9 100.0
1977 35.6 64.4 100.0 27.8 72.2 100.0 29.3 70.7 100.0
1978 31.8 68.2 100.0 28.2 718 100.0 28.8 71.2 100.0
1979 341 65.9 100.0 28.7 71.3 100.0 29.7 70.3 100.0
1980 34.4 65.6 100.0 30.3 69.7 100.0 311