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Foreword
Crime Prevention Through Coordinated and Community-Based Afterschool Programs1

is the sixth best practice strategy investigated by the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission
(also referred to as the Crime Commission). In the coming months and years, similar
studies will be conducted in the following areas: crime prevention, courts, law
enforcement, juvenile justice, organized crime/gangs, technology, victim assistance,
domestic violence, research, truancy, drug abuse prevention, corrections, probation,
parole, and criminal justice legislation.

The Crime Commission employs an investigative process known to quality practitioners
as "benchmarking," but commonly referred to as "best practices." According to Robert C.



Camp in Benchmarking: The Search For Industry Best Practices That Lead To Superior
Performance, benchmarking is "the continuous process of measuring products, services,
and practices against the toughest competitors or those companies recognized as industry
leaders."

The Crime Commission’s search for best practices fulfills at least three strategic
objectives of the organization:

1. To provide a collaborative environment where solutions to local crime and public safety can be
addressed.

2. To improve citizen satisfaction in the quality of life in Memphis and Shelby County as it relates to
crime and perceptions of crime.

3. To determine future directions and goals for the Crime Commission.

To these ends, the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission is not an organization motivated
by the modest rewards gained from the mere elucidation of cutting-edge crime abatement
processes. On the contrary, once best practices are researched and ratified, the Crime
Commission’s real work begins: creating strategic plans that market recommended
improvements to the citizens, business, and governmental agencies of Memphis and
Shelby County. The purpose of identifying best practices is to enable the local
achievement of a working replication of best practices found in partners’  model
processes.

The Crime Commission has developed its own in-house scientific methodology to
determine what is meant by the identification of a process as a crime reduction best
practice. The Commission’s Best Practice Advisory Team (BPAT) has recommended the
process currently in place for the organization (see Figure 1 located in the Appendix).
BPAT is comprised of local, regional, and nationally recognized practitioners in the field
of quality improvement and best practices.

This model, already in its third generation, is dynamic and will be modified to insure that
the raison d©etre of the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission best practice structure-
developing best-in-class crime reduction process models- is being achieved. The staff of
the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission will always do its very best to insure that an
adherence to a strict code of ethics, a critical examination of current practices, a scientific
rigor in the review of secondary literature, a critical examination of best practices, and an
excellence in documentation are the signatures of all its Best Practice Studies.

In making this best practice recommendation the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission is
not rendering legal advice as to legal ramifications of adopting this recommended best
practice. The recipient of this recommendation is therefore advised to seek legal opinion
and the recipient should not rely on this recommendation as legal opinion.

Editor’s Note:

The focus of this study is exclusively on community-based afterschool programs. The
reason for such a focus is because the secondary literature cited in the Sherman Report



suggests that community-based afterschool programs may be more effective at reducing
crime than school-based programs.2

Studies reviewed in the Sherman Report examining the school-based afterschool
programs on delinquency or anti-social behavior indicate no effect. The report suggests
that features of the implementing organization, as well as the community context in
which the reviewed programs operate, may have negatively influenced their
effectiveness.

Those community-based programs that were reviewed, on the other hand, showed more
crime prevention potential. In light of this potential, and because of the lack of clear,
positive effects noted in some of the school-based afterschool studies, the Crime
Commission chose to concentrate on community-based programs. Per the Memphis
Shelby Crime Commission’s research guidelines, this decision was based exclusively on
evaluative data available, and does not reflect an organizational opinion as to the efficacy
of other types of afterschool programs.
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I. Executive Summary
Juveniles are more likely to commit crimes or to be victims of crime during afterschool
hours than at any other time of day. The hypothesis of this study is that targeted,
community-based afterschool programs can help prevent crime. According to primary
and secondary best practice research, such programs show a strong potential to reduce the
rising rates of juvenile crime locally.



All available scientific studies positively support community-based afterschool programs
as an effective crime reduction strategy. Several impact evaluations of afterschool
programs in public housing, of Boys and Girls Clubs, and of Big Brothers and Big
Sisters, have demonstrated the ability of these programs to reduce juvenile crime and
drug use.

The most persuasive evidence comes from a 1989 Canadian inquiry. A Canadian public
housing project provided low-income children aged 5 to 15 with an intensive afterschool
recreational program, including sports, music, dancing and scouting. Compared to a two-
year baseline prior to the program, arrests of juveniles in the afterschool program
declined 75 percent. During the same time period, arrests of juveniles in a comparison
group with minimal afterschool services rose 67 percent.

Low-crime areas of Memphis and Shelby County have a widespread availability of
recreational programs after school. This finding corresponds to circumstances found in
cities across the country, particularly when comparing urban and suburban areas. This
represents one more structural difference between affluent and at-risk communities, a
difference that may contribute to the higher crime rates in the latter communities. The
Crime Commission estimates that a significant percentage of at-risk children in Memphis
and Shelby County are not enrolled in afterschool programs.

Any comprehensive, juvenile crime prevention/reduction strategy must include a
provision for afterschool activities. When teens are supervised and engaging in fun and
productive activities they are less likely to be involved in crime and drug use. Research
shows that providing community based afterschool programs and a coordinating agency
for these programs can reduce juvenile crime. Investment in afterschool programs is not
only an investment in crime prevention, but also an investment in the future of Memphis
and Shelby County.

 

II. The Problem Defined
Fact: Youths cur rently compr ise approximately 28% of Memphis’s total
population.3

Fact: An increasing juvenile cr ime rate in Memphis will be compounded by an
expected increase in the teenage population in ear ly 2000-2005.

