
  

IRISH PENAL Barnardos 
REFORM TRUST 

ID 10697 — | 
BOX JUVENILE JUSTICE 19 © 

PERSPECTIVES ON YOUTH CRIME 

  

be} 
BD 

= i 

: 
oe 
a 
re 

Ss 
= 
8) 

=a 
Se 

2 
he 
Lc) 

AR) 
bey 

an 
= 
in 

S 
Ss 
we 

Sr 
<= 

te 

bes 
a) 

S 
eS 
“6 

aS 
8 
oa 
= 
a) 

PS 
7 9) 

SS 
© 

a 
~



Contents 

Introduction 

Locating Young Offenders in their Communities 
by Noel Coghlan 

Disconnected communities 

The young offender 

Society and the young offender 

The state and the young offender 
Conclusion 

Preventing Youth Crime: The Child Care Context 
by Brian Kenny 

Setting the scene 

How are we providing for children now? 
Lessons and implications 

Preventing youth crime within a child care context 
Meeting the needs of children and 

young offenders in a better way 

A concluding comment 

—_
— o
O
-
 

O
 
M
w
 

19 
20 
22 
23 

28 
30 

 





INTRODUCTION 

Crimes committed by young people represent a substantial proportion of all crime. Although 
in the main they tend to be of a relatively minor nature, their prevalence and the associated 
potential impact on victims and, indeed on the young offenders themselves, demand study 
and debate. In particular, both the causes and effects of youth crime together with the 
identification of measures which might reduce its incidence demand investigation. 

In considering the profile of youth crime it is evident that most young people who come into 
conflict with the law have experienced social and educational disadvantage in one form or 
another. It is necessary, therefore, to include an analysis of these conditions in any 
consideration of the problem and how it might be ameliorated. It is also important to remind 
ourselves that under eighteen year olds are children as defined by the United Nations 
Convention on the Rights of the Child, which Ireland has ratified. 

Communities which have experienced prolonged exposure to disadvantage are all too 
easily stereotyped in terms of their high levels of poverty, unemployment, poor standards of 
housing and general environmental infrastructure, below average educational achievement 
and so forth. It is all too easy to write off such places as bleak and dangerous ghettos 
stalked by hopelessly inadequate and anti-social children. But we do so at our peril. 

Barnardos’ experience in providing support services to children and families in many 
disadvantaged communities throughout Ireland is that, while they certainly have suffered 
from the ravages of official neglect, counterproductive policies and social discrimination, 
they also exhibit great resilience and warmth, and significant degrees of heroism in the face 
of adversity. And while they may experience high levels of crime and disorder, the 
ingredients of a solution are often present. Indeed, with the introduction of the family 
conference concept, it is becoming increasingly recognised that solutions to youth crime 
require the active involvement of families and communities. 

lf we are serious about reducing the incidence of crime perpetrated by young people we will 
need to begin by addressing the causes of inequality and disadvantage in our society. For 
example, we will need to invest heavily in early childhood care and education as critical first 
steps towards ensuring that all children have an opportunity to realise their full potential. 
And it is important that this be seen as an investment, rather than a cost. It will become a 
cost if we fail to invest. Research from the United States has indicated that for every $1 
invested at the pre-school stage there is a saving of $7 in reduced government expenditure, 
including criminal justice interventions such as prison and probation. 

Measures such as early child development programmes, sympathetic educational regimes 
and family support services can have a positive impact on the incidence of youth crime, but 
will not eliminate it. A broader political shift is also required. It is vital that any official 
response emphasises community-based alternatives and diversion from prosecution. De- 
tention must be relegated to the option of last resort. ‘Populist punitiveness’ is not the way 
forward. It is essential that a comprehensive range of measures that recognises the causes 
and effects of youth crime and encompasses appropriate and effective sanctions be 
provided, based on solid research and experience. 

 



Introduction 

The Irish Penal Reform Trust and Barnardos have come together to produce these papers 

on youth crime as an aid to understanding the phenomenon and developing a more 

appropriate and effective response than has obtained to date. The recent publication of 

the Children Bill 1999 and the consequent debate as it proceeds through the Oireachtas 

provide a context for the consideration of these papers. While these are not definitive 

policy statements, both the Irish Penal Reform Trust and Barnardos hope that our 

collaboration is seen as a positive contribution, not only to this debate, but to the 

achievement of a reduction in the incidence of youth crime and the design of more 

acceptable outcomes for both victims and offenders. 

Owen Keenan lan O'Donnell 

Chief Executive Director 

Barnardos Irish Penal Reform Trust



LOCATING YOUNG OFFENDERS IN THEIR COMMUNITIES 

Noel Coghlan* 

DISCONNECTED COMMUNITIES 

Considered in isolation, the range of offences committed by young offenders are, by and 
large, relatively minor. Larcenies, burglaries and criminal damage together accounted for 
just under half the offences involving juveniles in 1998; public order offences and vehicle 
related offences added a further 16 percent to that total.’ With the exception of the public 
order offences, violence was relatively rare. Unfortunately, however, in the case of preda- 
tory street crime, the whole is greater than the sum of the parts. The offences committed 
by young offenders tend to have a high visibility which in turn magnifies their impact on the 
often fragmented communities in which they take place. To appreciate that impact, which 
bears with almost equal force on victim and offender alike, it is perhaps as well to step back 
from an examination of the aetiology of juvenile ‘crime’ and to take a close look at the 
societal structures in which that delinquency occurs. 

Housing estates, and their associated infrastructure of shops and schools, are not merely 
places where people dwell; rather they are the sites where complex social interactions take 
place and perceptions of the norms of civic intercourse are constantly renewed. The quality 
of those interactions and the intercourse to which they give rise will in turn be influenced by 
the resources which the estate can command. Where poverty is widespread, the social 
infrastructure underdeveloped and employment opportunities rare, people may well be 
overwhelmed by the sheer immediacy of their problems and feel little inclination to assist in 
the amelioration of other people's misfortunes. Communities that are under-resourced, 
whether in material or human terms, are frequently characterised by low levels of neigh- 
bourly exchange and a sense of being disconnected, if not indeed excluded, from main- 
stream society. Moreover, in all too many instances the negative effects of an adverse 
social environment are compounded by the virtual disappearance of employment opportuni- 
ties for the unskilled, with a consequent further increase in the community’s exposure to the 
social control mechanisms of the state and erosion of their collective and individual sense of 
autonomy. 

Deprivation inevitably shapes the social environment in which people go about their daily 
activities and creates expectations, often negative, about the likely outcome of encounters 
with others, especially when those others are strangers. In varying measure, communities 
develop sub-cultures and informal social control systems which are specific to the area in 
which they live.” Where such sub-cultures are tolerant of anti-social behaviour and informal 
controls weak, as is more often than not the case in the more deprived areas of our inner 
cities and peripheral suburbs, an atmosphere of alienation bordering on incivility develops 
which, in turn, tends to reduce people’s willingness to engage with passers-by or indeed to 
linger unnecessarily in public areas. The consequences of such a development on the 
social fabric of an estate may be far reaching, particularly when it is compounded by limited 
access, real or perceived, to the mainstream institutional channels of redress. 

The ability to relate to the concerns of others, and by extension to build communities, is an 
acquired skill. Relationships are embedded in social networks, many of which are neigh- 

“Noel Coghlan is a volunteer researcher with the IPRT 
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bourhood based. They provide the mechanism through which deep rooted needs for 

validation and bonding are fulfilled as well as making possible the expression of identity 

through interaction with others. Moreover, the experience of interaction is itself crucial to the 

development and maintenance of relational competence within social networks.° A key 

feature of sustainable relationships is their capacity to provide emotional support and 

material assistance to their members. Where such support is forthcoming the capacity to 

resist stressful events and to exercise autonomy in relation to the external environment is 

relatively strong; in the contrary instance, members of a neighbourhood increasingly 

experience a sense of helplessness and loss of control, which tends to have a corrosive 

effect on their civic environment. 

The creation of loosely based neighbourhood networks owes much to the frequency with 

which casual encounters in streets and parks, in short in public space, occur; where public 

space is appropriated by an exclusionary group, and perceived as hostile by the excluded, 

social cohesion tends to disintegrate, and with that disintegration the mechanisms of 

informal social control begin to break down. The displacement of traditional focal points of 

neighbourhood exchanges, the corner shop and the pub or bookie, by shopping centres to 

which restricted access is policed by private security agencies, compounds the problem.“ In 

the absence of regular informal contact neighbours cease to recognise each other and the 

previously taken-for-granted social consensus breaks down. Fear and suspicion of the 

stranger become the predominant characteristic of interaction, or perhaps more precisely, 

non-interaction, and people begin to withdraw into themselves. 

In such a scenario community based policing ceases to be effective and contacts between 

police and policed rapidly become confrontational as the very legitimacy of the police 

function is increasingly contested. The social vacuum thereby created tends to be filled by 

self appointed guardians of ‘community values’ whose power bears a direct relationship to 

their control of public space and their ability to ‘regulate’ the right of passage through that 

space. In many instances this function is usurped by adolescents for whom the street is the 

focal point of their existence. 

Groups of young people whose meagre financial resources and distaste for adult imposed 

norms limit their access to more formal and structured leisure sites have long resolved their 

dilemma by appropriating the streets and open spaces of the estates on which they live. 

Particular areas within estates develop special significance for these groups and become 

the focus of emotional attachment and a source of identity. The American street gang, 

which happily has few counterparts on this side of the Atlantic, is, perhaps, the most graphic 

example of this phenomenon. Closer to home, Beatrix Campbell’s study of conflict on 

Britain's under resourced local authority estates focuses on the tensions generated by 

young people’s appropriation of shared space.” Whilst Campbell's primary focus is on the 

socially disruptive effects of that appropriation, she points out that in many instances the 

young are both offenders and victims. 

