-

U. S. Department of Justice

Cres"
Office of Legislative Affairs Q Jio

Office of the Assistant Atorney General : Washington, D.C. 20530

June 3, 1996

TO: John Hilley
Assistant to the President

FROM: aAndrew Fois !

Assistant ney General
RE: Youth Violence Legislation
cc: Rahm Emanuel, Bruce Reed

AT O S T O T T S, W W T - . W A S W W T D Sl Dl W O S . S S WD S S S S AN WD S T SN, W W W T S S W W W

After our meeting with the Chief of Staff last week, I
followed up with Cynthia Hogan, Chief Counsel of the Senate
Judiciary Committee Minority, to get Senator Biden's view on how
youth violence legislation might proceed in the Senate.

Cynthia reported that Senator Biden has spoken with Senator
Thompson and thought that Thompson hoped to keep the Senate bill
focused as much as possible on reauthorization of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). Although Biden
also wants to avoid a big crime bill, he does not believe that
Thompson would be able to be very effective -at keeping it that
narrow. Also, Thompson's people are now reacting to McCollum's bill
by saying that it makes their plans look moderate and unimpressive
and that they need to reconsider those plans now that McCollum has
introduced a bill. Cynthia thinks that pushing a comprehensive
youth package is a good middle ground. She also thinks that the

. President inviting the leaders to the White House for a meeting on
all this is a very good idea and will increase our ability to
influence the process down the road.

., It is clear that at a minimum, a juvenile-youth violence bill
is coming. So, I think we should go back to Leon with this report
and suggest the President make the public invitation to Hatch, -
Biden, Thompson, Kohl, Hyde, Conyers, Schumer and McCollum to conme
to the White House and talk about how we can address this problem
together this year. McCollum may mark up at any time this month so
we should at least get the invitation out soon - perhaps during
Saturday radio address or at California crime event next week.
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The Honorable Newt Gingrich
Speaker -

U. 8. House of chresentatlves
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Encloged is a legiselative proposal, "The Anti-Gang and Youth
Viclence Control Act of 199%6," to fight the growing prohlem of
gang and youth violence in America. On May 13, 1996, President
Clinton announced that he would transmit thirs hill to thae
Congress. This bill is a comprehengive approach to fighting
gangs and preventing youth violence and includes toughar
penalties, new tools for law enforcement and prosecutors, and
smart, effective prevention-oriented appxoaches.

While overall violanr orime trands have reverced in rccent
years, violent crime committed by juveniles has continued to
egcalate dramaticslly gince the mid-1980s. Betwcen 1985 and
1994, reported arrests of juveniles for violent crime increased
75 percenr Arraegte for murder more than doublcd, while .

- aggravated assault arrests went up by naarly tha same rate,
Threa-marters of the states, located in all geographic regions,
experienced increases in thelr respective juvenile violent crime
arrest rateg betwWeaen 1985 and 19824,

‘ These trende muct not continue. The violence robr vur young
people of their childhoods and robs cur nation of itsg future.

The legislative package I am tranemitting today respondg to
" this eritical problcm st several levels. IL wlll amend the
federal juvenile delinguency statutes, 18 U.S.C. § 5031 et. smeq.,
to facilitate the vigorous piosecution ol serious juvenile
offenders, making our juvenile dustice system tougher and
© pmarter. This proposal will give federal prosecutors the
discretion to detarmine whether or not a juvenile shcould be
_prosecuted as an adull c¢rlwinal or a juvenile delinguent. In
addition, it toughens fedaril law by adding certain sericus drug
and firearms offenses Lo Lhe list of serious offenses for wnich
-juveniles can be trled as adults.

The proposal also attacke the problems of juvenile drug
dealing and druy use which often go hand-in-hand witn juvenile
violence. Drug dealers prey on our youth not ornly by selling
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drugs to young children. but a]nn by employing ox using children
~ to sell drugs. The proposal calls for an increase in the

mandatory penalties, from tha current lavel of one year, for
people who deal drugs to minors and those who use minors to deal
drugs.

In addition, this legislation will give the Attoruwy General
expanded power to raspond to emerging drug use patterns by
providing emargenay suthority to reschcdule ceitain druys that
are on the controlled substanceg liat., .Under cuxrsnt law, the
Attorney General hae emergency authority to add druys - to the
list, but no means of rescheduling drugs L{f they bscome a new law
enforcement conecarn. The bill also gives.the Altorney General
‘the authority to reschedula Rohyprniol, known on the streets as
"Ronfies," or the 'date rupc" drug. Currently, Rohiypnol is a
Schedule IV contrclled substance with minimal penalties for its
pngsogglon

Methamphetamine, or "meth," 1s anolher ygrowing drug problem
affecting young Americans. This legislation includes an
initiative cimed ot curbing methawphetamine trafficking,
increasing the penalties for dealing meth and expanding.the
Attorney Coneral's ability tu cuulrol the chemicals usad to make
meth.

The legislative package alse would help law enforcement keep
guns out of schoouls and out of the hands of drug dealers and
violent criminale. The blll amends two federal firaarms statutes .
in order to curzrseclt dafects in the law identified by the United
States Suprame Court. The first will clarify the restrictive
interprelallou that the Court applied to 18 U.§5.C. § 924 (¢) in

: v. United States, U.S. , 116 8. Ct. 501, 133 L. Ed4.
2nd 472 (1295). Balley found that an offender only "uses" a
firearm if the weapon is "actively employed“ in connection with a
crimingl acet.