A. Juvenile Cr iminality

A review of national statistics on juvenile criminality provides an immediate revelation:
the need for effective practices to prevent crimes committed by violent youths is
extremely urgent. In 1991, juveniles were responsible nationally for about one out of five
violent crimes including rape, robbery, and assault.4 According to 1992 national data,
juveniles account for a large proportion of all property crime, particularly arson,
vandalism, and motor vehicle theft (see Figure 3). Juvenile arrests for murder and



manslaughter increased 60 percent in the 1980s and an additional 45 percent from 1990
to 1993.

Fact: The number of juveniles detained in Memphis and Shelby County has
increased 7 percent since 1990, and 39 percent since 1988 (see figure 2).5

Fact: Locally, the number of children admitted to Juvenile Justice Court detention
control increased 12% from 1996 to 1997.6

In many places across the United States, the upwardly spiraling rates of juvenile crime
seen in the last decade have started to decline. As one can see from the facts above,
Memphis is an unfortunate exception.7 But while the national rates of juvenile violence
did begin to decline in 1994 and 1995, juveniles were responsible for a greater proportion
of violent crime.8

Criminologists and social scientists have identified the following seven factors as playing
important roles in the criminality of youths:



Figure 3. Percent of Ar rests Involving Juveniles, 1992 Source: Snyder and Sickmund. 1995. Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A
National Repor t. Washington, D.C.: OJJDP, U.S. Depar tment of Justice.

Age. Age is one of the most important factors determining whether or not a child will
engage in serious delinquency.9 While a few children commit serious violent offenses in



the early school-age years, research suggests that the onset of violence usually does not
occur until the onset of puberty.10

Gender. In early adolescence, from ages 10 to 14, serious violent acts are committed
almost as frequently by girls as by boys, but in later adolescence girls are far less likely to
commit violent acts.11

Families. From birth to adolescence, the person most likely to assault a child is a member
of his or her own family.12 Youths who grow up in violent homes are more likely than
other youths to become delinquent. Additionally, youths who are neglected or who lack
supervision are more likely to commit crime.

Although for decades child abuse has proven to be a significant cause of serious
delinquency and results in a multigenerational cycle of violence, recent studies have
shown that severe parental neglect is as likely as physical abuse to lead to serious
delinquency.13 Additionally, even in the vast majority of homes where parents are not
abusive or criminally neglectful, children are more likely to become seriously delinquent
if their mothers, fathers, or caregivers lack good parenting skills or the ability to provide
ongoing supervision.

According to a 1992 local report, 58 percent of juvenile offenders in Memphis and
Shelby County come from one of the following two types of homes: a) single mother as
head of household; or b) both working parents in household.14 Additionally, the report
noted that 48 percent of families in Memphis earn incomes less than $20,000 per year.
Both statistics are considered by researchers to be strong indicators of the need for
afterschool programs for obvious reasons.15 Most working parents (whether single- or
two-parent) are at work during afterschool hours, while families with annual incomes less
than $20,000 often cannot afford paid afterschool supervision for their children.

Schools. Attachment to and achievement in school are both powerful predictors of
whether or not children will be seriously delinquent. Because some schools have ten
times the violence of others, the choice of a particular school can greatly increase or
decrease a child’s exposure to violence.16 However, even adolescents who do well in
school spend most of their waking hours outside school.

Fact: Locally, the number of children referred to Juvenile Court for  allegedly
committing truancy (juveniles who have patterned, unexcused absences) has
increased from 3,943 to 5,289, a 34% increase from 1996 to 1997.17

Neighborhoods and Communities. Both nationally and locally, wide variation exists in
the physical and social structure of communities. Such variation can deeply influence the
effectiveness of a neighborhood or a community in preventing crime, either through
formal or informal social controls. Research indicates that from a criminogenic
perspective, the magnitude of these variations creates deep problems:

Some communities have very high concentrations of pover ty, hyper-segregation,
and chronic unemployment.



Some communities have homicide rates twenty times higher  than the national
average.18

According to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, most
ser ious juvenile cr ime is concentrated in a handful of communities.19

At greatest r isk for  violence and victimization are children and adolescents who live
in high-cr ime neighborhoods.

Common sense dictates that the communities with the highest risk factors for crime and
violence should receive the lion’s share of local and national crime prevention resources
and attention. And while many often do, scholars like Sherman have discovered an ironic
axiom of crime prevention: crime prevention programs usually take root and flourish in
the communities that need them the least.20 It is often difficult for truly needy
communities to implement crime prevention programs. Studies in Chicago
neighborhoods have confirmed that residents in high-crime areas may not always have
the social capital to demand, as a community, that children and teens follow accepted
norms of behavior in public.21

The above axiom is especially true of afterschool programs. Areas of Memphis and
Shelby County with low crime have a widespread availability of recreational programs
after school, whereas areas of Memphis and Shelby County with high crime have limited
access and participation in these programs. This finding corresponds to circumstances
found in cities across the country, particularly when comparing urban and suburban areas.
This represents one more structural difference between affluent and at-risk communities,
a difference that, according to research in a subsequent section of this report, may
contribute to the higher crime rates in the latter communities.

Peers and Affiliations. Adolescent boys and girls seek out risk-taking group activities as
a normal and necessary part of their development. However, research by Thornberry and
others suggests that adolescent affiliations with offending groups normalizes
delinquency. The more delinquent acts committed by these groups, the more these acts
seem normal. Once delinquency is normalized, the juvenile associates with peers having
similar beliefs, and the number of offenses continues to escalate.22 Children who are
frequently exposed to unchecked violence among neighborhood children their own age
are most likely to become persistently delinquent and increasingly violent.