The activities of the young within the space they commandeer may frequently appear to be 

more threatening to outsiders than they actually are. Hanging around, engaging in intra- 

group horse play or simply ‘doing nothing’ are activities capable of more than one 

interpretation. However innocuous such activities may be in reality, a group of boisterous 

fifteen year olds straddling the pavement may well constrain the freedom of movement of 

others. Moreover, in certain circumstances, notions of territoriality, or simply the need to 

ensure a certain privacy in which ‘business’ is done, may ‘require’ the expulsion of outsiders 

or the enactment of rituals which are seen, often with good cause, as threatening the
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personal security of others whose right to the use of common space is implicitly or explicitly 
contested by those activities.® 

Fear for one’s personal safety, in particular, has dehabilitating effects upon the individual 
and society generally. Its consequences extend far beyond the anxiety or concern it causes 
individuals to penetrate deep into the fabric of society. Perceptions of ‘normalcy’ are altered 
and levels of apprehension are significantly increased, leading to involuntary, and frequently 
constraining, changes in lifestyle amongst those who are led to regard themselves as being 
at risk. Yet fear does not have an even effect on all levels of society. Rather fear is 
mediated through social divisions of gender, class, and lifestyle. Although in reality the 
group most at risk from street violence are young males, fear of victimisation is more 
strongly experienced by women than men, and by the elderly more than the young. Ina 
Study published recently the Australian criminologists Borooah and Carach found that 
‘women are more than six times more likely than men to feel unsafe when walking alone 
after dark than men.” British studies have foregrounded the plight of housewives and 
pensioners imprisoned in their homes through fear of attack. 

There are relatively few studies of the relationship between urban deprivation and social 
disorder in a specifically Irish context. Of those which exist, possibly the best Known and 
most relevant recent study is that undertaken by the Interdepartmental Group on Urban 
Crime and Disorder (1992) which investigated problems of disorder involving groups of 
young people in the Ronanstown area of North Clondalkin. Ronanstown is a relatively new 
estate comprising some 2,600 local authority houses, and constructed in the mid 1970s as 
part of the new towns project which was the central feature of the 1972 Dublin County 
Development Plan. The area was described by the Group as “a large, predominantly single 
class housing estate ... with very few amenities’ with a young population (ninety per cent of 
the population were under forty five and forty per cent under the age of fourteen) marked by 
high unemployment, low educational achievement and a high dependence on social! welfare 
payments as a primary source of income. There was a widely held perception that it was 
unsafe to move about the estate at certain times and that the authorities were either 
incapable, or unwilling, to take effective action.® 

In short conditions on this (and on other) estates were similar to those on the British estates 
analysed by Campbell and others.” So too were patterns of offending - burglaries, theft from 
motor vehicles and from the person were the most common offences whilst, despite 
perceptions to the contrary, violence was relatively rare."° In their report the Group drew 
attention to the alienating layout of the estate and to the concomitant lack of a focal point 
and many of the essential features of a mature residential area - the report referred 
specifically to the absence of parks, playgrounds, and sports facilities which might provide 
young people with an alternative to ‘hanging around’ on the streets and other public 
spaces." A later study of Ronanstown echoed the findings of the Group and suggested that 
certain points raised in relation to Ronanstown might apply with equal validity to other new 
towns. 

There is good reason to believe that this may indeed be the case. Applied to Ireland’s urban 
centres, indices of deprivation paint a picture of widespread poverty in the face of 
apparently increasing affluence and suggest that whole communities living on marginalised 
local authority estates are excluded from meaningful participation in mainstream society 
through lack of access to certain basic resources. Roughly between a fifth to a third of the 
nation’s population face varying degrees of deprivation. Moreover this group is largely 
concentrated in certain locations, notably inner city and peripheral local authority housing 
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estates where local male unemployment rates may be as high as 60 percent and frequently 

lie in the range of 20 to 40 percent. Furthermore, this exclusion has been unintentionally 

aggravated by the educational revolution of the late 1960s which had prioritised the second 

and third levels, without, however, facing up to the many lacunae of the primary system, 

through which, in the nature of things, a child had to pass to attain the second and third 

levels: research findings that educational failure is disproportionately concentrated 

amongst the children of the semi-skilled and unskilled classes and gender biased to the 

disadvantage of young males.” 

There is little doubt that experience of prolonged periods of poverty, and the stress and 

isolation which accompanies that experience, is a significant factor in creating an environ- 

ment in which recourse to anti-social behaviour becomes frequent. Dublin’s inner city and its 

peripheral estates have a significant number of distressed families living in difficult condi- 

tions, and suffer from substance abuse and child neglect which in turn give rise to social 

order oroblems.° Thus with all the caveats which must apply to the transposition of 

research results across cultures, and due recognition to the ameliorative work of citizen 

based and non governmental organisations which has done much to facilitate the regenera- 

tion of marginalised communities in recent years, one might suggest that much of the 

research into the relationship between deprivation and patterns of juvenile offending in 

Britain may well provide a foundation for the analysis of similar problems in this jurisdiction. 

The relationship between urban deprivation and anti social behaviour to which the Interde- 

partmental Group referred had been identified some fourteen years ago by the Whitaker 

Commission which pointed out that there can be no doubt that social inequity contributes to 

disaffection and alienation which expresses itself in anti social behaviour."° More recently 

the National Crime Forum noted that a substantial amount of crime - mainly against 

property but also including violence - is not randomly distributed but is concentrated in areas 

of poor quality housing and social and economic deprivation.” Thus, in so far as it is 

possible to point to a consensus in this area, such a consensus would suggest that the 

social environment in which young people grow up has a powerful mediating effect on their 

subsequent behaviour. 

THE YOUNG OFFENDER 

Whilst the fragmented and alienating environment of the ‘disconnected’ communities are a 

powerful force in generating cultures which are tolerant of anti social behaviour, the roots of 

such behaviour frequently lie elsewhere. It is commonly accepted that early childhood 

experiences set the pattern for relating for much of our lives and profoundly influence our 

later beliefs and attributions. The young child’s sense of selfhood is in large measure 

attained through the creation of a relational space grounded in memories and experiences, 

which are based partly on reality and partly on unconscious distortions of that reality. 

Unconscious transfers of feelings and ways of relating deriving from those past experiences 

may well serve in varying measure as templates for social interaction throughout much of a 

person's life.’® Where these are, in the main, negative, they are likely to be reflected in anti 

social tendencies. 

Studies of young offenders suggest a relationship between certain common childhood 

experiences and the development of offending behaviour; these included exposure to 

parental aggression, physical mal-treatment and an emotionally hostile home environ- 

ment.’? Intergenerational tensions, reflected in erratic and inconsistent disciplinary interven-



Perspectives on Youth Crime 

tions, may impact negatively on the child’s development” and the consequent sense of 
rejection and frustration experienced by the child may well be aggravated by a seemingly 
alien school environment and an inability to meet the demands of the classroom.”' Often as 
not, the outcome is a further weakening of the child’s already fragile self image and an 
increase in its proneness towards aggressive anti-social behaviour.22 The notion of a 
delinquent profile featuring a continuum of anti-social behaviour through childhood into 
adolescence and marked by characteristics such as hyper-activity, impulsiveness, attention 
deficiencies, low intelligence and school failure has been put forward as a predictor of future 
criminality. 

Whilst, however, early relationships may very well form the basis of later individual beliefs, 
and attributions, socio-cultural influences exercise a powerful influence on the evolution of 
key relationships. Relationships do not simply evolve within the confines of an unconscious 
self: they are also rooted in interactive processes that are set in a wider communal 
context.” The patterns of relating shaped by internalised childhood experiences are 
themselves influenced by the socio-cultural environment in which the child or young person 
lives. Without necessarily accepting the notion of a crimeogenic environment deriving from 
an ‘underclass’ culture, as espoused by writers such as James Wilson and Charles 
Murray,” it is clear that lack of access to basic resources, and the tensions which 
accompany such lack, inevitably generate a negative attitude to society. 

The translation of these negative perceptions into behavioural realities is mediated through 
a variety of processes. Lack of employment opportunities for unskilled males has deprived 
this group not only of the opportunity to work but of the networks and identity that derive 
from being part of the active work force. The fractured and fitful nature of the transition from 
childhood to adolescence generates strains that frequently find expression in delinquency. 
For some the very instability of their environment may translate itself into homelessness in 
its many manifestation and a situation in which their very physical survival depends on their 
ability provide for themselves by whatever means are at hand; their occupation of public 
space invariably ensures that their transgressions come to the attention of the authorities. 

In one way or another young people from marginalised communities find themselves facing 
seemingly intractable barriers to success, as it is understood in mainstream society.” The 
upshot may well be to encourage them to achieve the status and acknowledgement they 
crave by alternative and less acceptable routes. The cultures of alienation that so often 
characterise ‘disconnected’ communities may well provide role models whose achieve- 
ments appear to offer acceptable alternative sources of status and success to marginalised 
adolescents. Such environments may well provide opportunities to associate with and lean 
from more experienced offenders and, indeed such ‘apprenticeships’ have long been seen 
as offering an entré to the world of organised crime.” 

In less Faganesque scenarios anti-social activity may be seen as little more than a means 
of gaining status amongst peers. In the absence consensually derived norms, and in many 
instances a limited capacity to appreciate the broader implications of their activities, young 
people may drift into and out of delinquency under the combined pressures of boredom and 
the need to acquire the clothing and accessories deemed appropriate to their station. In 
many instances disruptive behaviour is linked to attempts by marginalised adolescents to 
establish an identity by emphasising those key elements of traditional working class focal 
concerns - toughness, street-wise smartness and autonomy. The weakness of the formal 
economy in many of these areas gives a greater salience to an informal economy with its 
emphasis on ‘nixers’ and trade in objects of dubious provenance in the twilight regions 
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between legality and illegality that further valorises the street-wise and favours a cultural 

ambience tolerant of petty crime. 

