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Research Summary:

This study examines self-reports from ftwo samples to assess the timing
of definguency. Results imply that the after-school hours are a time-of
elevated definguency, but that the peak is modest compared with that
ohserved i official records.  Additionally, children who  are
unsupervised during the after-school hours ~ the primary target popu-
lation for after-school programs — are found to be more delinguent at
all times, net only after-school

Policy Implications:

This finding suggests that factors (including social competencies and
soctal bonding) in addition to inedequate supervision produce delin-
quency during the after-school hours and that the effectiveness of after-
school programs for reducing delinguency will depend upon their abii-
ity o address these other factors through appropriate and high quality
services.

Sixty-nine percent of all married-couple families with children ages 6 to
17 have both parents working outside the home. In 71% of single-mother
tamilies and 85% of single-father families with children ages 6 to 17, the
custodial parent is working. The gap between parents’ work schedules and
their children’s school schedules can amount to 20 to 25 hours per week
(LS. Departments of Education and Justice, 2000). Public concern over
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the welfare of unsupervised children and adolescents is evident in public
opintan polls and surveys. Most people polled believe that we do not offer
enough constroctive activities or meaningful soles to young people, and
6% viewed after-school programs as a practical way to help today’s youth
{Farkas and Johason, 1997} Most parents prefer that their children attend
afier-school programs (U8, Department of Pducation, 1998).  After-
school programs are of potential benefit for vouth because they provide a
“safe haven™ off the streets: supply stroctured, supervised, productive. and
fun activities; introduce chilkdren to adult role models; and offer academic
assistance and community opportunitics. Such programs may also prevent
school dropout, teerage pregnancy. drug abuse. victimization, and juvenile
delinquency.

Interest in after-school programs as a delinquency prevention lever has
risen recently. Snyder et al. {1996) and Sickmund et al. (1997) reported
that juvenile crime peaks during between 2 pam. and 6 pm. on school
days-—just after-school is dismissed. Fhis fact has sparked the attention of
prevention practitioners and policymakers and encouraged criminologists
to explore the potential of after-school programs for reducing delin-
guency. This article examines the assumptions behind the use of after-
school programs as a delinguency prevention tool and provides new data
based on selt-reports of juveniles about when they engage in delinguent
activities.

AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAMS AS A DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION TOOL

Criminologists have been aware of a peak i juvenile crime rates afler
school hours for hall a century. Kvaraceus {19453 reported on a study of
journal court referrals 1o the New Jersey Juvenile Delinquency Commis-
sion during the years 1937 and 19420 In 1937, more juvenile crime
occurred on weekdays than on weekends, and the peak time for juvenile
crime was in the midafternoon, foltowing the close of school. A secondary
peak occwrred in the carly evening hours. For 1942, the same general pat-
tern was found with respect to davs of the week, but during this war
period, the major peak time was in the evening from 7:30 to 9:30 p.m.. with
a secondary peak from 3:30 10 550 pam.

Fifty years fater. Snyder et al. {19963 examined the proportion of violent
juvenile crimes reported to law enforcement agencies committed at vari-
ous times of the day. The tent of the study was to evaluate the potential
utility of the eaforcement of curfew laws. Data from the National Inci-
dent-Based Reporting Svstem data from South Caroling for 1991 and 1992
showed that more violent crimes were reported during the after-school
hours than during hours in which curfews would be in effect. The study
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found that although 17% of the violent crimes occurred between 10 pam.
and 6 a.m. on weekdays and between midnight and & am. on weekends,
22% ocecurred between the hours of 2 pm. and 6 p.m. on weckdays. Sny-
der, et al. (1997) Iater analyzed data from the National Incident-Based
Reporting System data from eight states for the three-vear period between
1991 and 1993, They showed that one in five violent crimes committed by
juveniies occurred in the four-hour period following the end of the school
day. They concluded that more crimes occur during these after-school
hours than during hours m which curfews would be in effect.