Teens who are gang members commit more property and drug crimes than other children
their age. Research in one city revealed that gang members accounted for less than one-
third of adolescents, but committed more than two-thirds of all violent crimes by
juveniles.23 Gang-related crimes are also more likely to take place in the afterschool
hours than at any other time of period of time.24 The Memphis Police Department
reported this year that local criminal activity involving gangs continues to increase.

Time. As President Clinton correctly noted in his 1998 State of the Union address, most
juvenile violent crime is typically committed between the hours of 3 in the afternoon and
8 at night. The President’s statement is supported by a Department of Justice study
conducted in 1995. Obviously, the high incidence nationally of juvenile crime during



these hours coincides with the completion of the school day, which depending upon the
locale, ends between 2 o’clock and 3 o’clock in the afternoon. For

 

Figure 4. When Juveniles Commit Violent Crimes, 1992. Source Snyder and Sickmund, Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National
Repor t. Washington, D.C.: OJJDP, U.S. Depar tment of Justice.

additional charts detailing time at which juveniles are most likely to commit crime, please
see the appendix.

Fact: Of the approximately 112,000 students in Memphis City Schools, a substantial
number appear to be unsupervised dur ing afterschool hours.

Increasing numbers of youths are spending more and more hours out of school in places
that are both unsupervised and unsafe. A 1994 Carnegie Foundation study determined
that only 60 percent of an adolescent©s non-sleeping time is taken up by school,
homework, chores, meals, or employment.25 Many adolescents spend the remaining 40
percent of their non-sleeping time in four potentially problematic ways: alone, with peers,
without adult supervision, or with adults who might negatively influence their behavior.
A 1990 study found that 27 percent of eighth graders spent 2 or more hours alone after
school and that low-income youth were more likely than others to be home alone for 3 or
more hours.26

Fact: When fewer oppor tunities are available for  constructive, supervised activities,
juvenile cr ime rates are higher  than at any other  time of the day.

B. Juvenile Victimization



Juveniles are disproportionately victims as well as perpetrators of violent crime. Children
are most at risk of becoming victims of violence at two stages--during early infancy and
during the adolescent years.27 But children experience the most dramatic increase in
violence— both as offenders and as victims— during early adolescence.

Nationally, between 1987 and 1992, the number of children aged 12 to 17 who were
victims of violent crimes increased 23 percent.28 In 1993, an astounding one out of eight
children nationwide between the ages 12 to 15 was a victim of violence.29 In 1994,
adolescents aged 12 to 17 were three times more likely than adults to be victims of
violent crimes.30 Murders of juveniles were 66 percent higher in 1995 than in 1985.31

Adolescent males are at particular risk of homicide.

While adolescent males are at greater risk of homicide, teenaged girls are at a high risk of
sexual assault. Nationally, about 50 percent of rape victims are girls in their teens or
younger.32 In 1992, about 17,000 preteen girls were raped nationwide--an estimated 16
percent of all rape victims that year.

Fact: Juvenile victimization data suggests that the afterschool hours are high r isk
times for  many types of offenses, including rape, murder , and other  violent cr ime.

The preceding seven factors influencing criminality of youths— age, gender, families,
schools, neighborhoods and communities, peers and affiliations, and time, as well as the
increasing victimization of juveniles, all point to the following conclusion:

Afterschool programs are necessary for pubescent boys and
girls from violent homes, attending schools with the highest
reported incidents of crime, living in high poverty, hyper-
segregated neighborhoods and affiliating with delinquent
peers.

C. Defining the term " afterschool program."

Afterschool programs are academic, social, or recreational services offered by public or
private agencies to youths in the hours immediately after school. There are three primary
models for community-based afterschool programs: commercial, civic, and religious.
Commercial agencies provide services for profit, and often are day-care centers that
admit the siblings of younger enrollees. Other commercial models incorporate academic
or tutorial components that are designed to reinforce school curricula. Civic and social
organizations are also frequent providers of community-based afterschool programs.
Some organizations directly operate afterschool services, while others choose a more
indirect approach by providing funding or volunteers to service agencies. Religious
institutions including churches, mosques, and synagogues, provide still another
community-based model. Some religious institutions view after-school care as part of
their outreach ministry.



Whether the program is commercial, civic, or religion-based, an afterschool program may
provide one or more of the following:

·  A safe place for children to be during the hours of 2:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

·  Academic enrichment activities focusing on basic learning skills and techniques in how to learn,
homework assistance, and use of tools of learning.

·  Cultural enrichment activities that help a child build character through a better understanding and
appreciation of his or her cultural origins and role as a part of this heritage.

·  Social interaction with peers, older adults, and volunteers, who provide mentoring and one-on-one
tutoring experiences.

·  Parent education that includes seminars on issues of concern to parents, counseling and advice on
family matters, and directions and suggestions on how parents and parent surrogates can
participate in the child’s academic growth.

Finding #1: Youths are most vulnerable to cr ime dur ing the non-school hours when
they are least likely to be supervised by teachers or  working parents. Violent cr imes
by juveniles are most likely to be committed between 3:00 in the afternoon and 8:00
at night. Gang-related cr imes, too, are more likely to take place in these hours than
at any other  time of day or  night.