The societal consequences of these sub-cultures of deviance are reinforced by demo- 

graphic structure. The age and class profile of many of the newer estates leave their 

communities effectively bereft of viable male role models who have enjoyed the emotional 

stability and structured lifestyle which stable employment and the sense of a social identity 

which comes with that lifestyle. The result is that in many instances urban youth, and more 

specifically urban male youth, faces difficulty in identifying the appropriate norms by which 

their behaviour should be guided. In these circumstances peer group displaces the family 

as the arbiter of appropriate male behaviour, with the result that the young adolescent 

derives his notion of appropriate masculine behaviour not from mature ‘uncle’ figures, for 

these are not available, but from older adolescents who are themselves uncertain as to their 

identity and cloak that uncertainty by adopting an exaggerated pseudo masculine be- 

haviour. 

The relatively limited statistical data currently available lend support to the perspective put 

forward in the preceding paragraphs. Whilst crime statistics are amongst the more 

notoriously unreliable of social indicators, if only because of the discretionary nature of 

much police work, the scale is such as to leave little doubt of the prowess of Dublin’s youth 

in this domain. A recent study of crime and poverty in Dublin points to a predominance of 

young male offenders from economically deprived areas amongst the clientele of the 

District Courts.” 

These findings are corroborated by those of other researchers. Studies of incarcerated 

offenders suggest that in Ireland, as indeed elsewhere, prisoners tend to come from socially 

deprived backgrounds. An analysis by Paul O'Mahony of a sample of prisoners incarcerated 

in Mountjoy Prison in 1986 found that typically the prisoners suffered educational deficits, 

had limited marketable skills and had experienced long periods of unemployment. Many 

suffered from psychiatric problems or had been found to have limited coping skills. Slightly 

over half the sample had been sentenced for offences involving violence of varying degrees 

of severity.’ A later study, based on a slightly larger sample, whilst broadly confirming these 

earlier (1986) findings, indicated a significant deterioration in the socio-economic status of 

the prisoners sampled in terms of domestic stability, educational attainment and employ- 

ment experience. The size of Mountjoy, its key position in relation to Dublin and the 

dominance of Dublin in that part of the Irish crime scene, suggest that the sample may well 

offer a relatively accurate profile of the offending population whose misdeeds attract the 

attention of the authorities - in short the marginalised and socially excluded youth of the 

‘difficult’ estates whose dependence on public space renders them more open to detection 

than their middle class peers who may well commit similar offences in the privacy of their 

homes or clubs. 

All of this said, however, one must add that basic though the focus of a sociological analysis 

may lie be in identifying the locus of deviancy, it is the origins rather than the fact of such 

behaviour that is of interest from an analytical perspective. One can readily exaggerate the 

evils of youth, particularly if one’s perception of youthful offenders is based on media 

images.” Whilst certainly uncontrollable juveniles do exist, it is important not to adopt an 

excessively negative view. The phenomenon of the disruptive young person, and in 

particular that of the disruptive male adolescent, has long been with us. That said, however, 

there is a certain gap between behaviour patterns which are in disharmony with dominant 

norms and those which might justify punitive remedial action.
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That gap is widened by the somewhat questionable empirical basis of one of the central 
constructs of recent juvenile justice policy, that of a hard core of persistent offenders. A 
recent British study suggests that it is not possible to distinguish, other than in an arbitrary 
manner, between persistent juvenile offenders and other juvenile offenders.*’ Indeed the 
authors of that study conclude that a comparison between persistent offenders, how so ever 
defined and other young offenders reveals no significant differences between the two other 
than those of a higher frequency of offending and, critically, the study suggests that 
frequent offenders did not engage disproportionately in serious crime. Moreover research 
suggests that offending is not a stable but rather a transient condition which most young 
persons grow out of. Finally it is worth recalling that by and large the offences which young 
persons commonly commit - theft from and of vehicles, burglary, shoplifting and criminal 
damage are relatively narrowly focused and, in general, non-violent. In short, while all is far 
from well, the sky is not about to fall, plunging all into darkness eternal. 

One is thus driven to the conclusion that, deplorable though the delinquencies of our young 
people may be, they differ in kind from the more serious adult offences. A considerable 
body of professional opinion focuses on community support and integrative mechanisms in 
their explanation to the development of criminal sub-cultures and the influence of those 
sub-cultures on offending, particularly in relation to male adolescents, a perspective which, 
as indicated earlier, has received forma! support from the Inderdepartmental Group on 
Urban Crime and Disorder.*” 

SOCIETY AND THE YOUNG OFFENDER 

Prior to the construction of the modern concept of childhood in the early nineteenth century, 
the issue of juvenile delinquency did not arise; juveniles were treated as adults and 
disposed of accordingly - on one day in 1814 five children between the ages of eight and 
twelve were hanged for minor offences.* By the mid century a grudging recognition of 
diminished responsibility amongst certain categories of offenders, amongst whom juveniles 
figured prominently, permeated thinking on criminal justice. The perception of the young 
offender as an entity apart tended to be driven by the general nineteenth century view of 
delinquency as originating in deficiencies in working class life and socialisation, thus the 
requirement of the young offender was conceived in terms of punishment linked to reform 
or re-socialisation. 

Over the succeeding one hundred and fifty years there has been an on-going and 
unresolved debate, in Britain and Ireland, as elsewhere, between those who have advo- 
cated a penal policy towards juveniles based on the perception of young offenders as 
children in need of protection and support, the rehabilitative ideal writ large, on the one hand 
and those who considered that young offenders, and especially young persistent offenders 
should be punished in an manner appropriate to their wrong doing.” The genesis of this 
dichotomy was already evident in the contrasting perceptions of the Gladstone Committee 
(1895) and the Lushington Committee (1896). The former retained the notion of punishment 
through the prison system, whilst nevertheless recognising the need for treatment, albeit 
that treatment itself contained a significant punitive element and was to be located within 
the prison system. The latter focused on the educational needs of the young offender.” 

A further three decades on in time the Moloney Committee (1927) in the United Kingdom, 
from which Ireland derived much inspiration in this and other matters, firmly focused its 
recommendations on the welfare needs of the young offender.*” The many of the recom-  
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mendations of the Committee were given legislative effect in the Children and Young 

Persons Act, 1933, which inter alia provided for the selection of a special panel of 

magistrates to adjudicate cases involving young offenders in a juvenile court and required 

those magistrates to have specific regard to the welfare of the child.” Ireland has retained 

the 1908 Children Act, duly buttressed by the Criminal Justice (Administration) Aci, 1914, as 

its basic legislative framework pending the enactment of the Children Bill, 1999 which is 

currently before the Dail. 

In Britain the post-war period saw a further shift towards the welfare approach with the 

enactment of the Children Act, 1948. This legislation created the child care service which 

effectively grouped neglected and offending children into one category, that of young 

people in need of protection® whilst, however, retaining the punitive detention option.” The 

Longford Committee (1964) explicitly placed the origins of juvenile offending in their societal 

context and sought to remove the issue of juvenile offending from the criminal justice 

system and to confide it to the social services.’ In Scotland the Kilbrannon Committee, 

which also reported in 1964, condemned the punitive approach as incompatible with the 

developmental needs of the young person and argued for an educative approach directed 

towards reinforcing the socialisation of the adolescent.” 

A series of British White Papers issued in the mid and late sixties (The Child, the Family and 

the Young Offender, 1965 and Children in Trouble, 1968) effectively endorsed this 

stance.” The British Children and Young Persons Act, 1969, prioritised the role of the social 

services in dealing with young offenders and limited that of magistrates in deciding 

appropriate disposals in cases involving juveniles. The juvenile court was in effect to 

become one amongst many welfare providing agencies.“ This tendency towards a welfare 

approach, however, was gradually eroded as ‘law and order’ issues were prioritised under a 

succession of Conservative governments. The late 1980s and early 1990s saw a swing 

towards punitively structured community sanctions together with a stricter approach to 

supervision, including, inter alia, the introduction of electronic tagging and curfews. More- 

over extent to which a child could be considered capable of understanding the implications 

of his or her actions, and thus may be held responsible for the consequences of those 

actions, encapsulated in the legal notion of doli incapax, was increasingly contested by 

proponents of the ‘back to justice’ approach. 

In treland, on other hand, a welfare focused consensus was emerging. The Costello 

Committee, setting out the principles which should inform a national youth policy in 1984, 

identified the problem of juvenile delinquency as stemming from ‘poverty, unemployment, 

poor educational attainment and broken families’. The Whitaker Committee, reporting on 

the penal system a year later, focused on the deprived backgrounds of young offenders and 

argued cogently for a welfare approach. The Committee viewed detention as a course of 

last resort, to be adopted only when all other options had been exhausted.” 

The trend towards a societally focused perspective established by the Costello and 

Whitaker Committees has continued. The National Crime Forum, which reported at the end 

of 1998, pointed to the need to divert young offenders from the criminal justice system 

through a range of interventions aimed at enhancing their social environment and providing 

the support required to enable them to overcome the socio-economic disadvantages which 

they so often face. The Report focused particularly on the risks faced by early school 

leavers, whose frequent lack of basic life skills placed them at a disadvantage not only in 

the job market but also in their capacity to develop and sustain relationships with others in 

their community. In parallel with the need to compensate for the effects of educational and 

10 
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parenting deficits on the development of young people at risk of offending, the Forum's 
report pointed to the desirability of developing community based non directive leisure 
activities through which these young people might develop social skills.*” 

The Children Bill, placed before the Dail in a radically revised form in September 1999, 
reinforces the trend towards a welfare approach in dealing with young offenders. The bill 
raises the age of criminal responsibility to 12, restructures the children’s courts, places the 
Garda administered caution system on a statutory basis and introduces a procedural 
structure, the family conference, through which children who are at risk of offending or have 
actually offended are to be assessed and processed, drawn on the restorative justice 
paradigm. Child detention schools oriented towards the education and re-integration of 
young offenders into mainstream society are to replace the earlier industrial and reform 
schools. The Bill priorities the needs rather than the deeds of the child and as such gives 
formal recognition to a trend in Irish criminal justice policy which has been maturing over 
some two decades. 