The propogal makes it clear that the statute puniahea
poesession of a firearm, as well as its "uge." Tt provides a 5-
year mandatory minimum penalty for possessiOn of a firearm in the
commipgion of a drug felon{ or violent crime and a 20-year
mandatory minimum penalty if, during the commission of a drug
felony or violent crime, the offender discharges the firearm or
uses 1t to inflict bodily harm. ‘

In the second Supraeme Court case, United States v. Lgpez.
U.8. , 118 8. Ct. 1624 (13995), the Court found that Cangress
had exce-aed its authorify under the Commerce Clause in epacting
the Gun Free Schoocl Zones Act, 18 U.S.C. § $22(q). The proposal
would fix the statut= by adding as a jurisdictional requirement
that the government prove that the firearm has "moved in or the
possession ¢f puch firearm otherwise affects 1ntersta*e

commerce.
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This legislation authorizes muppert te states and locallilies
‘to create juvenile drug courts and juvenils gun courtas.
Borrowing from the successful adnlt drug court model,
the juvenile drug courtg program will provide anti-drug
enforcement exclusively for nonvimlent juvenilo offenders. Drug
court participants will undergo frequent testing for drug use and
will regularly appear beforas » monitering judge. Tladlure to
abide by a court-impesed program will result in increased
penalties.

' The juvenilms gun eourts program will authorize yraiuts Tt
State and local courts to establish separate gun court calendars
Lo concentrata on the prosacution of juvenile gun collenders. Gun
court judges will be able tq use targeted and individualized
gentencing to protect the public end to deter vlleuders.

This legislative packagce contains tough wmeasures to fight
juvenile crime and gang vioclence. Getting tough is only part of
rhe picture, howewvey, precvention is importanl as wall. The main
thrust of the federzl prevention efforts is carried out under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevenlion Act. That Act 1s

- gcheduled for reauthorization this ysar. The Administration

" gupporte ito reaouthorization at ilLs [ull authorized amount, as
wall as reauthorizaricn of the Department's Office of Juvenile
Juetice und Dslinguency Prevention which administers programs
under the Act.

The time to‘stop the increase and spread of juvenile
violence is noew. Delay will have dangerous effects on our youth

and on the gafety of the Nation as a whole. Ws urge early
Songideration and enaciment of this important legislation.

The Office ol Management and sudget has advised that there
is no objection from the standpoint of the Administration's
program Lu Lhe submission of this legislative proposal. A prison
impact assegsment for thie proposal will be transmitted at a
latsr date. )

Sincarely,

Andrew Folis
Asglstant Attorney General
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Trends in Juvemle Violence arises out of an August 19985 brlef ing.to Un;ted States Attorney Generat Janet .
Reno on behalf of the Office of Justice Programs. The primary theme of the briefing was the extent to

which rates of juvenile homicidé and othér violent offenses by youth are rrsrng and can be expected to
increase further in the years ahead

Recent reports of a dechnlng rate of violent c_rime’in.'citi*es across'the'o‘ountry would seem to be at odds
with the growing problem of youth violerice. The overall drop.in crime-hides the grim truth. There are
actually two crime trends in Amenca‘—one for the young one for the mature--whlch are movmg in opposrte
directions. :

’From 1990 to 1994 for example, the overall rate of murder in Amenca changed very shghtly declining
a total of four: percent. For this same time-period, the raté of killing at the hands of adults, ages 25 and"
- over declined 18 percent and that for-young adults, ages 18-24 rose barely.two percent; however the :

rate of murder committed by teenagers, ages 14-17 jumped a tragic 22 percent.
P bbbl

The recent surge in youth crime actual!y occurred while the population of teenagers was on the decline.
- But this demographic benefit is- about to change. As a consequence of the “baby boomerang” (the
offspring of the baby boomers), there are now 39 million children in this country who are under the age
of ten, more young children than we've had for decades. Millions of them live in poverty. Most do not
have full-time parental supervision at home guiding their development and supervising their behavior.
Of course, these children will not remain young and impressionable for long; they will reach their high-risk
years before too long. As a result, we likely face a future wave of youth violence that will be even-worse
than that of the past ten? years.

The key statlstrcal findings of the report are hlghhghted below:

. From 1985 to 1994 the rate of murder commrtted by teens ages 14 1? rncreased 1?2 percent.
. The rate of Rllllng rose sharply for both black and whrte male teenagers but not for emales

. Remarmng just above one percent of the populatron -black males ages 14-24 now constrtute 17
percent of the victims- of homicide and over 30 percent of the perpetrators Their white

" By

N/ yk‘i

counterparts remained about 10 percent of the victims, about 18 percent of the perpetrators yet

declmed in proportlonate srze of the populatlon

.o Guns and especrally handguns have played a major role i in the surge of Ju\renrle murder Smoe
1984, the number of juveniles killing with a gun has quadrupled, while the number krllmg wrth all
other weapons combrned has remarned vrrtua!ty constant.

e . The Iargest increase in Juven te homicide mvol\res offenders who are fnends and acquamtances
_of their vuctrms : .

. The differential trends by age of offender observed for: homrcrde generalize to other violent
offenses. From 1989 to 1994, the arrest rate for violent crimes (murder, rape, robbery and
aggravated assault) rose over 46 percent among teenagers, but only about 12 percent among
adults. In terms of arrest rates per 100,000 populatron 14 17 year-olds have now surpassed
young adults, ages 18-24:

. By the year 2005, the number of teens ages 14- 17 wrll mcrease by 20% wrth a Iarger rncrease
among blacks in this age group (26%)

. Even if the per—caprta rate of teen homrcrde remains the same, the number of 14-17 year-olds
~ who will commit murder should increase to nearly 5000 annually because of changing
demographrcs ‘However, if offending rates continue to rise because of worsening condrtrons for

our nat:on s youth, the number of teen killings could increase even more. )