 

I I I . The Current Process
Based on the preceding information, the staff of the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission
chose to examine time as a risk factor contributing to juvenile crime. In examining this
topic, the Crime Commission found that curfews for banning young people from city
streets, without regard to where they will go and what they will do, are gaining
popularity. Between 1990 and 1994, 33 cities had longstanding ordinances, and 26 major
cities, including Memphis, passed new laws restricting where minors can be after 10 or
11 p.m.33 However, expectations for  reducing violence through cur fews should not
be high since far  fewer violent cr imes are committed by children and teens after  10
p.m. than in the hours immediately after  school, according to national data.34

Additionally, some studies suggest that curfews are not only ineffective, but tend to
increase crime during the hours immediately after school.35 Therefore, the Crime
Commission chose to focus exclusively on afterschool hours, and to examine the process
by which such programs are implemented.

When children and adolescents complete their school day in many areas across Shelby
County, but especially in inner city Memphis, they face a plethora of risks— involvement
in drugs, gangs, violent and property crime offenses, as well as victimization. A survey of
afterschool programs conducted by the Memphis Shelby Crime Commission36 found that
only 5996 children were enrolled in existing community-based afterschool programs.
While the survey sample was non-random, and the respondents do not include all
available after-school programs for youths in Memphis and Shelby County, the data does
suggest that the overwhelming majority of youths under 18 in this community—



approximately 100,000 in Memphis alone37— is not enrolled in afterschool programs.
One may conclude from the survey results that an unacceptable number of youths in
Memphis are unsupervised in the hours immediately following school. If this conclusion
is accurate, the probability is high for inappropriate or illegal behavior by many juveniles
in this community during these hours.

The current process by which community-based afterschool programs are selected and
deployed can best be described, from a crime prevention perspective, as non-strategic.
There are dozens of local organizations, including churches, synagogues, art
organizations, community organizations, health care providers, and others that have an
afterschool program components in place. However, most of these organizations do not
work collaboratively with other afterschool programs, and most are not evaluated based
on crime prevention or reduction criteria.

Until recently, there had not been a correlation, either locally or nationally, between after-
school programs and crime prevention. After-school programs in Memphis are often
viewed mainly as recreational or cultural activities, and their impact on juvenile
delinquency had not been understood. But as the next section indicates, research indicates
a very promising effect on such programs on crime reduction and prevention.

Finding #2: No agency currently exists to target, coordinate, manage and/or
evaluate afterschool programs for  Memphis and Shelby County.

 

IV. Data Collected
Police, schools, youth-serving organizations, and other community groups are trying a
variety of tactics to stem the precipitous increase in the rate of violent crimes in the past
decade involving children and teens. While the focus of this study is on the effectiveness
of afterschool programs, the staff acknowledges that a substantial body of research
indicates that most approaches focusing upon a single problem and a single strategy are
ineffective at reducing juvenile delinquency and violence.38 The City of Boston has the
most widely acclaimed comprehensive approach to juvenile violence of any major city in
the United States. But while Boston’s comprehensive strategy has indeed produced
dramatic reductions in juvenile crime and victimization,39 it should be noted that its youth
programs and initiatives were not all formed at once. Only in the past six years have
Boston’s high risk youths been the primary beneficiaries of a bevy of crime prevention
activities. Also, researchers have long considered Boston to possess a significant number
of very active community centers and nonschool activities for youths. And though the
focus of this study is afterschool programming, the Commission recognizes that all such
programming should be placed into a strategic crime prevention context.

Review of Secondary L iterature

In the fall of 1997, the National Institute of Justice published a report to the United States
Congress entitled Preventing Crime: What Works, What Doesn©t, What©s Promising.



Chapter Three of the Report, Communities and Crime Prevention, analyzes the major
programs which address community crime problems, comparing scientific evidence about
community risk factors for crime to the logic of community crime prevention programs.

Applying critical mass theory to juvenile crime trends yields the following hypothesis:
when a critical mass of unsupervised teenagers during high crime hours is achieved,
crime rates will escalate. The converse should also be valid: when a critical mass of
productive afterschool programs is achieved, crime rates should decrease, especially
when such programs are part of a comprehensive strategy.

Of the many proponents of afterschool programs, perhaps Howell states most concisely
the hypothesis that afterschool programs prevent crime: " Afterschool recreation
programs can address the r isk factors of alienation and association with delinquent
and violent peers. Protective factors may include oppor tunities for  involvement with
prosocial youth and adults, skills for  leisure activities, and bonding to prosocial
others." 40

The evidence support this hypothesis is currently limited for several reasons. Afterschool
programs have traditionally been thought of as social activities rather than crime
reduction tactics. Consequently, their ability to reduce crime has not been widely
researched. However, all scientific studies available on the subject endorse community-
based afterschool programs as components of effective crime reduction strategies. A
number of impact evaluations of after school programs in public housing, of Boys and
Girls Clubs, and of Big Brothers and Big Sisters for example have demonstrated the
ability of these programs to reduce delinquency, drug use, and juvenile arrests.41 The
clubs that were evaluated in public housing projects with the attendant high crime rates
reduced the juvenile crime rate by 13 percent. The Madison Square Boys & Girls Club in
Brooklyn, NY, is another example of a program that has been evaluated on its ability to
strengthen protective factors for children through cooperative educational activities.
According to a Columbia University study, Boys & Girls Clubs have been effective in
increasing rates of school attendance and improving academic performance.