THE STATE AND THE YOUNG OFFENDER 

The Children Bill represents a long overdue restructuring of the processes through which 
lreland addresses the issues raised by juvenile offenders. For over ninety years the 
Children’s Act, 1908, based on Victorian notions of the ‘depraved and the deprived’ 
remained the basic instrument governing the disposal of young offenders.“ The Act 
reflected the concerns of the Gladstone and Lushington Committees referred to in earlier 
paragraphs, and sought to ensure that young people were incarcerated in adult style 
prisons only as a last resort. The Act set the age of criminal responsibility at seven (at which 
it has remained to the present time) and established a separate court, the Children’s Court, 
to try offences committed by persons under the age of 17. The Act provided that children 
could be sentenced to a period of detention in either an industrial school or a reformatory. 
The former was intended to provide for younger children and children in need of care, the 
latter for older children.” 

The newly independent Irish state inherited a severely under resourced Borstal at Clonmel, 
to which, under the 1908 Act, young people judged to be ‘of criminal habits or tendencies, 
or who associated with persons of bad character’ might be sent for a term of not less than 
one year and not more than three years as an alternative, in the case of sixteen to twenty 
one year olds, to incarceration in an adult prison.” In practice a substantial number of those 
consigned to Clonmel ands its successor establishments at Cork and Dublin fell into the ‘at 
tisk’ rather than the ‘offending’ category.*’ As in the English system from which it derived, 
the regime at Clonmel was strongly vocational: financial constraints limited the range of 
skills to which the boys were introduced, and the quality of the instruction imparted.” 

By the mid 1950s the viability of the Clonmel institution was being seriously questioned; 
after much soul searching a new institution, St Patrick’s, was established under the Criminal 
Justice Act, 1960, within the Mountjoy penal complex to accommodate young offenders in 
the seventeen to twenty one age group.” Further facilities for young offenders at 
Shanganagh Castle and Loughan House followed in 1970 and 1973 respectively. in 
addition facilities exist at Trinity House and Oberstown Boys Centre at Lusk and at St 
Laurence’s School and St Michael’s Centre, Finglas, as well as St Joseph’s, Clonmel, at 
which young people may be detained. 
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in parallel with Clonmel and its successor institutions, a network of some fifty two industrial 

and reformatory schools, operated for the greater part by religious orders, catered for the 

younger ‘wayward’ child of humble origins. It is estimated that a total of over 105,000 

children were committed to these schools by the courts between their establishment in 1868 

and their effective abolition in the early 1970s; during the early 1960s roughly three to four 

thousand children were incarcerated in these institutions.” A high proportion of the children 

consigned to these institutions fell into the category of children in need of care, that is the 

deprived rather than the depraved - the numbers committed to reformatories in the hundred 

years or so of their operation was 150,000. In practice, thus, little distinction appears to 

have been made the two groups of inmate, both of whom were subjected to strongly 

disciplinarian regimes that, in many instances, appeared to be ill suited to redress the 

damage which these children had suffered prior to commitment. 

By the late 1960s growing concern as to the appropriateness of the regimes administered 

by the schools prompted the then Minister for Education, Donough O'Malley, to set up a 

committee of enquiry, the Kennedy Committee, to investigate the industrial and reformatory 

schools. The Committee’s assessment of the system, published in 1970, was negative; its 

recommendations pointed to a need for a radical restructuring and professionalisation of the 

existing system.” Whilst the Committee’s recommendations found limited support amongst 

the policy making establishment, in the event the ‘hidden hand’ of market pressures led to 

a thinning out of institutions ill suited to their avowedly reintegrative mission. 

Over a decade was to elapse between the publication of the Kennedy Committee's Report 

and further official probing of the workings of the juvenile justice system. In the early to mid 

1980s two committees, the Costello and the Whitaker Committees, examined the situation 

of youth in Irish society. Of the two, the Whitaker Committee focused most directly on young 

offenders. In its report the Whitaker Committee was sharply critical of the workings of the 

criminal justice system as it impacted on young offenders and supported the view that the 

provision of comprehensive child oriented support services would do much to reduce 

offending by young people.” 

The Committee underlined the influence of deprivation and economic disadvantage on 

proneness to offend and the very limited stake which many young offenders had in 

conventional society. It argued, along lines similar to those put forward by the Longford 

Committee in the United Kingdom, against an excessive reliance on the criminal justice 

system, particularly in the case of trivial offences, and urged a policy of voluntarism in which 

the co-operation of the offender in his or her rehabilitation became the norm rather than the 

exception.” In those instances where recourse to prosecution was decided upon, the 

Committee recommended that a report on the offender should be prepared by the Probation 

and Welfare Service, before a final disposition was decided upon and a perception the 

Whitaker Committee urged the closure of St Patrick's Institution. ° 

Whitaker was strongly impressed by the work of the Garda Juvenile Liaison Officers, and 

the related Juvenile Diversion Scheme which it recommended should be expanded of its 

role. The Juvenile Diversion Scheme, set up on a non statutory basis in 1963, allows 

juvenile offenders to be cautioned formally or informally as an alternative to prosecution, 

where the offender accepts his or her responsibility for the offence. Whitaker was particu- 

larly struck by the family conference elements of the scheme which were to become 

characteristic of the restorative justice approach as it emerged towards the end of the 

decade. The essence of the scheme lies in substituting a caution, formal or informal, in 

place of prosecution, thereby diverting the offender from the criminal justice system. 

12
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The Committee also favoured the use of the then newly introduced Community Service 
Orders. Community Service Orders, introduced under the Criminal Justice (Community 
Service) Act, 1983, allows the courts to sentence a sixteen year (or older) offender to up to 240 hours of community service as an alternative to a custodial disposal.” The effect of 
these criticisms was not so much to slow the rate at which young people were committed to 
detention - which has remained high as to strengthen the hand of those who sought the introduction of non-custodial alternatives. 

The Juvenile Diversion Scheme has been used extensively and developed in the decade and a half that has elapsed since Whitaker reported. Since its inception 89 percent of young offenders reached their 18th birthday without being prosecuted for a criminal offence.” Depending on the seriousness of the offence the caution may be delivered in the presence 
of the young person’s parents and the young offender may come under the supervision of a juvenile liaison officer through whom the offenders links to the community may be strengthened. Additional complementary elements have been subsequently introduced; 
these include, inter alia, a schools programme, community based crime prevention initia- tives and the ‘copping on’ programme, both of which focus on diverting young people at risk of offending, as well as the ‘bridge’ programme aimed at facilitating the re-integration of offenders into the community. 

The theoretical underpinnings of these programmes lie in the notion of re-integrative shaming, developed by the Australian criminologist, John Braithwaite, who has played a 
significant part in the development of non-custodial sanctions. Braithwaite, responding to 
neo-classical ‘rational choice’ type arguments popularised by Reagan era polemicists, such 
as James Q Wilson, argued that criminal sub cultures derived in significant measure from 
the effects of labelling and exclusion and that these trends could be reversed through 
policies that abandoned a reward-cost approach (just deserts) and prioritised the re- 
integration of the offender into mainstream society, inter alia by making recognition of the 
communal dimension of his or her offence a condition of re-integration.” Two developments 
of the Braithwaite approach of particular relevance to the Irish situation have been the idea 
of voluntary rehabilitation and restorative justice. 

The notion of voluntary rehabilitation under professional supervision has been put forward in a recent article by Mr Justice Robert Barr.” In essence the proposal would offer selected 
offenders, as an alternative to imprisonment, the option of voluntarily entering a well 
resourced hostel in which a range of rehabilitation and educational facilities, oriented 
towards providing the possibility of successful re-integration into mainstream society, would 
be made available. Whilst Bates models his proposal on the Lillie Road Centre for marginalised boys, the substance of his project has much in common with the programme 
offered by highly successful Grendon Prison regime in the United Kingdom.” 

Restorative justice, a rather more community focused alternative than that put forward by 
Bates, is an attempt to operationalise Braithwaite’s re-intregative shaming paradigm. This 
approach seeks to minimise the involvement of casual offenders with the criminal justice system and to provide a role for the victim which is denied in the present system. It is 
offender, rather than offence, orientated, focuses on the communitarian dimension of 
offending and on the harm inflicted on the victim as a result of the offender’s actions. The procedure upon which it is based seeks to create an awareness in the offender of his or her 
accountability to the community and to the victim on the one hand and to offer an 
opportunity to the victim to purge his or her hurt in a structured encounter with the 
offender. Applied to young offenders the approach applies a family conference model in 
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which the offender and his or her family are brought together with the victim through the 

intermediation of a facilitatior an appropriate form of recompense to the victim and the local 

community is negotiated. At the time of writing restorative justice projects, part funded by 

the Department of Justice, are being carried out on an experimental basis in Nenagh and 

Tallaght. 

Thus viewed in this context, the Children Bill 1999 is significant in its acceptance of the 

State’s responsibility to protect children from abuse and in relegating custodial sentences to 

the option of last resort. The Bill places the Garda juvenile liaison system on a statutory 

basis and strengthens the family conference element. In addition it provides for an 

extension of the non-custodial sanctions available to the courts, including the power to 

impose to require attendance at a day centre and intensive supervision by the Probation 

and Welfare Service where this is likely to facilitate the child’s reintegration into mainstream 

society. Uncertainties relating to the eventual shape of final legislation the time of writing, 

November 1999, however, make substantive comment on the eventual shape of the 

measures envisaged, and their likely practical impact, premature. 

Whilst the welfare approach has clearly much to commend it, it is not without hazards of its 

own, however. With the increase in single parent households and the concomitant decline 

in the nuclear family unit as an uncontested point of reference for family counsellors, a 

narrowly defined interventionist philosophy that focuses on the ‘adequacy of parenting’ risks 

falling into an class determined ethno-centric mould in which non-mainstream forms of 

parenting are defined as inadequate and potentially crimeogenic. Moreover, in many 

instances the circumstances which bring young people to the attention of law enforcement 

agencies, such homelessness, substance addiction, and indeed in many instances criminal 

damage, originate in lifestyles driven by deprivation and marginalisation.” A multi-agency 

approach to crime control, which brings a specifically pro-active youth support dimension 

into the functioning of social services previously not associated with the criminal justice 

system represents a major extension of the instruments of social control. 