The most common understanding of the reason for higher rates of crime
during the after-school hours is that youths experience lower levels of
adult supervision during these hours. Students are more likely 1o be
unsupervised during the hours between school dismissal and dinner time,
when parents return from work. Children and adolescents who are not
supervised by an adult for extended periods of time are at an especially
elevated risk for engaging in problem behavior. Richardson et gl (1989)
showed that eighth-grade children who care for themselves for 11 or more
hours per week without an adult present are twice as bikelv to use drugs as
those who are alwavs supervised. The researchers found that this was true
even when youth characteristics that may explain the relationship-c.g..
sociocconomic status and living with a single parent-—were held constant.
Their statistical model implied that the higher levels of drug use among
the unsupervised teens may be explained i large part by their greater
association with detinquent peers.

These facts about the tining of delinquent acts and the importance of
adult supervision are among the explanations for increased public support
for government-funded after-school programs in recent vears. A poll of
Marvland residents found that more than 75% of voters i the state
favored expanded after-school programs. and the Marviand State Legisia-
ture is considering an after-school tax credit for parents who send their
children to such programs (Advocates for Children and Youth, 1999
Many other states have created mechanisms to support after-school pro-
gramming (Vandell and Shumow, 1999, Federal funding for after-school
programs s also on the riser The 21 Century Community Learning
Center program, authorized under Title X, Part L of the Elementary and
Secomclary Education Act, was 3 key component of the Clinton-Gaore
administration’s commitment to help families and communitics keep their
children “safe and smart.” These Centers were meant 1o enable school
districts to fund public schools as community education centers keeping
children safe in the after-school hours. The LS. Department of Educa-
fion has funded over 3,600 schools in more than 9090 communities to
become community learning centers [http/iwww.ed.gov/pubs/Providing |
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Quality_Afterschool_Learning/ reporthimi). In 1999, Congress appropri-
ated $200 million to create after-school programs in schools. In 2000, the
level of funding for 21 Century Community Learning Centers was $453
million, and it nearly doubled 1o $846 for FY 2001 [hup/dwww.ed.govi

However, the popularity of after-school programs and their appeal to
parents is based on something other than hard evidence of the effective-
ness of such programs for reducing substance use and crime. In fact, little
evidence is available to support claims that such programs actually reduce
such problem behaviors.  Emyprical support for effects on problem behay-
ior of after-school programs comes from three types of studies: survey
research relating self-reports of adolescent problem behavior with the
same adolescents’ reports of their involvement in extra-curricular activi-
ties, survey research relating measures of children’s problem behavior to
measures of the tvpe of care they receive after school;, and evaluations of

after-school programs that have directly measured effects of participation "

on problem behaviors.

Survey research on involvement in extracurricular activities and delin-
quency suggests that greater involvement i extracurricular activities is
unrelated to the commission of delinguent acts {Gottfredson, 1984; Hip-
schi, 1969). Some studies find substance use to be higher among students
who report no involvement in extracurricular activities (Jenkins, 199%;
Shilts, 1991 Van Nelson ot al, 1891 Yin et al,, 1996), whercas other stud-
ies find that mvolvement in exiracurricular activities is unrelated to or
increases substance use or substance-related risk behaviors (Carlini-
Cotrim and de Carvatho, 1993, Mavton et al, 1991 Pope et al.. 1990).
Because these correlational studies often do not control for any potentially
confounding factors, it is impossible to interpret their resulis. An inverse
association between involvement and substance use may immply that
involvement reduces use, that users avold extracurricular activities, or
both. Also, these studies are not entirely relevant for understanding the
effects of participation in after-school programs on problem behavior
because involvement in extracurricular activities, as measured in the stud-
ies reviewed here, may or may not be ag a result of participation in after-
school programs, and in fact may not even occur during the after-school
hours.

Several studies have examined forms of child care and thewr relationship
to problem behaviar. One study (Posner and Vandell, 1999} showed that
third-grade students who were better adjusted 1o begin with spent more
time in after-school activities between third and fifth grade than did the
less well-adjusted students. But controlling on this selection artifact did
nob erase a positive association between participation and emotional
adjustment at grade 5, However, Eikind (1988} showed that the amount
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of time spent in activities is curvilinearly related to adjustment. Less than
one hour per week and more than three howrs per week of activity -
involvement were related to poorer social competency outcome than ofe
to three hours per week. Posner and Vandelt (1994) found that third grad-
ers who attended programs had fewer antisocial behaviors than did stu-
dents in ather forms of after-school eare (including self-care, mother eare,
and informal adult supervision), but other studies found that program par- . -
ticipation is in general unrelated to child adjustment (Marshall et-al.. 1997)
or that it is related to more negative outcomes {e.g.. more pegative peer
nominations, jgrades, and test scores; Vandell and Corasaniti, 1988).
Vandelt-and-Shomow (1999) speculate that these disparate findings across
stuchies reflect the presence of moderator variables: After-school programs
may have more bepeficial effects for children who live in unsafe or risky
Areas, mpu.zaﬁy ‘when the alternative to involvement is self-care. They