Afterschool programs focusing on the arts have received considerable attention recently.
The U.S. Department of Education, the President’s Committee on the Arts and the
Humanities, and the National Endowment for the Arts have all undertaken studies
evaluating the effectiveness of using the arts to prevent violence and drug use among
America’s youth. The programs studied provide juveniles opportunities to express
themselves through poetry, dance, music, visual art, theater, photography, and
literature.42

Afterschool arts programs are established on four basic tenets. These are: 1) providing
life skills training including skills in communication, critical thinking and analysis, and
conflict resolution, 2) providing information regarding the harmful effects of crime on the
community and the consequences of breaking laws, 3) providing alternative activities for
youth including artistic, athletic, and recreational activities, and 4) involving the
community in order to produce a consistent crime prevention message.43 The successes of
afterschool programs are rooted in these principles. Arts programs provide constructive
activities for youth to participate in after school. Not only do they keep kids off the



streets, but they give them an opportunity to develop skills and talents. Most importantly,
arts programs provide valuable mentors from the community for juveniles. Attention and
high expectations of the mentor-artists in these programs, "have the capacity to move
young people out of the cycle of self-defeat" that so often leads to crime and drug use.44

The most persuasive evidence supporting afterschool programs comes from a 1989
Canadian experiment. A Canadian public housing project provided low-income children
from 5 to 15 with an intensive after school recreational program, including sports, music,
dancing and scouting. Compared to a two-year baseline prior to the program, arrests of
juveniles in the afterschool program declined 75 percent. In the same time period, arrests
of juveniles in a comparison group with minimal after school services rose 67 percent.

Finding #3: Scientific studies suppor t the efficacy of afterschool programs.

There is a major caveat, however, to the literature’s support of prevention programs in
general, and afterschool programs in particular. Programs that simply detain adolescents
in a supervised setting are not likely to prevent crime or reduce delinquency. Programs
with the fuzzy goal of improving self-esteem— the latest catchall for everything wrong
with the postmodern adolescent— are unlikely to provide measurable success in crime
prevention. Other programs including sports, peer mediation, and "scared-straight"
approaches all have shown little discernable impact on violence and delinquency.

On the other hand, the approaches most often implemented by youth-serving
organizations such as Girls, Inc., Bridges, Inc. and Big Brothers/Big Sisters are the ones
found to be most promising for preventing violence and delinquency. They tend to be
more comprehensive, longer term, and generally incorporate one-on-one mentoring with
adults or tutors. These programs very often stress cognitive and social skills vital for
transition into healthy adulthood. The literature also strongly recommends, as with the
Boston model, that even promising afterschool programs must be placed within an
overall juvenile crime prevention framework.

One formidable advantage of afterschool programs is that they are quite cost effective as
judged by more traditional delinquency prevention methods. Chaiken quotes a
"conservative estimate" of the average cost per year of incarcerating a juvenile as close to
$34,000.45 The current cost of Head Start’s intervention per child per year is $4300.46

Of the 37 proposals reviewed by the Crime Commission, twenty-two listed both total
costs and total children served. The cost per child per school year of these twenty-two
programs was $1487.77 (see Appendix Figure 4.) In this case the maxim, "you get what
you pay for," certainly stands. If we invest all our resources in juvenile prisons, we will
continue to generate more prisoners. If we invest in programs that teach skills and
provide activities for juveniles, we will generate productive, well-rounded members of
society.

Case Studies of Exemplary Approaches

A new National Institute of Justice study by Chaiken published in June, Kids, Cops, and
Communities, strongly supports the implementation of afterschool programs as a part of
an overall crime reduction and prevention strategy. It also points out several programs it



considers exemplary or benchmarks. The cities referred to with benchmark programs
were Bristol, Connecticut, Arlington, Texas, and Spokane, Washington. Below is a brief
description of these three programs. For further descriptions and analyses, the staff of
The Memphis Shelby Crime Commission recommends reading Chaiken’s study in detail.

Additional benchmark programs are presented in a study by Peter Witt and John
Crompton in their book, Recreation Programs that Work for At-Risk Youth: The
Challenge of Shaping the Future. Brief descriptions of exemplary programs in
Cincinnati, Ohio, and Longview and Kelso, Washington, are also included below.

Br istol, Connecticut: Family Center  for  Boys and Gir ls

An affiliate of Girls Incorporated, the Family Center offers a wide array of afterschool
programming, including swimming, gymnastics, and dance classes until 9:00 p.m. In
addition to its more traditional offerings, the Family Center has developed two special
programs validated by researchers as effective delinquency reduction strategies. The first,
the Bristol Family Center Young Parent Program offers continuing education to pregnant
and postpartum teens. Trained Family Center staff members provide case management
and individual counseling, adult mentoring and peer counseling.

A second approach employed by the Family Center is a juvenile offender diversion
program to intervene in the lives of youths that are at risk of following a delinquent path.
First time adolescent offenders involved in minor crimes are required to perform some
community service. In these cases the Family Center representative may voluntarily place
the adolescent as an aide in one of the Family Center programs. These adolescents often
bond with staff members who become mentors. Many of these adolescents continue on as
regular participants in the program after their community service requirement is fulfilled.

Ar lington, Texas: Teen Center

Arlington has created an extensive spectrum of collaborating public and private agencies
that provide services for at-risk youth and for children without supervision. Their action
plan includes three primary components:

·  Active recruitment of high-risk children and teens to participate in existing centers, including
Boys and Girls Clubs Centers and the Teen Center by the participants who were recruited.

·  The creation of new centers in unsupervised areas where children and teens were already
congregating in the afterschool hours. Boys and Girls Clubs of Arlington has taken the lead in this
effort.