The channelling of delinquent, or at risk of becoming delinquent, juveniles into formal 

supervisory systems, whilst superficially commendable, represents a major, if informal, 

projection of control into the private domain. Basic issues are raised including those of the 

rights of parents to raise their children as they see fit, an important constraint on the 

formulation of codes of practice in relation to social work in an increasingly stratified and 

pluralistic society where a wide range of alternative cultures which have little in common 

exist, may well be denied to families which do not conform to professionalised expectations 

of technocratic policy makers.” Child rearing techniques vary significantly across cultures 

and social strata; the imposition of standards of behaviour and comportment on children 

and young people which are alien to their cultural environment represents a major intrusion 

by the agencies of the state into the private domain and an intrusion which has at best 

appears to have limited relevance to the goal of securing “ safe streets and secure homes”. 

to this must be added, as the National Crime Forum rightly pointed out, the constitutional 

consideration of securing the rights of the young person to due process and the presump- 

tion of innocence.” 

To be acceptable, an offender focused approach must avoid creating a net-widening effect. 

The best laid schemes of mice and men gang oft aglay, and nowhere more so than in the 

domain of social reform. There is, alas, an unhappy tendency for schemes of social 

advancement to succumb to the exigencies of institutional cultures and imperatives. A 

multi-agency approach to crime control, which brings a specifically pro-active delinquency 
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containment dimension into the functioning of social services previously not associated with 
the criminal justice system, however worthy it may be in its conception, nonetheless 
represents a major extension of social control, and may thereby create as many problems 
as it resolves. The resultant labelling effect may add to, rather than subtract from, the 
nation’s stock of recorded delinquents. 

One must, moreover, appreciate that many diverted offenders face problems, economic 
and socio-psychological, which make it extremely difficult for them to meet the terms of their 
diversion to community care. Failure to attend welfare centres regularly, to keep appoint- 
ments and to refrain from substance abuse, may well leave those diverted to the care of the 
probation and welfare service open to a custodial sentence for non-compliance, a risk which 
would not have been incurred in the earlier system. Clearly this outcome is not sought; 
nonetheless it may well be realised despite the best intentions of all concerned. In short an 
ill structured welfare approach may well lead a zero tolerance conclusion, albeit through the 
back door. 

CONCLUSION 

The need for a child oriented multi-agency approach has been widely recognised and is 
indeed incorporated in the recently published Children Bill, which itself forms part of a wider 
reassessment our attitudes towards our young people, as evidenced for example in the 
Report of the Special Education Review Committee and the more recent Children First 
guidelines published by the Department of Health and Children which respectively address 
issues arising from educational deprivation and child abuse.™ 

A common thread in this debate has been the need to situate behavioural problems 
exhibited by children in their societal context, rather than to attribute them to ‘essential’ 
characteristics of the individual and to address them accordingly. It is important that our 
approach to the challenge posed by the young offender should be firmly grounded in this 
debate, rather than in a narrower ‘law and order’ perspective. A simplistic application of the 
‘just deserts’ paradigm so often advocated by proponents of the latter perspective overlooks 
the fact that children rarely have the means or the maturity to influence their social 
environment and to make ‘rational’ choices within it; rather they must act within an 
environment created for them by the adult world and accommodate themselves to that 
environment. The Christian dictum, Forgive them Lord, for they know not what they do, has 
a certain relevance in the present context for it is doubtful whether many of the young 
people who find themselves ‘helping the Gardai with their enquiries’ are fully aware of the 
wider implications of the actions which have placed them at the centre of such unwelcome 
attention. 

The origins of offending can frequently be traced to difficulties in the home or at school, that 
are often as not rooted in an inhospitable social environment. These in turn lead incremen- 
tally to a series of further, often more serious, difficulties such as drug addiction or 
homelessness and to anti-social coping strategies that neither address the immediate 
problem nor its deeper roots. Whilst the criminal justice system clearly has an important role 
to play protecting both the offender and society at large from consequences of this situation, 
it is not equipped, nor indeed can it be equipped, to tackle the broader issues surrounding 
the phenomenon of the young offender. 
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The resources of the criminal justice system, cautioning, intermediate treatment in its 

various manifestations, restorative justice, an adequately resourced Probation and Welfare 

Service, target hardening and other preventive strategies, can all make a valuable contribu- 

tion towards containing the worst excesses of youthful exuberance or frustration (often the 

two are inextricably linked) but they cannot realistically be expected to offer a solution. A 

‘solution’, in so far as one may meaningfully apply that term to an issue as complex as that 

represented by the young offender, must lie in a more broadly conceived and resourced 

strategy which tackles the structurally embedded roots of the problem, namely the very real 

deprivation which scars many of our urban areas. 
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PREVENTING YOUTH CRIME: THE CHILD CARE CONTEXT 

Brian Kenny* 

SETTING THE SCENE 

Young people who commit offences are first and foremost children, whose lives are 
influenced strongly by our education, childcare and family support services. As we have 
seen in the Penal Reform Trust paper, young offenders often come from backgrounds 
characterised by poverty and disadvantage. The issue of youth crime can best be under- 
stood, therefore, when we look not only at social and economic factors but also more widely 
at the way in which our society treats children, especially those who are vulnerable. 

Taking a historical perspective it can be seen that official neglect and indifference have 
characterised the way in which Irish society has responded to the needs of disadvantaged 
and abused children for much of this century. The fact that the 1908 Children’s Act, for 
most of this period, was the main legislative instrument for children in trouble with the law or 
in need of care is clear testimony to this. As a state and as a society we have often 
appeared content to either ignore the needs of troubled children or have them dealt with by 
the religious and voluntary bodies in a variety of homes, orphanages, reformatories and 
industrial schools. The “States of Fear” series, shown by R.T.E. in 1999, and the 
subsequent book “Suffer the Little Children’’,documented the operation of the industrial 
school system and the horrendous experience of many children in these institutions.. 

Official indifference can be seen in the tortuously slow manner in which child care legislation 
has been reformed. The Task Force on Child Care Services, which issued its final report in 
1980,” recommended the introduction of a comprehensive new Children’s Act. It was a full 
eleven years later before the 1991 Child Care Act was passed into law and a further five 
years, at the end of 1996, before all of its sections were enforced. 

Since 1993, however, there have been substantial developments and, to a considerable 
extent, it has been a series of child abuse ‘scandals’ which have driven change. What 
became known as The Kilkenny Incest Case, which resulted in our first modern public 
enquiry” into a horrific case of child abuse, may be seen as a watershed. The case and 
enquiry, which occurred in 1993, generated huge publicity and forced the Government of 
the day to provide £35 million extra funding for new services. In relatively quick succession 
the Kilkenny Case was followed by the ‘Fr Brendan Smyth affair’, which played its part in the 
collapse of the then Government in 1994, and official enquiries into the death of a County 
Mayo girl, Kelly Fitzgerald’, and into the operation of Madonna House’, a children’s home 
in Dublin. In turn these have been accompanied by regular media reports of court cases 
involving the abuse of children in schools and homes, and significant television programmes 
such as the Louis Marcus film, ‘Dear Daughter’, on Goldenbridge orphanage in 1996 and 
the ‘States of Fear’ series already referred to. 

All of this media attention and heightened public concern has seen the ‘famine’ in childcare 
being replaced by a number of developments. In terms of legislation and policy the 1991 
Child Care Act has been followed by the Protection for Persons Reporting Child Abuse Act 
1998, and the production in September 1999 of national guidelines on the reporting and 
management of cases of child abuse. 

*Brian Kenny is policy advisor with Barnardos 
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An Education Welfare Bill to deal with issues of truancy and school absenteeism was 

published in 1999. Other aspects of child care policy have been considered in an increasing 

number of reports and working parties (Report of the National Forum on Early Childhood 

Education (1998); Report of the Partnership 2000 Expert Working Group on Childcare 

(1999); Strengthening Families for Life: Report of the Commission on the Family (1998). 

New juvenile justice legislation has been in train since the Children Bill 1996 was published. 

There have also been considerable developments in terms of services. Health Boards have 

opened new facilities and have employed more social workers and child care workers. In 

1996, for example, it was estimated” that there were 900 more child care and family workers 

than there had been in 1992. Other significant developments have been the establishment 

of the Springboard Family Support Initiative in 1998, which operates from 15 locations and 

plans by all eight Health Boards to develop ninety new high support or secure residential 

care places. Following publication of the second Ministerial Task Force Report on Drug 

Misuse’, the government established a” young peoples facilities and services fund”. This 

fund which was allocated £30m over a three year period, is targeted at areas where the 

drug problem is most severe and is designed to fund innovative projects for vulnerable 

young people. 

More recently, in May 1999, and following huge public attention in the wake of the ‘States of 

Fear’ series, the Government announced a series of new measures in relation to childhood 

abuse. These included the establishment of a Commission to enquire into such abuse and 

the provision of extra counselling for abuse victims. The Government statement also 

renewed commitments to a White Paper on Mandatory Reporting and the introduction ofa 

Register of Sex Offenders .A Bill to establish this register was published in January 2000. 

HOW ARE WE PROVIDING FOR CHILDREN NOW? 

Given the increased public attention and the expansion of services are we now doing better 

in the way we respond to children deemed to be ‘disadvantaged’ or ‘at risk’? 

A brief snapshot of how these children are fairing might include the following: 

Children who are abused and neglected 

Reported cases of child abuse to regional Health Boards have increased steadily, going 

from 1646 in 1987 to 3812 in 1992 to 7312 in 1997 — an increase of 344% - in a ten year 

period. Numbers of children in the care of Health Boards went from 2944 in 1991 to 3668 

in 1996, an increase of 24% 

Despite the provision of extra resources there is constant pressure on child care services to 

deal with these increasing numbers. In the Eastern Health Board region, at the end of 

1997, every one of its ten community care areas had a waiting list for social work services.” 