also suminartize evidence suggesting that such programs may be more ben-.
eficial for younger children and for bovs. In short, this body of research
has produced inconsistent findings with regard to the potential negative
effects of sefl-cure and the potential positive effects of participation in
after-school programs,

Attempting to clear up some of these inconsisient findings, Petit et al,

{19971 carried :out a longitudinal study that more carefully measured

amount and type of after-school activitics and several potential moderator: .
variables. Fladings indicated that high amounts of self-care (four or more -
hours per week) in the early grades (grade 1, and to a lesser extent, grade
3} was related to higher levels of problem behavior in grade 6, controlling
for carly adjustment. This negative effect of self-care was heightened for
lower SES thildren, children already displaying high levels of problem.
behavior prior to the self-care experience, and for children not parfigipat- -
ing in extracurricular activities. No main effects were found on problem
behavior measures for day care or school-based programs. Replicating
Elkind (1988), Pettit et. al. {1997) found that small amounts {one to three
hours per week) of adult-supervised, activity-oriented care was associated
with more social vempetency and less externalizing behavior, compared
with none or farger amounts (four or more hours per week) of this type of
care. This was especially true for girls. The results are consistent with the
interpretation that self-care fimits opportunities for the development of
social competencics that are available with other forms of adult-care and -
activity-oriented dav care situations, buf that more than three hours per
week of adult-supervision, activity-oniented care may be harmfal,

The most refevant literature pertaining to the effects of participation in
after-school programs on delinguent behavior are a handful of experimen- -
tal and quasi-experimental studies that have compared the levels of delin
quent behavior for students who did and did not participate in such a
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program. After-school programs are often considered to be a subset of a
I‘arger class of community-based programs. some of which hzz;re iwéﬁ:n
found to effectively reduce problem behavior. Often-cited effective L;(;m..,
munity-based programs include a mentoring program provided by Big
Brothers/Big Sisters of America whose evaluation (Tierney et al '1‘993‘)
showed that involvement of an adult mentor in a young person’s Eifg for i')
hours a month for one vear decreased first-time t}rug use by 46% and cutt
schoot absenteeism by 52%: a community servéce";}mgram {Teen Out-
reach) whose evaluation (Allen et al.. 1990) showed that baﬁici;ﬁan!a v\-f{:re
significantly lower on a composite measure of suspension, school drlopout
and pregnancy than were controls subjects; and the Youth At Risk Pm:
gram-—a multiphase program for at-risk yvouth. the focal poingt of which
was a 10-day. 120-hour residential intervention - whose evaluation found
iﬁat two years after the intervention. participants reported significantly
rewr;? arrests than did matched controls {Delinguency Reﬂcztrziz .Gr(}u
1986). S o
‘ The studies of these community-based programs show that some activi-
ties prqvided by community-based organizations or that involve lvouth
interaction with the community have beneficial effects on mcaqm:e% of
pmhfem behavior, But they contain elements that are not tvpfcaliv fﬁ‘und.
m after-school programs and ase therefore not directly relevant to under-
slar_xding the potential effects of such programs. A!{f;ough each of these
acmit'ies takes place at least partially c!uririg the after-school hours, it aféo
contains school-based activities {e.g.. Teen (.)uirl';‘?l(:h)‘ a residential c.c}m O
nent {(Youth At Risk). or an unusuaily intensive, one-on-one z-u‘;tévitv tiat
extends beyond the after school hours {Biz Brother/Big Sister), ,
More typical after-school programs have also been studied. The
research related 1o these programs is of two fvpes: area-fevel studié*g that
compare measures of problem behavior {or areas served by af!cmﬁhcxﬂ
programs compared with areas not served by such pmgmmé andd éndividw
us:t-}.evcl studies that compare outcomes for vouths who have .;mci have not
part;u.:ipatcaf in after-school programs, Studics in the first seé sh(w{f. some
p()s;tw.e area-level associations between having an after-school é}rt);grarﬁ
and crime rates or substance use rafes. The most FigOrous ui" the ;;Mdie*;
( S.c‘hz‘nkc et al. 1992} reported that 13% fewer p(‘)!i&e reports of gﬁména&
a}cnv;'ty were filed in beats that covered housing developments with Boys
&. Girls Clubs compared with beats that covered housing de,‘vek)pmeﬁwt;s
without Bovs & Girls Clubs, Another study {Jones and Offord, 1 985}
rg@{'}fted a 73% decling in juvenile arrests ciurhag the course of a ?ZixnewﬁS'h
af't:ﬁ:;r«schtmi program and summer recreation plie.}s{ram ina sin;zE;: housing
project served by the program. and a 67% increase in a cn')n"s.p:::-e:'iscm h;}uj—j
ing project that provided only minimal services by 4 Bovs & ("Eis‘l% Club }i
15 not clear why the comparison housi ng pr{}jcciwsh(ml{i hawe:' cx;lwuréez\];:ed
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such increases in crime. as Boys & Girls Chubs are often recommeiided as
excellent community resources for after-school programming. Addition-
ally, findings from this study showed no differences between the groups i
terms of teacher and parent ratings of child misbehavior. None of the
community-level evaluations of after-schoot programs included controls
for community or demographic factors that may have effected crime rates
in the different areas of study. The presence of the after-school programs
is only one of many alternative explanations for the observed pattern of
results, These studies suggest that after-school programs may reduce crime
in the areas in which they are focated, but the guality of the research is too
low to support major pohicy decisions.