·  The provision of licensed childcare in the afterschool hours in all elementary schools and
contracting with the three major youth-serving organizations in Arlington to administer the
childcare and furnish age-appropriate youth development activities.

Through active recruitment by two outreach workers, the number of participating youths
identified by police and school as at-risk has dramatically increased. The vast majority
are minority group members, predominantly African-Americans, Hispanics, and people
of mixed race. The program is characterized by an emphasis on observing rules,
mediation of peer differences, and decision-making opportunities. Through twelve-week



internships as Teen Center youth workers and through work in the neighborhood, youths
are encouraged to make decisions and take responsibility.

In addition to afterschool childcare programs in elementary schools, Boys and Girls
Clubs of Arlington provides programs at six locations in different parts of the city, where
planned and structured activities provide children and teens with safe recreation. The
children can also receive assistance with school assignments and engage in skill-building
games and activities.

Spokane, Washington: West Central Community Center

Spokane’s Youth Commission issued a report card on area youth that identified problem
areas including teenage drug use, unemployment, illiteracy, and teen pregnancy. In
January 1992, an ad hoc Security Task Force identified categories of issues that needed to
be addressed to prevent future crimes involving children: police-community relations,
neighborhood security improvements, security education, and block networking and
organizing. A comprehensive program is now working on these problems and issues in
two Spokane neighborhoods. The program in West Central is particularly relevant.

Spokane©s West Central neighborhood is a multiethnic community that has experienced
some of Spokane©s worst problems associated with poverty, including crime. The West
Central Community Center provides a safe and productive environment for children and
teens in the hours before and after school. The Girl Scout Council has a professional staff
member who is organizing and leading a West Central troop from the Community Center.
4-H also conducts youth activities from the Community Center.

Longview and Kelso, Washington: Youth After-hours Program

The Youth After-hours Program is an afterschool program offered at two elementary
schools in Longview and Kelso, Washington. Both schools are located in high-crime,
high-risk neighborhoods where many families and children experience financial distress,
substance abuse, violence and other abuse. To identify the needs of this highly at-risk
population, a coalition of community leaders, school administrators, law enforcement,
and youth development organizations began to work together in 1992. The group
concluded that the best way to meet the needs of these children was to provide free,
positive afterschool activities.

The afterschool programs that resulted from the collaborative efforts of the coalition
provide activities for students every day after school until 5:30. The activities offered
include clowning, rocketry, photography, drama, music, dance, creative arts, cooking,
math, science, recycling, environmental education, sports, cooperative games, cultural
awareness, and swimming trips to the YMCA. Nearly two-thirds of the populations of the
two schools are currently involved in the program which has decreased the number of
office referrals and had a positive influence on school day attendance.47 The program
keeps kids off the streets and puts them in a safe and productive environment during the
afterschool hours.

Cincinnati, Ohio: Winton Hills Teen Violence Prevention



In 1991 Cincinnati’s mayor established the Youth Steering Committee to research, plan
and develop a coordinated system of services to deal with youth issues and to help
prevent the serious and widespread incidences of violence that were occurring in
Cincinnati. The Committee recommended that several structural elements be put in place,
including establishing lead agencies and expanding recreation programs.

A lead agency was designated for each of 52 targeted communities and charged with
coordinating activities of various organizations and agencies, managing the process of
neighborhood collaboration, and distributing funds allocated for programs and activities
within its targeted community. In the Winton Hills community, expanded recreation
programs included drill teams, boxing, skating parties, field trips, girls’  and boys’
basketball teams, a sewing program, drug awareness programs, tutoring, and self-
enhancement programs.

The total involvement, coordination, and collaboration of community representatives,
social service agencies, and various city departments working in concert with police
officers assigned to the Winton Hills community has been the source of the program’s
success. According to police statistics, a crime reduction of 31% occurred within the first
six months of implementation.48 The program has resulted in a successful process of
taking back the community from the drug dealers and criminals who previously had
residents living in fear.

 

V. Gap Analysis
The youth organizations in these three cities all shared several common characteristics.
First, they are all affiliated with national organizations. This may be significant,
especially considering that national organizations are generally more likely to conduct
program evaluations than local organizations. The selected organizations are also
implementing both innovative and traditional youth development practices. But while
each of the organizations has been evaluated as effective, Chaiken’s study did not
differentiate between the effectiveness of the innovative versus the more traditional
approaches. In fact, the report acknowledges that the organizations’  traditional
approaches, which all included afterschool programming, may be just as or more
beneficial in preventing delinquency than approaches designed solely to prevent youth
violence. Both approaches are considered to be all "a vital part of a network of
organizations that together are creating safer and more productive environments for
children and teens in the non-school hours."49 Perhaps most importantly, all of the
benchmark programs were part of a larger, comprehensive crime prevention strategy, just
as the scientific literature has recommended. Rather than reinventing ways for preventing
violence and promoting wholesome development, the three cities with benchmark
programs figured out which organizations in the community already had approaches most
likely to be effective. This included the police, directors of nationally affiliated youth
organizations, and other public youth-serving agencies--schools (administrators,
counselors, and teachers), social services, health and treatment organizations, and
juvenile justice practitioners including judges, district attorneys, and probation officers.



Finding #4: Community-based youth organizations constitute a cornerstone of the
institutions necessary for  young people to reach their  full potential. All benchmark
cities have recognized that youth organizations providing afterschool programs are
a vital par t of their  comprehensive juvenile cr ime prevention strategy.