An analysis, conducted by Temple St Children’s hospital? between 1995 and 1997, showed 

that they had admitted 135 children for ‘social reasons’, in other words healthy children 

admitted to hospital beds because an appropriate care place was not available. Increased 

provision is struggling to keep pace with a huge demand. 
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Children who are poor 

Despite our booming economy it is estimated that between one quarter and a third of Irish 
children, approximately 250 — 350,000 children, are at risk of poverty.” In 1998 over 
300,000 children were living in families where either both parents were unemployed or a 
single unemployed parent headed the family.” 

Children who are homeless 

Of its nature child homelessness can be difficult to quantify accurately. One expert in this 
area has suggested that 400 children become homeless in the Dublin area each year”, 
The Eastern Health Boards own ‘out of hours’ service for young people who are ‘out of 
home’/ homeless dealt with 3,125 referrals in 1997.'° The most comprehensive recent 
assessment of homelessness was the survey conducted for the Homeless Initiative by the 
E.S.R.I."° This survey established that out of a total 2900 persons classified homeless in 
Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow, 340 were aged 20 years and younger. 

Children and young people misusing drugs 

The misuse of ‘hard drugs’ is mainly a young people’s phenomenon, located in a limited 
number of areas in the country, primarily Dublin. An analysis prepared for the Department 
of Health and Children’ estimated that in 1996 there were 13,460 opiate drug users in 
Dublin. The first Ministerial Task Force Report on the drugs problem” has indicated that 
“there is a high correlation between the areas where the problem is most acute and the 
areas which have been designated .... as economically and socially disadvantaged”. 
Health Research Board data’’ shows that nearly a quarter of all treated drug mis-users in 
the country come from Dublin’s inner city. Nationally over 80% of treated mis-users were 
unemployed, with 58% having left school at aged 15 or under. 

Children and young people who need special residential care 

Since 1994, a number of High Court cases have illustrated difficulties in responding to 
young people deemed to require special care. In a number of these cases, young people, 
who were not before the Courts as a result of any crime, have been held on a temporary 
basis in a remand centre and in St Patrick’s Institution. 

As a result of these High Court cases, and as part of their own service developments, 
Health Boards will provide approximately 60 new ‘high support’ and 30 secure care places 
over the next few years. The secure care places will be a new development as, under 
provisions contained in the Children Bill, Health Boards will be able to apply to the courts for 
orders to detain young people in this form of care. According to information prepared for the 
High Court by the Department of Health and Children, keeping a child in this form of 
residential care will cost approximately £100,000 per year. 
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Children and the education system 

Significant numbers of children experiences difficulties with their educational development. 

A Department of Education/Combat Poverty study in 1995 estimated that approximately 

16% of the school going population was disadvantaged."® An Oireachtas committee report, 

published in 1998, presented data showing that 21% of Irish 14 year olds had serious 

literacy problems". 

School absenteeism appears to be problematic in certain communities. In Dublin's inner 

city, one school estimated that an average of 27% of pupils were absent on any one day.” 

In Tallaght, in County Dublin a local survey showed that over 40% of pupils were absent 

from school for significant periods.” 

LESSONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This brief review has attempted to create an awareness of the background and the context 

within which the issue of youth crime needs to be considered. As we move forward to 

consider how youth offending might be prevented, this analysis has highlighted the 

following : 

e Despite increased investment and a booming economy, significant numbers of 

children experience real difficulties. The data presented here paints a picture of 

large numbers of children at risk of poverty, cases of child abuse on the increase, a 

significant minority of children having educational difficulties and a persistent problem of 

drug misuse among young people in certain communities. 

While there has been a substantial increase in child care services, long years of neglect, 

allied with the deep rooted nature of some problems, means that services are only now 

beginning to scratch the surface of the need that exists. 

e While there have been increased services they have been dominated by crisis 

provision. A central feature of our child care services throughout the 1990's is of a 

rapid increase in service responses to crisis demand-— more social workers to deal with 

cases of abuse, new facilities for children who become homeless, new residential units 

for ‘out of contro!’ young people. Services which might help prevent problems develop- 

ing, which might support children to live at home rather that on the streets, have lagged 

far behind and are only now beginning to be developed in a serious manner. 

e The problems children experience are often multiple and inter related. A central 

factor in the persistence of some of the difficulties described here is their deep rooted 

and complex nature. Children who end up homeless often come from troubled 

backgrounds and are, in turn, at high risk of drug misuse while on the streets. Children 

who experience difficulties with the education system often come from family back- 

grounds characterised by poverty and unemployment. Children who need to be catered 

for within special residential care units often come from homes where there are 

problems of domestic violence and addiction. 

Therefore, some children (and as we shall see, many of these become young offenders) 

experience a multiplicity of disadvantage, which suggests clearly that they can only be 

helped fully with a comprehensive and co-ordinated response. 
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PREVENTING YOUTH CRIME WITHIN A CHILD CARE CONTEXT 

From the above we know that a significant number of children in Ireland experience 
problems of poverty, poor educational attainment and homelessness. And we know that 
many young offenders come from backgrounds characterised by these difficulties. It is 
clear, therefore, that preventing and addressing youth offending can only happen if there is 
a strategy in place to address these underlying issues. 

Fundamental to the development of any such strategy is an openness to responding to 
offending behaviour within the framework of our child care services generally. For, in many 
ways, the children who engage in acts of petty crime are little different to the children who 
don’t offend but come to the attention of our child care services. The divide between 
children who need a “justice” as opposed to a “welfare” response is thin and often artificial. 

Young offending must be addressed within a concerted effort to promote childrens rights 
and to respond to their needs, with a particular focus on those experiencing disadvantage. 
It requires a substantial investment in resources, more coordination and different ap- 
proaches. It is encouraging, therefore, to see the government commitment to the prepara- 
tion of a national children’s strategy during 2000. 

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to write a children’s strategy, we can ask and 
respond to the question- “What key child care developments will assist in preventing or 
addressing youth offending?” In response three key areas — the provision of a quality 
education; investment in family support programmes; tackling the drug problem — are 
identified, along with a fourth area, which looks more at how service responses should 
develop. While youth crime is never going to be eliminated, if substantial progress is made 
on these issues then we would be along way down the road in preventing youth crime. 

The provision of a quality education 

It is becoming increasingly accepted that receiving a quality education is a key determinant 
in a young person’s longer term life chances. Young people who engage in youth crime are 
more likely to have left school early or have experienced difficulties within the education 
system. One survey of one hundred young offenders admitted to an assessment centre 
found that 25% were illiterate and 86% were 49 months behind in numeracy.” The causes 
of such educational underachievement are complex, often involving a range of personal, 
family and economic factors. Investment is required, therefore, in a wide range of supports 
and it is particularly important that priority is given to developments within the pre school 
and primary years. 

Pre school education 

“the period from birth to five years is vital in terms of later intellectual development and it is therefore 
extremely important that young children receive a high quality educational experience at this time”. 

Investment in good quality pre school education is a central aspect of any concerted effort 
to counteract child disadvantage. A quality early childhood service can help eradicate 
difficulties experienced by children who grow up in environments characterised by low pay, 
poor housing and stressful family situations. 
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The Report of the National Forum on Early Childhood education, while acknowledging that 

the findings of international research on the benefits of pre school education aren't always 

consistent, has noted that the body of research does show that “early childhood and 

parenting education are highly preventive in educational terms and that pre school atten- 

dance can lead to lasting improvements” in school performance, self esteem and job 

prospects. One of the best known studies on the benefits of pre school education is that of 

the Perry pre school project in America. This project has conducted a longitudinal study of 

423 African American children, who were randomly divided into a programme group and a 

control group. The programme group attended a quality pre school programme for two 

years and have been found, in their teenage and adult years to consistently perform better 

in terms of their educational attainment, earnings level and dealings with the criminal justice 

system. It has been estimated that for every one dollar spent on the programme, seven 

dollars have been saved in the reduced costs of items such as remedial education and 

income support.”° 

Despite this impressive evidence investment in pre school provision in Ireland has been 

modest. A survey carried out by the E.S.R.1.%° in 1997/98 for the Commission on the Family 

found that just 21% of households used a nursery, creche or other pre school service. The 

Department of Education and Science has made a belated, but welcome, intervention into 

pre school provision with the establishment of its ‘Early Start’ programme targeted at 

disadvantaged schools. However, less than 2000 children are being catered for by ‘Early 

Start’ throughout the country. 

Following publication of the report of the National Forum, the Department of Education and 

Science, in December 1999, published a White Paper on the issue and this is to be 

welcomed, particularly for its emphasis on the development of quality early education 

services. We need now to move toward establishing a national system of pre school 

provision. 

Any such system must prioritise the development of pre school programmes, targeted 

initially at communities experiencing disadvantage. These programmes need to be well 

structured and resourced if they are to be effective. 

Pre school provision is beneficial, not only for children but also in terms of supporting 

parents and as a means of building communities. it is critical, therefore, that pre school 

programmes within disadvantaged communities involve parents and offer support to them 

as well. Similarly, programmes should build on the strengths of providers such as 

community playgroups, so that local initiatives are enhanced wherever possible. 

Primary Education 

To be effective in tackling disadvantage, a focused pre school programme should be 

complemented by a quality and innovative approach to education of children in the primary 

school years. 

Primary schools within disadvantaged communities need to be able to offer the specialised 

approach some children need. Targeted measures, such as the ‘Breaking the Cycle’ 

scheme where much lower pupil:teacher ratios apply within infant classes, are important but 

they need to be complemented by the provision of adequate specialist supports such as 

educational psychologists and school counsellors. Given the fundamental difficulties with 
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basic literacy and numeracy already noted there is clearly a need for significant investment 
in this area. 

Initiatives within the school system need to be combined with inter agency strategies. Over 
the last five years an increasing number of community based out of school education 
projects have developed. These focus on providing specialised support, in and out of 
school, to children experiencing difficulties within the school system. 