The chalienge for the future, therefore is how best to deal W|th youth wolence ‘Without a large scale
~ effort to educate and support young children and preteens today we can likely expect a much greater
~ problem of teen violence tomorrow. There is, however, still trme to-stem.the tide, and to avert the coming
wave of teen violence. But time is of the essence.
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‘ Since the early 1800s, criminologi ists have '
- labored to measure crime levels, patterns and.

trends in a reliable and accurate fashion. In the

United States, efforts to calibrate a reliable ~

measure of national crime levels date back to
1930, when the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) program was first launched. While the

UCR protocols have undergone substantial

change over the years and the geographic

coverage of data collection has approached

-virtual completeness, the so-called dark figure of

crime (i.e., those crimes not reported to the -

- police) has long been a major concern for those
relying on the UCR crime index. :
In response, the National Crime Survey

"(NCS) was initiated in 1973 by ‘the Law:

Enforcement Assistance Administration, and
later overhauled by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS), in order to avoid the limitations
inherent in official police statistics on crime
incidence. While the NCS -certainly reduces the
dark figure of crime, critics have also raised

issues surrounding random and non-random

errors in the victim survey results.
The dual availability of alternative crime

measures--police data on crimes/arrests and -

- victim survey estimates=-has been a two-edged
sword. Although the strengths of the two major
data series are complementary, discrepancies in

their trends over time have often created-
confusion concerning which data program was .

more dependable for researchers and policy-
makers alike.

The good néws is that as the UCR.and NCS -
initiatives have continued to -be refined, their

measurements are  beginning to converge.

Figure 1 shows four alternative indicators of the

incidence of violent crime in the United States:

estimated offense totals based on the NCS,

estimated NCS offense counts adjusted for

victim reporting rates, offenses reported to the

police from the UCR, and UCR total arrests for
violent offenses. For the sake of comparison,
homicide counts were added to the NCS data,
and simple assaults were removed.

A consistent pattern emerges si nce the late .

1970s. In all four data series, but to varying
degrees, the incidence of violence appears to
have peaked or at least plateaued around 1980,
and then to have subsided or at least leveled off
until the mid-1980s. Since the mid-1980s,
however, the incidence of violence has risen,
' accordmg to all four indicators. Also noteworthy
is the close ‘agreement since 1989 in the
reported NCS and UCR totals.

Much of this swing pattern was anticipated
by criminologists as early.as two decades ago

(e.g., see J. A. Fox, Forecastmg Crime Data,

" Lexington: Lexington Books, 1978). Figure 2, for - -~

example, displays a forecast of the rate' of
violent crime for urban areas, generated in 1976.
based on an econometric model of crime rates.
clearance rates, police force size, and police
expenditures, plus various demographic and
socio-economic' characteristics, To a large
extent, the rise and fall of violent crime was
predicted based.on the changing size of the -

~ crime-prone age group.

. The premise in Forecasting Crime Data was
fairly simple. The explosion in crime during the
1960s and 1970s, was seen largely as the result

* of demographic shifts. The post-World War Il -

babyboomers had then. reached their late
adolescence and early twenties, an .age at which
aggressive tendencies are the strongest. As'the
babyboom cohort matured into adulthood during
the 1980s, taking on families, jobs and other

" responsibilities, .it'was expected that the violent

crime rate would subside. More to the point, the
projected decline in the size of the population
most prone to violence would likely translate into
a reduced level of crime, violence and disorder.

_ As ithappened, a downturn in violent crime
did occur, but it was short-lived. By 1986, most
unexpectedly, crime trends tumned for the worse.
The welcomed drop in violent crime of the early
1980s evaporated prematurely after just five
years. The rate of crime began to surge, despite
continued shrinkage within the most crime-prone
population.

This pattern can be seen most clearly in

levels of homicide. In fact, most of this report will

focus on this most serious form of violence. Not

only do the Supplementary Homicide Reports
(SHR) offer detailed, incident-based information
on trends and patterns, but these data do not

- suffer the same kinds of reporting 'and
. definitional problems . associated wsth - other

measures of violent crime.

Figure 3 plainly reveals a sudden break.
beginning in the mid-1980s, in the historically
close connection between the homicide rate and
the percentage of young . aduits within' the
population. In essence, .the composition of the
crime-prone age group was changing. :

It is somewhat misleading even to attempt
to track an overall rate of violent crime, without
accounting for age differences. As shown in
Figure 4 (and Table 1), there are actually two.
crime trends ongoing in America--one. for.the

’young and one for the mature, which are moving

in opposite directions. Since 1985, the rate of
homicide committed by adults, ages 25 and .

older, has declined-25%, from 6.3 to. 4.7 per

100,000, as the babyboomers matured into their

.. middle-age years. At the same time, however.



the homicide:rate 'é'mong 18-24 Year-o_lds5 has

" increased 61%, from 15.7 to 25.3 per 100,000..
Even more alarming and tragic, homicide is now -.

reaching down to a much younger age group--

. children as young as 14-17. QOver the past"

. decade, the rate of homicide committed by
* teenagers, ages 14-17, has more than doubled,

increasing 172%, from 7.0 per 100,000 in 1985

' to 19.1 in 1994, Thus although the’ percentage
of 18-24 year-olds has declined in recent years,
younger teens have become more involved in

sericus violent crime, " including homicide,

~ thereby expanding the age limits of the violence‘-
prone group to as young as 14.

Rates of homicide (both offending and
victimization) have increased among white and
black youth, and among males but not females.