Among the individual-level studies. two (Smith and Kennedy, 1991, and
Hahn et al. 1994) stand oul as particularly rigorous because they
employed experimental designs in which participants were randomly
assigned to either participate in the program or remain on a waiting list or
control group. Both of these evaluations showed positive effects on mea-
sures of problem behavior, Smith and Kennedy (1991) found that the
“Friendly PEFRsuasion” program significantly reduced the incidence of
drinking among participants and the onset of drinking of participants who
had not previously drunk alcohol. ‘Treatment group participants were
mare likely to leave gatherings where people were drinking aleohol, and
they showed a significantly tower incidence of favorable attitudes toward
drinking. The findings on this program, which utilized various methods of
teaching and practicing skills, support those of Lipsey (1992). which indi-
cated that structured and focused treatments (e.g.. behavioral, skill ori-
ented) and multimodal programs are more effective in treating and
preventing delinguency.

The Quantum Opportunitics Program (Hahn et al. 1991) also provides
strong evidence that after-school activities can reduce problem behavior.
Note, however. that this program was far more intensive than was the typi-
cal after-school pragram (750 howurs of educational, community service.
and development activities per vear) and offered monetary incentives lor
participation, The intense nature of this program may diminish its rele-
vance as a model for more typical after-school programming. Other indi-
vidual-level studies either find positive effects of programs in studies that

are too weak (o effectively rule out selection as an alternative explanations
{Weish et. al., 1999} or find no significant effects on measures of problem-
atic behaviors (Baker and Wil 1996},

The results of these studies are consistent with the interpretation thal
intensive after-school activities involving a wide range of activities as well
as incentives {(as in the Quantum Opportunities Program). or after-school
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activities of more typical intensity that involve a heavy dose of social com-
petency skill development (as in the Friendly PEERsuasion program), are
effective for reducing problem behavior.

As noted carlier, after-school programs serve real needs for parents.
Fven without evidence of crime prevention effectiveness, public expendi-
tures on afler-school programs may be well spent. Our review of the evi-
dence relating to the effects of such programs on delinguency and other
problem behaviars. bowever, suggests that strong support does not yet
exist,  We concur with several others who have reviewed this Bterature
that little systematic anafysis of the effectiveness of youth development
programs on problem behavior has been conducted and that “building the
public policy and social investment case for expanding vouth development
programs for voung adolescents will require support for more and better
outcome evaluations™ (Quinn, 1999:112). We also concur with Vandeli
and Shomow (1999) who suggest that the benefits of after-school programs
will depend on program features such as epportunities for the child o
nrake choices and positive cimate, which are probably linked to child-staff
ratios and staff qualifications. The extent to which the programming
mcorporates features of more effective delinquency prevention programs,
such as cognitive-behavioral skills training. is also likely to be a key mod-
erating factor in the effectiveness of such programs. Overall, the existing
research on after-school programs is too sparse and methodologically
weak to provide definitive evidence of effects (Fashola, 1998; Ouinn, 199%
Sherman, 1997). Nearly all studies suffer from selection bias (Fashola,
P98, Sherman, 19971 and most studies are too short {generally one year
in length) to determine the long-term oulcomes of the programs (Sher
man. [997). The strongest study (Quantum Opportunities) shows positive
effects. but the program is not typical of after-school programs in general.