One example, among many, is that of the Jobstown Education and Training Strategy 
(JETS) in Tallaght, Co.Dublin.*” This project, which began in 1996, aims to support 18 
young people from 6" class in primary school to completion of their Junior Certificate in 
June 2000. The 18 young people were identified as being ‘at risk’ of dropping out of school 
or underachieving. The young people, who have stayed together as a group in primary 
school, and for core subjects in secondary school, have been given additional supports after 
school hours and during the summer. By the end of second year in secondary school all 18 
were still in school and on course to take their Junior Certificate. Such innovative measures 
are an essential part of any overall effort to address this problem. 

Key developments required 

In each community designated as disadvantaged the development of an Education Action 
Plan to include measures such as: 

e Quality pre school provision within the school or community 
e Resourcing of lower pupil teacher ratios and provision of specialised supports. 
e Provision of complementary and innovative out of school programmes. 

Providing community based supports to children and families 

As we have seen the roots of youth crime lie in backgrounds characterised by disadvantage 
and family difficulties. An essential part of any serious attempt to tackle problems of young 
offending must start with investment in necessary community based support services for 
children, parents and families. These measures are an essential part of the ‘preventive 
infrastructure’ required to combat serious disadvantage experienced by many communities. 

Bringing up children is a difficult job. This challenge can be exacerbated within neighbour- 
hoods where there is financial poverty, poor housing and very limited social and youth 
facilities. Certain communities and estates, particularly but not exclusively in urban Ireland, 
require wholesale and radical regeneration. Part of this regeneration entails the provision of 
a network of family support services, such as day nurseries, family centres and out of 
school programmes for children. 

For too long our child care system has been driven by crisis and emergency responses, 
where supports are offered after a child has experienced problems or when he gets into 
trouble with the police. Bob Holman™ has observed that “certain children are unequal in 
that they and their families lack access to resources which are available to the majority. In 
response the state has awarded grater emphasis to ‘rescue’ services which remove children 
from their environment, rather than to reform services which provide the resources to 
enable more families to stay together’. 
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Although written over 20 years ago, Holman’s critique is still relevant. We still invest large 

amounts in custodial care but relatively little in preventive measures. We have noted 

already in this paper that Health Boards will provide over the next few years thirty secure 

care places at a cost of £100,000 per child per year. This stands in stark contrast to 

funding for most family support programmes, even the welcome and reasonably well 

financed Department of Health and Children sponsored Springboard Family Support 

initiative. 

Supporting children and families in difficult situations requires planning, resourcing and 

creativity. It is, however, an essential long term investment. In this context it is instructive 

to note the emphasis that the 1999 Children Bill places on enhancing parental supervision 

of children. It includes provisions where parents can be ordered to exercise “proper and 

adequate contro!” of a child or to participate in a parenting programme or other service. 

This concept of ‘parental responsibility’, while seeming straightforward, needs to be 

considered carefully. It is too easy to call for parents to be more responsible without looking 

at the reasons — often to do with poverty, addictions, parents not having experienced proper 

parenting themselves — why this is not happening in the first place. These causal factors of 

poor parenting have to be faced up to. And if they are, then the question is much more — 

what can be done to assist parents to parent in a better manner? Then the challenge is 

one of investing in the necessary support services so that parents can get the help they 

need. 

When considering the relationship between preventive/support services and young offend- 

ing it is important to highlight that these services can make a real difference. They can 

keep families together and they can divert young peopie from a life of serious crime. While 

formal evaluations of such family support work hasn’t always happened there is encourag- 

ing evidence regarding the effectiveness of some interventions. 

In Ireland, in the early 1980s, evaluation studies” of two ISPCC run family centres, which 
worked with very disadvantaged families, showed considerable improvements in family 

relationships and in the care of children. More recently an evaluation” of a Barnardos 

family support project in Limerick looked at the impact of the service on a small sample of 

very troubled families. It found that there was significant reductions in the incidence of 

abuse reported and a substantial decrease in the number of admissions into care. 

Further afield, in America and Canada, models of intensive family work have shown how 

very vulnerable families and children can be helped. The concept of what is called 

“intensive family preservation” has been in operation in America since the 1980s. It is used 

with families where a particular crisis arises and where there is a real risk of a child ending 

up in a juvenile detention facility or being placed in care. Interventions with families are 

usually short term but very intensive. Staff work with just a few families at a time and are 

available at night and weekends. In some instances staff have given up to 60 hours per 

week to some families. Services are usually provided in the home and combine practical 

help with counselling and parenting support.” 

An example of this approach is the homebuilders model which has operated in Washington. 

Between 1974 and 1986 homebuilders worked with 250 families where ‘delinquency’ was a 

key problem. Three months after work with these families had finished 92% of the young 

people were still at home. Homebuilders estimated also that work with these 250 families 

was over six times cheaper than the provision of state care.” 
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The above is just one example of an innovative approach to meeting the needs of very 
troubled families. Other similar approaches exist in Canada and Holland™ It has often been 
suggested that preventative and family support programmes can only help in certain 
situations and that they are not effective when dealing with chronically vulnerable families or 
very disturbed youths. 

This view can be challenged by the types of work described here and in the further 
development of family support practice. With proper planning and resourcing, difficult 
young people, actual and potential offenders, can be assisted within their families and 
communities. The critical challenge is in creating the appropriate models of intervention 
and funding them properly. However, as decisions can be made to spend £100,000 to keep 
a child in secure care for a year, it should be possible to fund properly innovative community 
based measures. 

Key Developments Required 

e The development of a comprehensive national network of family support services 
located within all disadvantaged communities. 

e Investment in a range of intensive family and youth support programmes specifically 
designed to assist families where there is a risk of youth offending or children being take 
into care. 

Addressing the drug problem 

While a problem of drug misuse has existed in Ireland for over twenty years, it resurfaced 
as an issue of major public concern in the mid 1990s. The first report of the Government 
Task Force on Drugs” highlighted the fact that most serious drug misuse was located in 
certain communities in Dublin which are characterised by economic and social disadvan- 
tage. As we have seen ,an analysis of drug users” attending services show that most leave 
school early and are unemployed. Comiskey’s® estimate of over 13000 opiate users in 
Dublin alone is a cause for the most serious concern. 

The drug problem is, of course, closely connected with the incidence of crime. A study of 
criminal activity in Dublin®’ estimated that drug users were responsible for 66% of the 
detected crime and over 30% of all burglaries. Bates” study of young offenders showed 
that drug misuse was noted in 45% of the study group. It is clear, therefore, that addressing 
the drug problem is a key part of any serious effort to tackle young offending. 

‘Solutions’ to the drug problem are complex and, as for many child care problems, are 
ultimately related to addressing the deprivation and disadvantage within so many communi- 
ties. It is just as important, therefore, to invest in education and employment measures for 
young people as it is in treatment service. Having said that since the Ministerial Task Force 
Report in 1996 there has been a more concerted effort to respond to drug misuse. Special 
‘Drug Task Forces’ have been established in 14 urban areas (13 in Dublin, one in Cork) with 
a remit of developing strategic, inter agency responses to the problems in these communi- 
ties. In Dublin there has been a substantial expansion in the range of treatment, 
rehabilitation and education services provided by the Health Board and other agencies. As 
we have seen, the Second Report of the Ministerial Task Force, led to the establishment of 
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the Young Peoples Facilities and Services Fund. 

Despite these developments a serious problem still persists. In the Eastern Health Board 

region“at the end of 1998, approximately 3,500 misusers were in treatment. Increasing the 

range of treatment and rehabilitation places is a clear necessity and requires not only 

substantial investment but concerted efforts to develop such services in partnership with 

local communities. 

At the preventive end of the drug spectrum the challenges are equally marked. While 

schools, Health Boards and community groups run a variety of drugs education and 

awareness programmes the problem persists. It is important that such programmes are 

designed carefully and developed in an innovative manner. Approaches which involve 

young people themselves in peer education initiatives should be encouraged. Equally the 

involvement of parents and communities in efforts to create greater awareness and 

understanding of drug misuse is critical. 

Sustainable and long term action is required also in the development of youth services. The 

Youth Facilities Fund is an important start but it is only a start. Developing relevant and 

quality youth services, which will provide a real alternative to the drug culture requires 

planning and long term development. The £30m allocated to the fund for a 2/3 year period 

will need to be repeated and extended if it is to make a real difference. Increasingly it is 

becoming clear that the deep rooted problems of deprivation and drug addiction will not be 

solved by short term “pilot” measures. 

Key Developments Required 

e A significant expansion in the number and variety of treatment and rehabilitation 

services available to drug users and their families. 

e Acontinued development in creative and innovative programmes designed to heighten 

awareness of drugs among young people themselves and in their communities. 

e A sustained, long term investment in relevant and quality youth services, 

In the communities where the drug problem is most severe. 

MEETING THE NEEDS OF CHILDREN AND YOUNG OFFENDERS IN A BETTER WAY 

In our booming economy of the late 1990's and first year of the new century, belated 

attention and some more resources are being diverted to addressing problems of child 

deprivation and disadvantage. In the educational area, for example, an increasing number 

of measures -- “Early Start, “Breaking the Cycle”, home school liaison, early school leaver 

initiatives — are being introduced. At an organisational level, local structures such as the 

Area Partnerships and Drugs Task Forces, have been established to promote more 

co-ordinated responses within communities experiencing disadvantage. In these communi- 

ties investment and resources are crucial but, increasingly, the need for a partnership 

approach is seen as important. Indeed, the positive and creative range of community led 

responses, in neighbourhoods often labelled “disadvantaged”, must be seen as a funda- 

mental part of any new approach. 

28



Preventing Youth Crime: The Child Care Context 

In the juvenile justice and child welfare areas there are real difficulties in bringing about.a 
more streamlined approach. The study by Bates,“° referred to earlier-, shows that young 
offenders have a range of personal difficulties and often come from backgrounds charac- 
terised by a multiplicity of problems. Young offenders and their families can end up dealing 
with a range of social workers, probation officers, juvenile liaison officers and other 
agencies. 