The rate of killing by white male teenagers has o
doubled since 1985, that by black male teens

has more than tripled (see Figs. 5a,b, Table 2).
The increasing role of male teenagers and

young. adults in the homicide problem is quite

pronounced Males, ages 14-24 are less than

eight percent of the population yet commit 48

percent of the murders. They are also 27
percent of the victims of homicide. Isolating
these trends by race (see Table 3 and Figs.
6a,b), young white males, ages 14-24, have

"diminished in relative size to less than seven - :
- percent, but .have remained 10 percent of the. -
homicide victims and 17 percent- of the

perpetrators. More striking, however, is that over

" the past decade, black males, ages 14-24.have |

remained just above one percent of the

population yet have.expanded from 9 to 17
percent of the victims and from 17 to 30 percent

of the offenders.

Trends in arrest rates by age, displayed in
anure 7a, support the results thus far based on
SHR records of known offenders. For homicide,
arrest rates have dropped among adults, ages

25 and over, and have increased for persons -

under age 25. The sharpest increase has been
among teens. A similar pattern, although with a
small increase among adults, has occurred for
all violent crimes (homicide, rape, robbery-and

aggravated assault) combined. As shown in .

Figure 7b, teens now exceed young adults in

absolute rate of arrest-for violent crime overall. -

Conventional wisdom in criminology--that young
adults generally represent- the most violence-

prone group--apparently needs to be modlfred in,
light of these changes. Of course, the arrest -

data are more difficult to interpret, because they

tend to confound offense patterns with criminal” -
justice practices. The agreement . between

~violent arrest rates and SHR homicide data,

" however, lends greater credence o these'

findings.

Regardless of measurement it is clear that A

too many teenagers in this country, particularly

[

those in-urban areas, are plagued with idleness
and even hopelessness A growing number of
teens and preteens see few feasible or attractuve
alternatives to violence, drug use and gang
membership. For them, the American Dream is
a mghtmare There may be little to live for and to
strive for, but plenty to die for and even to kill for.

" The causes of the surge in youth violence

since the mid-1980s reach, of course, well-
‘beyond demographics. There have been

tremendous changes:in the social context of
crime over the past decade, which explain-why

. this generation of youth is more violent than

others :before it. This generation of youth has

- more dangerous. drugs in their bodies, more
. deadly weapons in their hands and a seemlng(y »

more casual attitude about violence. .
. The problem of kids with guns cannot be
overstated in view of recent trends' in gun-

" related killings among youngsters. As shown in

Figure 8, since the mid-1980s, the number of
gun- homrcrdes particularly with handguns,
perpetrated by juveniles has quadrupled, while
the prevalence of juvenile homicide involving all

~ other weapons combined has remamed vrrtually

constant.
Guns are farmore Iethal in several respects.
A 14-year-old .armed with a gun is far more

‘menacing than a 44-year-old with a gun.

Although juveniles may be untrained in using

-firearms, they are more willing to pull the trigger

without fully considering . the consequences.
Also, the gun psychologically distances the
offender from the victim: if the same youngster
had to, kill his or her victim (almost always

~ “someone known) with hands, he or she might be |
deterred by the physical contact.

As shown is Figure 9, the most s‘igniﬁcant

~ growth in terms of victim-offender patterns in-

juvenile -homicide is found among friends and

‘acquaintances (see also Table 4). With' the

spread of guns among a-youthful population,
combined with the cumulative, desensitizing '

- effects of media-glamorized violence, it .has.

become too easy for juveniles to engage in
deadly disputes over small, even trivial,
matters--such as a pair of sneakers, a leather

- jacket, a challenging glance, or no reason at all.
While the negative socializing forces of

drugs, guns, gangs and the media have become
more threatening, the positive socializing forces
of family, school, religion and neighborhood
have grown relatively weak and ineffective.

- Increasingly, children are being raised in homes
‘disrupted by divorce or economic stress; too

many. children "emerge undersocialized -and =
undersupervised. Too many of them do not have
the benefit of a strong, positive roIe model in
their lives.

At this: Juncture as many as 57% of children .

‘in. America . do. not have full-time parental
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. supervision, either- hvmg with a single parent
who works full-time or in a two-parent household
with both parents working full-time (see Fig.-10).
The lack of parental supervision for young
" children is nearly as great. As many as 49% of
children under age six do not have the benefit of -
full-time parenting. While some chiidren enjoy
:suitable, substitute supervision provided by
friends and relatives or in day-care, far too many
do not.

The problem, of course, does not end nor
the solution necessarily .- begin . with the
breakdown of the traditional family. Because of
deep funding cuts in support programs for
youth--from after-school care to recreation, from
mentoring to education--as a society, we are
missing the fleeting window of opportunity to
compensate for the diminished role of the family.
As a consequence, children spend too little time
engaged in structured activity with positive role
. models, and too much time "hanging out” or,

_watching a few savage killings.on television.

The problem of - -unsupervised youth is
clearly reflected in the time-of-day patterns of -
juvenile violence. As shown in Figure 11, the,
. prime-time for juvenile crime is during the after-

school hours, and certainly not after midnight -

when curfew laws might be contemplated. For
these  South Carolina data; specifically, 40
percent of the juvenile violent offenses occurred
after 3 PM and before 8 PM. o

As if the situation with youth violence was
not' bad enough already, future demographics

are expected to make matters even worse. Not . -

only are today's violent teens maturing into
more violent young aduits, but they are being
succeeded by a new and -larger- group of
“teenagers. The same massive babyboom cohort
that as teenagers produced a crime wave in the -
1970s has since grown up and has had chlldren
of their own. There are now nearly 40 million’
children in this country under the age of ten (see
‘Fig. 12), a larger count than has existed for
- several decades. This "baby boomerang" cohort
of youngsters will soon reach their adolescence.
By the year 2005, the number of teens, ages
14-17 will have increased 20% over its 1994
Ievel,
crime and other social problems associated with’
an expanding youth population. As shownin
Figure 13, the number of teenage offenders has

grown in recent years, even as the population of .
teenagers has contracted. But now the teen .