tntil research on the effectiveness of after-school programs catches up
with public policy and practice. only theoretical arguments about the pros
and cons of such programs as delinguency prevention mechanisms are pos-
sible. The following paragraphs summarize and examine two assumptions
underlying after-school programs as a dehinguency preveation strategy.
We review prior research relevant (o the following arguments: First, the
peak in wvenile crime observed during the after-school hours may not be
as sharp as is suggested in official records. Second. the physical presence
of any adult may be less effective than is the virtual supervision afforded
hy effective parents who monitor their children’s activities even when they
are physically absent, These arguments are intended [0 raise guestions for
future research. Existing evidence is not sufficient to answer these ques-

tions, and now data relovant only (o the first are presented later in this
paper.
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THE APPARENT PEAK IN JUVENILE CRIME

The number of crimes occurring during the school day are under.est.:l«
mated in official records because school crimcsiam it% .lzkc}’y“ 't(.a._lj}c
reported to the authorities, A.C{:ordén‘g to the National € n(n(:c. V;ch_m;.:.at
tion Survey (NCVS, Whitaker and Bastian, 1991), only 9% (.) ,Vm !m
crintes against teenagers OCCUTTINg in school were rep{;‘*r[c’d 1;1&1?«,1 ;)‘0 :::{
compared with 37% occurring on the streets. Therefore, n%‘ ag_g{pglf*.hm
peak during the after-school hours {or. conversely. the itsﬂ ;}Lufng_ '(Td';n
school hours) in officialty reported crime may represent a sinﬂl sn Ju-,ﬂ..s lic
tion over youth misconduct from ti}a. school to the puhcc._“Vn;t;tujmm‘tj;;]
surveys and youths’ reports Of. %1_1(-:;{ behavvmrs are lhlt‘.['(;fi}r(, a use
adjunct for learning about the timing of Lfe.}mquer%t behavior. o

These other data often suggest that a disproportionate amount nf‘ c;.r;m;,
occurs during the school day, in school, or on ih.%: way to E.m.d‘h\‘i}‘iﬂ 5? u:ep ]
The NCVS is a survey of nationally if@]}fﬁf‘}{:ﬂ(a.{l\?i‘l h{‘suseim!d;, wndiz{;:(
twice each year by the U8, Department of Justice’s Bureau of Juksl;u‘ i i
tistics. Household members aged 12 and older are asked to re:p.‘m]t‘t.in t m’z
victimization experiences every six months fu‘r three years, NC X S ‘sf.lj}\f(.h\_ 1&
from 1996 showed Lhat crimes aginst teens frequently <;>ccurr{:1c.§ fn :,sa; nio )
especially for the younger adolescents (1214 year olds)-- (lzt t]t.l'.,)lfl g;j; ::‘;
most likely to be affected by after-school programs. In z.iii" 11 {0 ' ¢ ?«; }OE..
against young teens occurred at school or on the way el im‘(‘ ‘!‘(}EE:I f,Li 1;{3“{.
Relatively little of the crime that occurs m schools s 'o.an é("m?u? v’c
aature. Only 11% of all crimes against 1214 year olds mciuflc; I.c%p(j s;tlx
ual asszmtr,'mbbery, or aggravated assault. and these r;&mo‘m, v:n“uu
crimes are less likely to oceur during school or on the way to -z-;m:i ?1 om

school than are less serious violent crimes {{:ng.‘~s:11‘xp§<: z-;issauli) o gfm;_m.rt}!
crimes. Just over one-third (36%) of serious, vm%am crimes zigzzlr3§t vt?,:ii?
teens occur during school or on the way i’('? ’(‘i‘ild Imm S‘:hf)_‘it(- | ,i?f th-:-}