 

VI. Proposed Strategy
Memphis and Shelby County already have a number of afterschool programs in place.

What we clearly need here is a coordinating agency for community-based after school
programs. In all likelihood, such an organization would be either a public or a non-profit
agency.

The primary objectives of such an organization may include the following:

1. Evaluating existing and new programs, and including a focus on youth crime prevention and
reduction as part of the evaluation.

2. Creating a critical mass of high quality programs, especially those that target at-risk adolescents,
and involve mentoring and skill-building activities.

3. Ensuring that afterschool programs are part of a comprehensive juvenile crime reduction strategy.

Earlier this year Governor Cellucci of Massachusetts proposed a $5 million investment in
after-school programming, which will be coordinated with the Executive Office of Health
and Human Services and local agencies and providers to serve at-risk kids in designated
neighborhoods across Massachusetts. A significant investment of similar magnitude is
clearly needed in Memphis and Shelby County.

 

Conclusion
The Department of Children’s services identified afterschool programming as a high
priority in its recently published needs assessment. There is absolutely no question that in
Memphis, where many single parents have low incomes and less time to spend with their
children and where many schools are already overburdened, community-based

youth-serving organizations are of increasing strategic importance. Youth organizations
readily provide necessary resources that many children and teens fail to find elsewhere.

A survey of teens on programs or services desired during nonschool hours reveals a
rather wholesome list:

·  Safe parks and recreation centers

·  L ibrar ies with the latest books, videos, and records

·  Oppor tunities to go camping and par ticipate in spor ts



·  One-on-one mentor ing with trustwor thy, knowledgeable adults

·  Oppor tunities to learn new skills.50

On a local level, traditional youth organizations such as Boys and Girls Clubs, Big
Brothers/Big Sisters, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and Bridges have long met many of these
requests, and their value as delinquency reduction strategies is beginning to be
appreciated.

According to a Yankelovich poll, about 73 percent of those surveyed in a were in favor of

more government spending on educational and recreational facilities for teenagers.
Federal agencies seem to be responding to this call, and are funding prevention initiatives
at record rates. A recent addition of Federal Assistant Monitor called afterschool
programs "the next hot thing" in juvenile crime prevention.51 Clinton proposed increasing
the 21st Century program, which provides funding for afterschool activities, from $40
million to $200 million, a 500 percent increase. Many afterschool prevention programs
already receive federal funding.

The Crime Commission encourages all appropriate agencies to aggressively pursue all
available funding for increased afterschool programs for at risk youth. In this case the
maxim, "you get what you pay for," certainly stands. If we invest all our resources in
juvenile prisons, we will continue to generate more prisoners. If we invest in programs
that teach skills and provide activities for juveniles, we will generate productive, well-
rounded members of society. Comparing the average cost per year of incarcerating a
juvenile – estimated as $34,000 - and the cost of afterschool programs – estimated at
$1487.77, -demonstrates that afterschool programs make financial sense as well.

In growing numbers, children are unsupervised, neglected, abused, and delinquent. As a
community we must increase our depth of concern for our children. We must not stand
idly by while our youth appear in courts and morgues in record numbers. While
afterschool programs are not a panacea for the problems facing today’s youths, they can
have a measurable impact on the potential criminality and victimization of children and
teens in Memphis and Shelby County.
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Appendix
Figure 1. The Memphis Shelby Crime Commission Best Practice Process Model, 1998. Created by: Jenny
McNary, Youth Villages; Willa Martin Bailey, Memphis Area Chamber of Commerce; Cinda Kinsey,
Methodist Health Systems; Michael O. Minor, Memphis Technical Assistance and Resource Center; Clara
Wherry, Federal Express.

Step 1: Defining the Process to be Examined

1.1 Identify the Problem



1.2 Clar ify the Objective

1.3 Team Dynamics Training

1.4 Document Current Process

Deliverable: Mapped Process with Contract

Step 2: Data Collection

2.1 Collect Data

2.2 Review Completed Studies for  Examination

2.3 Identify Best Practices Par tners

2.4 Revisit Question Guide

2.5 Determine Additional Data Requirements

Deliverable: Par tners Question Guide

Step 3: Determining the Gap

3.1 Review Current Map and Perform Gap Analyses

Deliverable: Gap Analysis Repor t

Step 4: Preliminary Report

4.1 Communicate Preliminary Findings

Deliverable: Presentation with Recommendations for  Next Steps

Step 5: Best Practice Investigation

5.1 Prepare for  Par tner  Site Visit(s)

5.2 Conduct Site Visit(s)

5.3 Process Map Partners Process

Deliverables: Best Practices Process Map, Site Visit Package,

Par tner  Pr ior itization, Site Visit Repor t

Step 6: Data Analysis

6.1 Analyze Data/ Information

6.2 Adjust Functional Goals/ Objectives

6.3 Set Measurement and Performance Goals

Deliverables: Proposed New Model

Step 7: Final Report and Action Plan

7.1 Communicate Findings to Board

7.2 Develop Action Plan

3. Conduct Pilot Implementation

Deliverables: Presentation, Project Management Timeline



 

 

Figure 2. Sickmund, Melissa, Snyder, Howard N., and Poe-Yamagata, Eileen. (1997). Juvenile offenders
and victims: 1997 update on violence. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

 

Figure 3. Sickmund, Melissa, Snyder, Howard N., and Poe-Yamagata, Eileen. (1997). Juvenile offenders
and victims: 1997 update on violence. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

Figure 4. Costs for afterschool programs described by respondents to the Crime Commission’s Spring RFP
on afterschool programs. These programs are listed alphabetically and have not been evaluated by the
Crime Commission. The Crime Commission makes no claims as to the programs’  efficacy.