population is on the upswing.
: . The population growth will be different for
whites and blacks: The projected growth in the
number of white male teens, shown in Figure
14a, will be modest, peaking in fifteen years at a
. level far below that of the mid-1970s. For blacks,
on the other hand, the number of 14-17 year-old
males will have increased 26% by 2005; and will

likely producing additional increases in -

continue to expand well into the next century
easily surpassing the population levels of twenty
years ago (see Fig. 14b)..

i current age-race- sex specific rates of
offending remain unchanged, the number of

- teens who commit murder shall increase, if only

because of the demographic turnaround in the

estimated number. of teen killers (known 14-17
year-old offenders plus an estimated share of
unidentified offenders) could increase from

nearly 4,000 per year in 1994 to almost 5,000 .

per year by 2005, as a result of demographlc
growth alone. o

But all else may not be equal. Given. the
worsening conditions in which children are being

raised, given the breakdown of all of -our

|qst|tut»ons as well as of our cultural norms,
given our wholesale disinvestment in youth, we

- will likely have many more than 5,000 teen killers

per year. Even if the recent surge in teenage

~ population -at-risk. As shown in Figure 15, the -

homicide rates slows, our nation faces a future .

juvenile violence problem that may make today's

. epidemic pale in comparison. -

The optimistic view, of course, is that there
is still time to stem the tide--to prevent the next

reinvesting 'in schools, recreation, job training,

", support for families, and mentoring. We must act

now while this baby -boomerang generation is
still young and impressionable, and will be
impressed with what a teacher, a preacher, or

- some other authority figure has to say. If we wait

until these children reach their teenage years
and the next crime wave is upon us, it may be

too late to do much about it. It is far easier and . |

considerably less expensive to build the chnld

: than to rebuild the teen. .

The challenge for the future, therefore! is
how best to deal with youth violence. Without a
large-scale effort to educate and support young
children and preteens today, we can likely
expect a much greater problem of teen violence
tomorrow. Expanding law enforcement and
correctional resources will clearly help alleviate
an overburdened criminal justice system, but, as
always, an ounce of prevention in schools or
community centers may be worth ten years of

: cure lnsude the walls of a prison cell.

Based on an August 1995 briefing to Attorney

General Janet Reno, this report is supported by -

funds from the Bureau of Justice Statistics.
Opinions and conclusions are those of the

author and do not necessarily reflect the official -
position of the U.S. .Department of Justice:

. wave of youth crime. But we must act now--by f



Table 1: Trends in Homicide Offending Rates by Age, Race and Sex '

(Rates per 100,000 Papulanon)

Year Under 14-17 .18-24 25+ Male Female | White Black
: 14 . o A
1976 2 81 |- 17.7. 7.9 132 .25 4.0 353
1977 2 7.2 16.8 76 | 127 | 23 4.0 32.5
1978 . 2 7.4 177 | 77 | 133 2.2 42 | 329
1979 2 8.3 19.3 79 142 |, 22 ‘44 | 344
1980 S 2 8.5 200 78 145 | 22 45 '33.9
1981 1 85| 188 8.1 14,3« 2.2 45 | 339
1982 2 4 .78 173 | 72 129 20 42. 30.0
1983 A 6.9 16.0 66 | 119 1.9 4.0 26.8
1984 A - 8.2 15.3 8.3 11.3 1.7 38 | 240
1985 2 7.0 15.7 . 83 “11.5 17 .38 | 251
1986 2 "84 | 174 6.7 12.4 1.7 40 27.7
1987 . o2 8.6 17.2 6.1 11.7 - 16 38 26.1
1988 2 10.8 18.9° 80 12,4 16 3.7 288
1989 . 2. 12.4. 21.2 58 12.8. 16 3.8 29.7
1990 - .| 182 | 248 6.0 14.4 18 42 329
1991 2 17.6 28.2 58 | 146 16 40 348
1992 2 17.4 | 260 - 52 13.4 1.4 37 7 314 |
1993 2 193 | 266 50 | 141 - 1.4 38 340
1994 ‘2 191 253 4.7 136 . 1.3, 37 1 324

- Source: FBI, Supplementary Homzcrde Reports and Census Bureau, Current PopulatlonSurvey
nciudes known offenders only. .

Table 2 Trends in Homicide Offendlng Rates by Age Sex and Race Combinations

(Rates per 100 000 Populatnon)

14-17 . T 18-24 25+

Year Male Female Male Female ' Male Female

White Black | White | Black | White Black | White | Black | White | Black | White Black
1976 79 . 512 1.0 7.8 1 167 | 1383 © 20 23.7 72 |V 765 1.2 17.17
1977 76 44.8° 9 4.4 165 | 1243 2.0 224 | 72 70.1 1.2 16.1
1878 7.7 44 .4 8 | .80 18.0 1. 131.2 20 205, 75 715 1.1 | 149
1979 9.2 47.1 .9 6.0. 105 | 1442 2.1 20.3. 7.8 735 12 . 138
1980 8.9 148.9 7 51 204 | 1446 20 21.5 79 714 1.1 13.2:
1981 84 55.0 1.0 6.3 198 | 1355 1.9° 178 - 8.2 72.4 1.1 13.5
1982 8.1 457 - 44 1 175 1208 - 2.0 18.6 7.6 62.3 11 1.6
1983° 7.5 368 1.1 53 173 ] 1049 |- - 18 ] 166 7.0 56.2 1.1 10.4
1984 6.9 334 9 4.7 18.0 |- 91.1 20 1. 138 70 {© 510 9| 92
1985 70 | 443 7 4.9 17.2 | 1013 1.8 -13.3 7.0 50.2 9 83
1986 9.0 | 510 8 42 18.5 117.2 1.7 15.5. 7.1 55.9 9 938 .
1987 8.0 54.1 1.1 5.1 176 | 1212 20 12.9 6.7 | 487 9 84 |.
1988 9.9 72.6 8 52 16.9 | 146.9 2.0 15.2 6.4 50.5 81 79
1989 115 |~ 848 . .8 53 191 | 1685 20 140 6.2 ‘474 8 * 8.3
1990 14.3 1138 1.1 52 . 22.2 2007 21 14.7 6.6 489 . 8 7.7
1991 14.6 127.5 9 7.7 | 232. | 2412 1.9 | " 157 - 6.3 46.4 - -8 7.5
1992 144 | 1225 | 10 | 75 | 217 | 2190 1.7 | 128" 5.5 426 7 6.4
1993 14.4 1561.6 - 1.0 6.7 209 2158 16 | 143 5.5 39.7 k-3 59
1994 15.6- |- 1396 1.1 6.7 | 209 | 201.0. 1.6 13.1 5.3 3558 7 58.