Department of Health and Human Services’ Centers for 1,)1.%;3'5@ ,..‘r:l;m.zfao

and Prevention also conducts school-based surveys of ﬂsi udeAnt.s in gr‘dcqu:

through 12 as part of its Youth Risk Behavior Survﬁ.lklmlum“Byvsfti,zi

(YRI%SS). In 1997, 18.3% of students reported {ha% ihc:y h:\if}i (t.dlrr;_u(, :

weapon in the last 30 days, and 8.5% ra-:p.(v){lm% doing 50 an STL..’EU(: 1;;;“2(;}/

erty: 36.6% reported being in 2 physicgi fight in 1?1@,. }:,zsii ym;s“s. r']il(! [a)-r;'y'l:

re;ﬂnrzed fighting on school property (Centers for ‘I_)mcasc ( a\)f}ims t.“ | r

These comparisons of ia- and e‘sutmof--schc)f,al delingquency can )hff )HEL

understood by taking into account the relative amounts of Snm fhu.n ;r;

school and in other places by students. (.‘h;ldren. aged 12 m»rmrsgll y

spend about 18% of their waking hours in school. But both the nations

1 Figurt.‘;};om the 1996 National Crime Vietimization Survey _cf‘d_e'.asiazc:c% f
: el i ! . ) i ; o
raw numbers provided in Tables 1.1 and 1.3 of Kaufman ot al, (1998)

Fresm
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data on victimization and self-reports of delinguency show that more than
18% of the crimes experienced by voung teens occurs in school. The
NCVS showed that among crimes experienced by 12--14 vear olds, 64% of
all crimes and 36% of serious, violent crimes occurred at school or on the
way to and from school. The YRBSS showed that approximately 40% of
the students carrying weapons or fighting do so on school property.
Unfortunately, the time and place boundaries used in the NCVS and

YRBSS are not precise enough o tell us exactly when the crimes

oceurred. The NCVS time period combines in school time with before and
after school time, The YRESS does not specifically refer to time. Crimes
committed “on school property” include such crimes regardless of when
they occur. These sources suggest that a disproportionate amount of
erime occurs in school as opposed to out of school, but they leave open the
possibility that the bulk of the “in-school” crime actually ocours just after
school. As such, the data sources are not helpful for guiding policies
regarding after school programs.

ACTUAL VERSUS VIRTUAL SUPERVISION

Are after-school care programs likely to provide the most effective aduit
supervision? Research by Richardson et al. (1993) examined the separate
effects of adult supervision, adult monitoring of the child’s whereabouts,
and setting of after-school care. Analyzing survey responses from a large,
multi-ethnic sample of ninth-grade students, they found no differences in
the problem behaviors (substance use and risk taking) of students who
were directly supervised and those who were not, but whose parents moni-
tored their whereabouts. Only unsupervised youths who were either not
monitored at all or inconsistently monittored by their parents had signifi-
cantly higher levels of problem behavior than did students who were
supervised at home. Richardson et al. found that the setting of the after-
school activity matters for problem behavior, with supervised settings in
general being more protective, but that students in supervised school, jab,
ar community cenler activities were more likely 1o report certain problem
behaviors than were students supervised at home and were no different in
terms of any problem behavior from students who were at home
unsupervised. By far, the most risky after-school settings involved out-of-
home settings with no supervision, such as being at friends homes with no
supervision or “hanging out.” The implication is that after-school care
programs can be expected to reduce problem behavior only if the alterna-
tive is unsupervised activity away from the home. However, the inclusion
of jobs in the category with other supervised afier-school activities renders
these findings ambiguous,

The Richardson et al. findings are consistent with those of an earlier
study {Steinberg, 1986}, which concluded that unsupervised adolescents
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whose parents. knnw:;thei.r whereabouts are less susceptible to peer infiu-
ence, even if their afternoons are spent in contexts in which adult supervi-
sion is lax. Tt is also consistent with a much larger hody of literature on the
effectiveness of parental attachments for restraining problem behaviors.
In 1969, Hirschi (pp. 89-90} wrote:
The child is Jess likely to commit delinguent acts not because his par-
ents actually restrict his activities, but beeause he shares his activities
with them; not because his parents actualy know where he is, but
because he perceives them as aware of his location.
Hirschi showed that children who share their thoughts and feeling with
their parents, care about the opinions of their parents and those who tdan
tify with their parents are far less likely to engage in delinguent a.cti\j;%-tes.
Social control works indirectly by creating in the child’s mind a virtual
parent. This implies that lack of direct supervision may have fewer nega-
tive consequences for youths whose families have created such “virtual”
parents.