 

Figure 5. Program characteristics of afterschool programs described by respondents to the Crime
Commission’s Spring RFP on afterschool programs. These programs are listed alphabetically and have not
been evaluated by the Crime Commission. The Crime Commission makes no claims as to the programs’
efficacy.



 

igure 6. Mailing addresses of respondents to the Crime Commission’s Spring RFP on afterschool programs.
These programs are listed alphabetically and have not been evaluated by the Crime Commission. The
Crime Commission makes no claims as to the programs’  efficacy.

 

Bishop David W. Grayson
Because We Care Human Services
2956 East Street
Memphis, TN 38128

Ms. Janet White, Administrator
Bloomfield Urban Ministries, Inc.
105 South Parkway West
Memphis, TN 38109

Ms. Norma I.B. Upshur,
Vice President of Development
Boys & Girls Clubs of Greater Memphis
189 South Barksdale
Memphis, TN 38104

Mr. James R. Boyd, President
Bridges
314 South Goodlett
P. O. Box 240487
Memphis, TN 38124

Mrs. Vera Aldridge Brown
1010 Woodlawn Street
Memphis, TN 38108

Centenary United Methodist Church
584 East McLemore Avenue
Memphis, TN 38106
Attn: Mr. Thomas Milam

Veraline Middleton, Director
Center for Christian Education
850 Craft Road
Memphis, TN 38116

Mr. James Edward Moore
South Central District Executive
Chickasaw Council
171 South Hollywood Street
Memphis, TN 38112



Ms. Andrea M. Payne,
Executive Director
Families of Incarcerated Individuals
P.O. Box 27431
Memphis, TN 38167

Mr. Thomas R. Wilson, Jr.
Executive Director
Final Net
204 North Front Street
Memphis, TN 38105

M. K. Gandhi Institute for Nonviolence
Christian Brothers University
650 East Parkway South
Memphis, TN 38104
Attn: Ms. Laura Pietrangelo

Ms. Anitha F. Keith, Director
Children and Youth Outreach Ministries
1110 Faxon Avenue
Memphis, TN 38105

Holy Community United Methodist Church
Rev. Freddie Moore
602 Looney Avenue
Memphis, TN 38101

Mr. Robert C. Gill, President
The Kappa Alpha Psi Memphis Alumni Service
3895 Christine Garden East
Memphis, TN 38118

Mr. Robert Lipscomb, Senior Vice President/ Finance
LeMoyne-Owen College
807 Walker Avenue
Memphis, TN 38126

Mr. Thomas A. Jackson, Sr., Overseer
The Lighthouse Church of the Lord Jesus Christ
353 West Shelby Drive
Memphis, TN 38109

Mr. Joe H. Kelly, President
Life Issues Community Development Center of Excellence
538 E. Holmes Road
Memphis, TN 38109



Ms. Theresa Montgomery Okwumabua, Ph.D.
Mid-South Africa Link
Memphis, TN 38137

Moody Chapel C.M.E. Church
1608 South Cooper Street
Memphis, TN 38114
Attn: Ms. Patricia McCracken
Ms. Lois Logan
Miss Michelle Woods

Mt. Olive Cathedral
Christian Methodist Episcopal Church
538 Linden Avenue
Memphis, TN 38126
Attn: Pastor John Marshall Gilmore

The New Hope Ministry
2495 Deadrick Street
Memphis, TN 38114
Attn: Mr. and Mrs. Johnny London

Nichols Institute
1978 Lydgate Cove
Memphis, TN 38116
Attn: Ms. Dorothy F. Nichols, Program Director

Ms. Annie M. Jefferson
5175 Broken Oak Drive
Memphis, TN 38127

Peppermint Kids, Inc.
746 Saffarans Street
Memphis, TN 38107
Attn: Evangelist Georgia King, Founder/ Director

Playhouse on the Square/ Circuit Playhouse Inc.
After School Acting Program
D’Arcy Bryan-Wilson, Director
51 S. Cooper
Memphis, TN 38104

Project Magic
Ms. Bobbie J. Williams, Executive Director
2235 Covington Pike, Suite 16
Memphis, TN 38128

Dr. Fred C. Lofton
The Metropolitan Baptist Church



767 Walker Avenue
Memphis, TN 38111

Project W.H.Y.
659 North Manassas Avenue
Memphis, TN 38107
Ms. Jannie Foster, Founder/ Executive Director

The Salvation Army
Major William Jansson
Area Commander
8 South Third Street, Third Floor
Memphis, TN 38103

Ms. Karen D. McNeil, Executive Director
Socially Yours for Youth, Inc.
5134 Millbranch, Suite 235
Memphis, TN 38116

Ms. Loudie Lyons
South Central CDC
2225-Ball Road
Memphis, TN 38114

Ms. Jane Bridges
Manager/ Educational Resources
SMART
251 S. Claybrook
Memphis, TN 38104

Mr. Bennie Nelson- West
Teen Artsfest After School
P.O. Box 40854
Memphis, TN 38174

Ms Cathi Johnson, Director of Development
United Methodist Neighborhood Center of Memphis, Inc.
P.O. Box 111348
Memphis, TN 38111

Ms. Alice Washington
299 S. Parkway E.
Memphis, TN 38016

Mr. Shelly Berner, Operations Manager
Youth Villages
P.O. Box 341154
Memphis, TN 38184
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