Source: FBI, Supplementary Homicide Reports, and Census Bureau, Gurrent PopulationSurvey. Ihc}ﬂdes known offeriders only.




Table 3: Percentage of Population, Homicide \/ictims_, and Homicide Offenders by Age. Sex and Race

14-17 1824 R 25+

Male Female S Male Female Male Female

White | Black | White | Black | White | Black | White | Black | White | Black | White | Black

1976-78 - : . - : : . .
Population | 3.4% | 5% | 32% | 5% | 54% | 7% | 56% | 9% |239% | 2.4% |266% | 3.1% |
Victims - | 16% | 1.3% | 8% | 4% | 80% | 7.9% | 2.8% | 24% |27.7% |259% | 9.5% | 6.0%
Offenders 36% | 35% | 4% | 5% |12.9% | 13.3% | 16% | 26% | 24.2% | 24.6% | 4.3% | 68% |
1979-82 : - '
Population | 3.0% | * 5% | 29% | 5% | 54% | 8% | 55% | 9% |245% | 2.6% | 27.3% | 3.3%
Victims | 15% | 13% | 7% | 4% | 90% | 7.9% | 3.0% | 2.0% | 288% |251% | 95% | 5.6%

| Offenders | 3.4% | 33% | 3% | 4% |13.9% | 13.7% | 1.5% | 2.3% | 257% |238% | 4.1% | 56%
1983-86 . N S . 1 - o -

Population | 2.6% | 5% | 25% | 5% | 50% | 8% | 51% | 9% |253% | 2.8% |27.9% | 3.5%
Victims 12% | 13% | 7% | 4% | 81% | 7.8% | 28% | 2.0% |288% |23.7% | 10.9% | .58%
Offenders 32% | 31% | 4% | 4% |140% | 123% | 15% | 2.0% |28.0% |234% | 41% | 53%
1987-90 ' ‘ .

Population | 2.4% | 4% | 22% | 4% | 44% | 7% | 44% | 8% | 26.0% | 3.0% |28.4% | 3.7%
Victims | 14% | 25% | 6% | 4% | 7.4% |109% | 23% | 19% |255% |245% |10.0% | 6.3%

.| Offenders 38% | 55% | 3% | 3% |125% | 16:7% | 1.4% | 1.7% | 25.5% | 21.9% | 3.6%. | 4.5%
1991-94 \ - N ‘ '

| Population | 22% | 4% | 21% | 4% | 41% | 7% | 40% | 7% |262% | 3.1% | 28.4% | 3.8%
Victims 21% | 33% | 5% | 5% | 80%[13.9% | 1.9% | 1.8% |23.3% |23.1% | 87% | 6.0%

‘Offenders 47% | 83% | 3% | 4% [127% |219% | 1.0% | 1.5% 21.4% | 18.4% 3.0% | 3.5%

Source: FBI, Supplementary Homicide Reports, and Census Bureau, Current PopulationSurvey. Includes known offenders only.

© * Table 4: Trends in Homicide Offending Patterns by Offender Age o , :

1417 " 18-24 25+

76-81 | 82-87 | 88-94 | Total | 76-81 | 82-87 | 88-94 | Total | 76-81 | 82-87 | 88-94 | Total

Offender Sex : ’ : : T
‘Male 89.9% |.90.1% | 94.5% | 92.3% | 87.4% | 88.4% | 92.4% | 89.7% 82.6% | 84.4% |'85.7% | 84.2%
1 Female 10.1% | - 9.9% 5.5% 7.7% |1 126% | 11.6% | 7.6% | 10.3% | 17.4% | 156% | 14.3% | 15.8%
Offender Race | = U ) . ‘ 1 ' . A
White - 49.4% | 48.7% | 37.0% | 42.9% | 47.6% | 494% | 37.9% | 44.0% | 47.4% | 51.8% | 51.3% | 50.3%
Black : 48.8% | 49.1% | 60.8% .f 55.0% | 50.5% | 48.5% | 60.2% | 54.0% | 50.3% | 46.3% | 46.6% | 47.8%
Other 1.8% | 23%4 22% | 21% | 1.9% | 21% | 18% | 19% |_17% | 19%| 21% | 1.5%
Weapon - ' — : .o
Handgun 137.7% | 39.1% | 62.2%.| 50.5% |-42.0% | 41.0% | 58.0% | 48.4% | 50.4% | 46.4% 46.8% | 47.9%
Gther gun 20.2% | 18.9% | 15.7% | 17.6% | 17.4% | 142% | 13.7% | 14.9% | 18.5% | 16.9% | 145% | 16.7%
QOther . 42.1% | 42.0% | 22.1% | 31.9% | 40.7% | 44.9% 28.3% | 36.7% | 311% | 36.7% | 38:7% | 35.5%
Relationship - o o ’ : o
‘Family - 16.7% | 15.1% 8.0% | 11.9% | 16.0% | 14.7% 9.7% | 13.0% | 29.1% | 27.2% | 25.2% | 27.2%
Known 48.2% | 52.7% | 55.0% | 52.7% | 55.9% | 58.3% | 59.4% | 58.1% | 55.8% | 58.1% | 59.6% | 57.8%
Stranger 35.1% | 32.1% | 37.0% | 354% | 28.0% | 27.0% | 30.9% | 28.9% | 151% | 14.7% | 15.2% | 15.0%
Circumstances : . . o
Felony 39.1% | 35.5% | 33.6%.| 35.5% | 30.8% | 30.7% | 32.0% | 31.3% | 14.1% | 15.9% | 19.4% | 16:5%
Argument "1 38.9% | 39.3% | 34.4% | 36.7% | 4B.8% | 50.3% | 43.4% | 47.0% | 66.6% | 66.1% | 61.3% | 64.7%
Other : 22.0% | 25.3% | 32.0% | 27.8% |- 20.3% | 19.1% | 24.6% | 21.7% | 19.3% | 17.9% | 19.2% | 18.8%