THE PRESENT RESEARCH

The present research examines some of the assumptions underlying
after-school programs, It addresses the potential for after-school pro-
grams to reduce delinquency using data from two samples of students in
which youths were asked about the nature of their delinquent behaviors
and precisely when they engaged in these behaviors. Specifically, this
research answers two questions:

» When delinquency is measured through self-reports, is it more
likely to occur during the after-school hours than at other times?

e Are vouths who are unsupervised after school more likely than
youths who are supervised to engage in delinquent activities during
the after-school hours?

METHODS
DATA

Data come from two recent student surveys. The National Study of
Delinquency Prevention in Schools (NSDPS; Gottfredson, Gottfredson et
al., 2000} is a national probability sample of the nation’s public and private
schools during the 19971998 school year. Additional data come from an
ongoing evaluation of Maryland’s After-school Community Grant Pro-
gram (MASCGP). Potential participants in state-funded after-school pro-
grams were pretested prior fo their participation in the programs during
the 19971998 and 1998--1999 school years. The MASCGP data are used.
solely to describe the characteristics of an after-school program population -
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and 1o assess the timing of their delinquent activities, No attempt is made
to assess the effectiveness of the after-school programs in which the vouths
are enrolled.

The NSDPS sampled 1,287 schools, stratified by level (elementary, jun-
iwrfmiddle, and high) and location (urban, suburban. and rural), with an
equal number of schools in each cell (143) 1o produce an expected 100
schools per cell if a 70% response rate was obtained. Student surveys
were colected from a stratified sample of students from each of the partic-
ipating secondary schools {median N = 69 to produce an expected 50
respondents). Many schools refused o participate in the student survey
portion of the study: Only 44% and 33% of the schools participated in the
middle- and high-school student surveys. In the participating schools, the
unweighted average response rate for student surveys was 75%. In all,
17.162 surveys were obtained from students in 328 schools. Students’
responses are weighted using the sampling fractions used to select schools
and students within schools and to correct for nonresponse bias, The
weighted data are representative of the nation’s secondary school students
in the Spring of 1998 Confidence intervals for estimates are obtained
using a resampling method {the jacknife method) to take the nested sam-
ple design into account.

The MASCGP data pertain to aif students who participated in after-
school programs funded by the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Commu-
mities Program administered through the Governor's Office of the State of
Maryland during the 19971998 and 19981999 school years. Twenty-four
programs participated in the evaluation of this initiative during the
Y997-1998 school vear and eight programs participated during the
19981999 school year. Programs were selected through a competitive
process. Applicants who were judged as being most capable of providing
structured after-school services {including tutoring, homework assistance,
and social skills development) to a “latchkey™ poputation were selected by
a state-level review panel. Programs were run by a variety of different
organizations, including schools, traditional vouth-serving organizations,
and grass-roots community groups. The generalizeability of these pro-
grams to programs in the nation is not known.

In all, 963 students were registered in the programs over the two school
years, and pre-test guestionnaires were completed by 71% (684) of these
students. Forty-six of the students were surveyed during both school
vears. and only the most recent questionnaires were used for this study,
Some of these vouths failed to provide data on the timing of delinquency.
but 61% of the 684 did so. The final sample includes 417 students. As
noted above, the survevs were completed prior to participation in the
after-school program and are therefore not an appropriate source of infor-
mation about the effectiveness of after-sehool programs. The sample is
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not necessarily representative of any well-defined population. 1t is a ¢on-
venient sample of students who participated in the ai_‘tc:rfschm}i programs
funded primarily by Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Agt
monies administered by the Maryland Governor’s office. Tabled confi-
dence intervals are based on an assumption that this 1 a simple random
sample of a hypothetical population.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Two Samples

Ciragde Leved

Demographic Characteristic Elementary Middle/Jr. High Sr. High Total
National Study of Delingueney Provention in Schools
{NSDIPS)
Percentage
L&f;ite f - 6H9 td 6
Black e id I’i 14
Astan e ;) : i
Pagian e 2 2
Othee e i2 15 14
Percemlage Hispanic! k5 i(j? l?
Percentage Male - ;1{ HLs '1~”»
j voreee A £ .969 6.5 15,480
Maryiand After School Commusity Grrant Program
(MASCGP
Percentage Nonwhite 63 75:4 Z;i
Percentage Male ff"i ? ; .
Average Age )
n BN 146 267 417

NOTE: MASCGP includes only elementary- and middie-school students. NSDPS includes
only secondary-schoo! students. _
? Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race.