Bringing about a more co-ordinated response is not easy and some of the provisions in the 
revised Children Bill 1999 illustrate these difficulties. The Bill, while embracing the 
potentially useful family conference approach, provides for three different types of confer- 
ences — the first, led by health boards, when they seek to apply for a special care order 
committing a child to a special care unit; the second, led by juvenile liaison officers, in 
respect of a child in the juvenile diversion programme; and the third, led by a probation and 
welfare officer, as part of court proceedings in respect of a child. Potentially, therefore, we 
could end up with three different types of conferences which are likely to bring together the 
same agencies, and sometimes, the same families! 

Finding a better way is difficult and must be seen as a central challenge for the National 
Children’s Strategy. The following, however, would be a step in the right direction 

The model of area based partnerships could usefully be brought into the child care arena. 
Health Boards, who have lead responsibility for services to ‘at risk’ children do have child 
care advisory committees, but these lack real power. A better system would be to have 
formally designated child care planning committees comprising all the main state, commu- 
nity and voluntary bodies, with the brief of planning the delivery of services for disadvan- 
taged children. Bringing the key agencies together in this way, with a formal planning role, 
would enhance co-operation and allow services to develop in a more co-ordinated manner. 
It should be possible, therefore, either on a health board region or county basis, to have 
clearly articulated strategies designed to address child disadvantage in a more rounded 
manner 

In the juvenile justice area the proposals in the Children’s Bill appear confusing and lack 
coherence .A clearer and more radical approach is required. A concept worthy of further 
study is the establishment of ‘child welfare boards’, which would deal with all but the most 
serious cases of young offending, and with requests from the health boards for special care 
orders. Within such an approach one coherent family conference system could be 
established, led by a designated team of child care professionals. Such a system should be 
consciously designed to take nearly all youth crime out of the justice and into the welfare 
arena. A fundamental prerequisite of any new system of juvenile justice is that its primary 
focus is on responding to the needs of young people as children and not as young 
offenders. Again, these are matters which should be addressed more fully in the national 
children’s strategy. 

That the child care system needs more co-ordination is obvious but we also need a 
fundamental shift to a sharing of power regarding planning and decision making. The old 
divisions between agencies have not worked and need to be dismantled. Not only do the 
different state agencies need to work together, they need to more formally work with 
community interests in the development of child care services. Similarly, the family 
conference approach has real potential, if a genuine attempt is made to share decision 
making and to support families to become central in this process. This requires both 
creativity and resources. 
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A CONCLUDING COMMENT 

The old truism ‘prevention is better than cure’ rings particularly true when the issue of youth 

offending is being considered. Intervening with a sixteen year old offender, with a criminal 

record, is usually going to be more difficult than providing support to a vulnerable six year 

old and his/her parents. 

Farrington, in his comprehensive review of British and international research, has been able 

to summarise key ‘risk factors’ for young offending. These, he writes, include “....socio 

economic deprivation, poverty, poor housing and living in social housing in disorganised 

inner city communities. They also include poor parental child rearing techniques, inade- 

quate supervision, harsh cr erratic discipline...., parental conflict and separation from a 

biological parent. In addition, research has identified important individual factors as high 

impulsivity and low intelligence.” 

Alongside these risk factors, Farrington has identified a number of what he describes as 

‘delinquency prevention programmes’ which have been shown to be effective in well 

designed evaluation studies. Included in these are: 

Intensive home visiting 

Parenting skills education 
Pre school intellectual enrichment programmes 

Peer influence resistance strategies 

Anti bullying programmes in schools 

Situational crime prevention. 

We have, therefore, good information on the types of situations which can contribute to 

young offending and also on the types of measures likely to prevent it. The missing link is, 

of course, a concerted effort to invest in the necessary programmes and the introduction of 

structures designed to respond to the needs of disadvantaged children in a more compre- 

hensive manner. 

The messages from this paper are simple but of fundamental importance. Firstly, any 

serious attempt to address youth crime must focus its energies and resources on measures 

such as quality pre school and primary school programmes and intensive family support 

services. Secondly, and just as importantly, the strategies and interventions described here 

can and do work, if they are properly developed .In Ireland, and possibly elsewhere, there 

is perhaps an unwritten ‘official agreement’ that family support programmes or special 

education projects are fine for certain children, but that the “really difficult” ones have to be 

dealt with in residential/custodial settings. That belief should be challenged by the 

continued development of innovative , good quality and community based programmes. It 

is, of course, interesting to note how we can, almost casually, find the millions of pounds 

needed to build and run “high support” and “secure “ units, while we still find it difficult to 

properly fund a range of alternatives. 

Finally, it is essential to emphasise once again that addressing problems of young offending 

must happen as an integral part of our services to children who are troubled or at risk. That 

was the starting point of this paper, and remembering that young offenders are first and 

foremost children has to be the starting point of any proper response to youth crime. 

30



Preventing Youth Crime: The Child Care Context 

ENDNOTES 

1 

16 

VW 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

Raftery, M., & O'Sullivan, E., (1999) Suffer the Little Children: The Inside Story of Ireland’s Indus- 
trial Schools, Dublin: New Island Books. 
Task Force on Child Care Services: (nd) Final Report to the Minister for Health, Dublin: 
Stationery Office. ~~ 
McGuinness, C., (1993) Kilkenny Incest Investigation, Dublin: Stationery Office. 
Kelly, A Child is Dead (1996) Houses of the Oireachtas, Interim Report of the Joint Committee on 
the Family. =. 
Department of Health, (1996), Report on the Inquiry into the Operation of Madonna House, 
Dublin: Stationery Office. 
Department of Health - Speech by Austin Currie T.D. Minister of State, 16 September, 1996. 
Government of Ireland (1997), Second:Report of the Ministerial Task Force on Measures to 
Reduce the Demand for Drugs. 
Eastern Health Board (1997), Child Care and Family Support Services in 1997: Review of 
Adequacy. 
Reported in The /rish Times 14 January, 1999. 
Frazer, H, (1999), ‘Open your Eyes to Child Poverty” CPA/lIrish Independent Supplement on 
Child Poverty. 
Combat Poverty Agency, (1999), Facts and Figures on Poverty: Combat Poverty Agency, Dublin. 
MecVerry, P, (1999), Twenty Five Years of Homelessness, Working Notes, Jesuit Centre for Faith 
and Justice. 
Eastern Health Board (1997) supra note 8. 
Wiliams, J., & O’Connor, M., (1999), Counted In: The Report of the 1999 Assessment of 
Homelessness in Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow; Homeless Initiative/ESRI. 
Comiskey, C. M., (1996), Estimating the Prevalence of Opiate Drug Use in Dublin, Ireland during 
1996, Department of Heaith. 
Government of Ireland (1996), First Report of the Ministerial Task Force on Measures to Reduce 
the Demand for Drugs, Dubiln: Stationery Office. 
Moran, R, et. al (1996), Treated Drug Misuse in Ireland 1996, Health Research Board, Dublin. 
Kellaghan, T, et al (1995) Educational Disadvantage in Ireland, Department of Education/Combat 
Poverty Agency. 
Houses of the Oireachtas, (1998), First report of the Joint Committee on Education and Science 
on Literacy Levels in Ireland. 
Rourke, S., & Kenny, B., (1999), Meeting the Challenge: The North West Inner City Area Action 
Plan 1999 — 2004, North West Inner City Area Action Network. 
Rourke, S., (1997), Killinarden Education Network- Education Needs and Opportunities in 
Killinarden. 
Barnes, J., & Gorman, N.O., (nd) — Survey of Dublin Juvenile Delinquents, Dublin Chamber of 
Commerce. 
Lally, M., (1989), Curriculum for Three to Five Year Olds Highlight No.89 NCB/Barnardos. 
The National Forum Secretariat (1998), Report on the National Forum for Early Childhood 
Education, Dublin: Stationery Office. 
see Schweinhart, L., & Weikart, D., (1988), The Effects of the Perry Pre School Programme on 
Youths through age 15, Michigan, High Scope Press, and O'Flaherty, J., (1995), Highscope: 
Highlight No.131, NCB/Barnardos. 
Commission on the Family, (1998), Strengthening Families for Life, Dublin: Stationery Office. 
see Rourke, S., (1999), A Learning Experience: Case Studies on Local Integrated Strategies to 
Tackle Educational Disadvantage, Dublin: Combat Poverty Agency. 
Holman, B., (1976), Inequality in Child Care, Child Poverty Action Group London. 
NicGiolla Choille, T., (nd), Evaluation Report on Wexford Family Centre, Dublin: ISPCC, and 
Evaluation Report on Cork Family Centre, Dublin: ISPCC. 
Jones, S., (1998), Supporting Ireland’s Children: An Independent Evaluation of Barnardos Family 
Support Project, Moyross Limerick, Barnardos. 
Nelson, D., (1990), ‘Recognising and Realising the Potential of Family Preservation’ in Whitaker, 
J., et al (eds) — Reaching High Risk Families, New York: Walter de Gruyter. , 

31



Perspectives on Youth Crime 

32 

33 

34 

35 

37 

38 

39 

40 

44 

Kinney, J., et al (1990), ‘The Homebuilders Model’ in Whitaker et al. 

see Hellincx, W., et al, (1997), International Perspectives on Family Support, Ashgate 

Publishing, Aldershot. 
Government of Ireland (1996) — supra note 16. 
see Moran, R., et al (1997), supra note 17. 
Comiskey, C.M., (1998), supra note 15. 

Keogh, E., (1997), illicit Drug Use and Related Criminal Activity in the Dublin Metropolitan Area, 

Garda Research Unit. 
Bates, B.F., (1996), Aspects of Childhood Deviancy: A Study of Young Offenders in Open 

Centres in the Republic of lreland. 
Eastern Health Board (1999), Addiction and Social Development Programme: Operational 

Service Plan for 1999. 
Bates, B.F., (1996), supra note 38. 

Farrington, D.P., (1996), Understanding and Preventing Youth Crime, Joseph Rowntree 

Foundation. 

32



 
 

 



PERSPECTIVES ON YOUTH CRIME 

Discussion papers prepared by 

Barnardos and the Irish Penal Reform Trust 

Published by Barnardos and the Irish Penal Reform Trust - March 2000 

ISBN 0-9535531-2-4 

Price £5.00 

 