Source: FBI, Supplementary Homicide Reports, and Census Bureau, Current PopulationSurvey. Vlnc’ludes known offendefs only.



Fig 1. Four‘Méas'ureé of Violent Crime
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Fig 2. Urban Violent Crime Forecast from 1976 Model
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Fig 3. U.S. Homlmde Rate and Percent of Populatlon |
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Fig 5b. Homicide Offending Rate by Age, Black Males
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Offenders, Victims and Population
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Flg 6a. White Males, Ages 14-24 as Percent of Homlmde :
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Fig 8. Juvenile H'om'ic'ides"by Weapon
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Fig 9. Juvenile Homicides by R‘elatiohéhip\
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Fig 11. Time of Offending by Age of Offender
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Fig 13. erphlation and Offenders, Ages 14-17
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Fig 14a. Pobulation and Offenders, White Male, Ages 14-17
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Fig 14b. Population and Offenders, Black Male, Ages 14-17
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Fig-15. Forecast of Homicide Offenders, Ages 14-17
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AUTHOR 'S NOTE

Most of the tabulatlons contained in this report utilized a cumulative, 1976- 1994 data f|Ie
of the FBI's Supplementary Homicide Reports (SHR), with incident records updated in
December 1995. In order to ensure comparability with published homicide rates, the SHR
records were weighted in such a way as to match the SHR victim count to the estimated
homicide count contained in the printed Crime in the Umted States. On average the cases
: were we|ghted upward by 8.75 percent : o

Except for Flgure 15 offender data represent incidents in WhICh characteristics of the |
offender were known. For Figure 15, demographic characteristics of unknown offenders

X were estimated or lmputed from known victim and incident information

A number. of abbrewattons and shortened terms are used throughout this report FBI refers

| to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and BJS to the Bureau of Justice Statisti cs

‘| ‘Homicide .includes- murder and non- -negligent manslaughter, and excludes- justmable

| homicides. The term *juvenile” refers to persons under the age of 18, while “teen” and
“teenager” are employed for youngsters between the ages of 14 and 17 inclusive. Also,
“young adult” refers to the age group 18-24.

Several individuals read and commented on earlier versions of thrs report. | am grateful to .

i

o Jen Charken John Laub Mlchaef Maltz and- Mananne Zawﬂz for their input.
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o o REMARKS BY' THE - PRESIDENT ; |
y AT ANNOUNCEMENT OF JUVENILE VIOLENCE ACT

/1’ . . }." . i )
o <The,ﬁast~Room\_ ~!'_ oA

"ﬂizrés'pym.*EDTf: o S e p;',;n L

i B
1 L

o . THE PRESIDENT. Ladles and gentlemen, 1et me beg:n by
thanklng all of: you for coming here and, more importantly, for. the §
‘work' that you are doing.. ' I'm glad that we finally have a. chance to
talk about these efforts to stop youth v1olence. oo -

oo As you know, we were elated to have thls event the day
that Ron Brown and his delegatlon tragically-lost their lives.in the
Balkans.u Before ‘T go forward, I think I have to’ acknowledge that ,‘
today all- Amerlcans have heavy hearts over another air tragedy -- the"

one in Miami. We. send our prayers, our- condolences to the famllleS"y'

: of those who lost thelr llves 1n the Everglades.v

i q
RS

The Federal AVlatlon Admlnlstratlon has been’ conductlng

-a review of. ValuJet since Februaryt Last: night the FAA anriounced it

-will broaden the review to assure that ValuJet's fllghts are safe and

fully: comply with FAA requirements. . I have directed Secretary’ Pena
to report to me this week on additional measures the Department of .

Transportatlon and the FAA ‘can take: to ensure that all our airlines:
continue to operate at the highest level -of safety. I'm determlned
to do everythlng I can to make sure that Amerlcan av1atlon 1s the -

ﬁ' safest 1n the world.» 7 5 o ”..,’ R

- . . s

' Nom, let me thank the Attorney General and the U S.
attorneys and’' all of those who worked with then for the work they
have done to curb youth violence and gangs.  Thanks to the U.S.
attorneys and the police chiefs here today, thanks to citizen
supporters. throughout this country, 1nclud1ng a number of ex-gang"
"members who in some .communities have been very helpful in this -
'regard, we have been able -to see a substantial- drop in the crime
rate. We are determlned to do. all we can to help you and to: help our
young people. o . ERENE o S o
\ « (ro
. The Crlme Blll of 1994 employed “as’ the Attorney eeneral

l"'sald police,. punlshment and preventlon, ‘backed by the.best of new

technologles and supported by communities. We knew this strategy

~would work because -law enforcement people said it would work. . And- it o

T is worklng ‘The 100,000 pollce, ‘the Brady Bill, the assault weapons
-ban, the’ other supports have led to drops in v1olent crime and murder
o and ‘rape and robbery'-- everythlng aoross the board except for’k

crlmes commltted by young people : :

Youth v1olence is on the rise, as you have noted not
just in large c1t1es, but in small towns. .And whenever there has
been a dramatic rise: 1n youth crlme, 1t has a. terrlfylng face -
: organlzed gangs. / R e ‘,uvv; . S e

: : " In my State of the Unlon addreSS I challenged our
country to focus on the problem .of youth v1olence, and I pledged that
" the United States government would take- on gangs in the way we had
taken on the mob decades ago. We! re flghtlng with a strategy. that is-
coordlnated and unrelentlng, that does rely. upon natlonal state and

-+ . ‘MORE
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.flocal prosecutors and" pollce and above ‘all, on ‘citizens working with .
us. \ o : - Co .

Two weeks ago in Mlaml, General Barry McCaffrey,'our )
Drug Pollcy Coordlnator, and I set forth our drug strategy.. We know -

what works-there, too -- educatlon, treatment, stopplng drugs at the

border, punlshlng those ‘'who sell to the young. 'We-are focusing this .
strategy more: than ever before on. young people.x R L

R Last Frlday, at Penn State Unlver51ty, I asked 01tlzens
‘-all across our country to play their role. We know' that communlty
" policing won't work:.if we rely .on police alone, that we need .
‘citizens, too. And I ask one million- new citizen volunteers to jOln‘
-the 100, 000 new police we -are putting on the- street. That's just 50 .
new members for every one of the communlty .police watch organlzatlon5~
across thlS country today. o SRR L : DR

Today I want the ‘announce two more steps.4 Flrst “we
have just seen-a remarkable demonstration of the National- Gang’
‘Tracking Network, .which is an important part of. this’ strategy. I am

h.ipleased to ‘ahnounce that the’ first step of this network will now be -

. funded through the Justice Department for use in Massachusetts,

‘Connecticut, New York, Vermont, Maryland," and Florida. Gangs are no ..

~longer: local We saw that today with the statement Miss Seymour made.
about South Carollna.= So we say this: The gahgs.may run to another
" state, but they cannot hlde._ And they w1ll flnd 1t tougher and
*tougher to escape ‘the law.; P A , o A , o
R Second we are proposrng leglslatlon des1gned w1th -
o valuable help from the . S. attorneys. here,  from local. law- -
'enforcement officials, and lawmakers, especially Senators Biden .and -
- Kohl and Congressman Schumer.: Our Anti-Gang and Youth Crime Control’
- Act of 1996 will ‘use the very same strategy our Crime Bill used to '
make' the javenile justice system tougher' and smarter, and to. help our -
© young people stay drug-free and away from guns. ‘and gangs -and |, -
violence. It makes it earlier for prosecutors to prosecute v1olent
youth ‘offenders as adults,. toughens penaltles for possessicn and use
of firearms, reinstates a ban on guns in’ “the schools, reviving a.law
that was struck down in the courts. It will establish more juvehile
drug courts which give nonv1olent offenders the chance to get off.
. drugs before" they wind up in jall. It will raise the maximum'

‘detention to 10 years and glve judges flex1b111ty/1n sentenc1ng ,it M,"

will harden penalties for those who sell drugs to chlldren or use
. chlldren to sell drugs. : . A ;

All thls Wlll help, but we also w1ll have to have more -
‘parents belng more respons1ble in teaching their children right from
wrong and in looklng out for them, and more communities. showing young
people that they care, cons1der1ng thlngs llke keeplng thewr schools
;ooen more, after school T - AP R

We know 50 percent of the juvenlle crime in thls country Y

»~occurs in the hours'after the school day ends. ' More communltles have
.. considered doing what Long Beach, California has done and what the
Attorney General is trying to help others do =- consider whether

"settlng up .a° school ‘uniform polloy will help to reduce the ‘influence

H

.of gangs; and help to identify gang members, and help to keép the

.~ crime rate down. and the chlldren safer.. Reégardless, we've all got a
", role to play if we're going to move toward a 21st- century that is

-

‘;more free iof guns and rugs and v1olent gangs.

. a ”ﬁ ‘The message today to the Bloods, the Crlps, to every )
‘ceriminal gang.preying on the innocent is clear: We mean to put you '

) out of bu51ness, to break the backs. of your organlzatlon, to stop you

,from terrorlzlng our. neighborhoods ‘and our children, to put you away
. . for a very long time. We have just begun the job, and we. do not
Vlntend to stop untll we have flnlshed (Applause_) -

B ' : o ERE . . . R
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Let me say agaln;- thls leglslatlon I offer today has C
been developed with help from law enforcement ‘It is like the Crime =~
Bill of 1994, stralghtforward common sense, there are no: hidden
. meanings, there are noipoison. pllls. ~It relles on partnershlps w1th
. communities -and c1tizens. And I hope Congress 'will jOln us. in-a;’

: blpartlsan commitment to save our neighborhoods, our famllles and our
‘chlldren from. the threat of gangs' and gang v1olence. "7 w"

o o Thls agaln 1s somethlng ‘we should be able to do, even

‘this year, in a genuine spirit of blpartlsanshlp, because we know 1t
will: work and we know it w1ll make a profound dlfference.\.vA

A
. ;
Thank you all very much (Applause )
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