Table T shows the demographic characteristics of students in both samples.
The table shows that the Maryland after-school program serves a popula-
tion that is much more likely to be nonwhite and is younger than students
in the nation. This is because the program serves elementary and middle
schools (e.g.. schools housing grades 6 through 8 as ‘opp()ss;:d to 7 thmugh
9), primarily in urban areas. The Muryland sample is also composed of a
somewhat higher percentage of males than is the national sample. One of
the sites serves only males.

MEASURES

Delinquent behavior was measured in a parallel fashion in both sam-
ples. In each of the following scales, items are averaged to form s
composite.
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PreumouenNey anp Drua sk

The delinquency scale contains items asking if the subjects engaged in

any of 12 different crimes during the past 12 months, Ttems include dam-.

aging or destroying property, stealing, joyriding, breaking into a building

or a car, carrying a hidden weapon, being in a gang fight, bitting or threat-
ening to hit teachers or students, and using strong-arm methods to get

money or things from a person.  The alpha reliabilities for this scale are
&3 in the national sample and .78 in the Maryland sample: ‘

The four-item drug-use scale contains items asking if the subjects used
tobacco. alcohol, marijuana, or smokeless tobacco during the past 12
months, The alpha reliabilities for this scale are 74 in the national sample:
and .66 in the Maryland sample.

The scales appear 1o be vahid measures of delinquency and drug use. In
the pational sample, the two scales correlate 46 with each other and have
correlations ranging from -30 to 59 with commitment to education.
belief in rules, and positive peer influence, all theoretical predictors of
fower levels of delinquency and substance.

The delinquency and drug-use scales are both “last year variety” scaleg

measuring the number of different behaviors claimed divided by the total

number of behaviors included in the scale. 1t is not possible using this type
of scale to measure the actual number of offenses committed. However,
variety scales have been shown to be reliable measures of delinquency,
and they have. been shown to be highly correlated with frequency mea-
sures of delinquency (Hindelang et. al., 1981 Huizinga and Elliott, 1986).

TIMING OF DELINOQUENCY AND DRUG USE

The timing of delinquency? was measured slightly differently in each of
the two samples. In the National sample, subjects were asked, “If you
were i a fight, stole something, damaged property, or used drugs, what
time of day did you do these things?” They were asked to respond “ves”
or “no” to each of the following:

» In the morning before school starts on weekdays (Monday-Friday)
* Buring school hours on weekdays (Monday-Friday)
+ After school and before diner on weekdays (Monday-Friday)
* After dinner and before 11 p.m. on weekdays (Monday-Friday)
After 11 pan. on weekdays {Monday-Friday)
On weekends (Saturday or Sunday)

In the Marvland survey, the guestion was phrased as follows: “In the

3

offenses.

2. These questions were asked only regarding delinguency and drug use in gen-:
eral. Unfortunately, 1t is not possible 1o examine the timing of different types of -
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ast year e did vou do the things listed in numbers _iwfers to item
iii;g;:;r f:? jf?".'d@'i'gique-nt activities] above?” Respondents answered
“yes” or “po” to ¢ach of the following:
On weekdays, before school
On weekdays, during sehool
On weekdays, between when school lets out and 6 pom.
iy we&kdays, between 6 p.m. and midfnigl’zt
On weekdays, between midnight and 6 a.m.
On weekends

z o & ® % ®

AFTER-S CEE"I{)'&C?L': SUPERVISION

Students were asked to report how many hours they took care of tlzem
selves after school. Tn all, 53% of elementary-school students and 72%. of
middle-school students reported that they took care of themselves feé
more than an hour on the days that they took care of them&a'eiye:s.. Asi
22%, of elementary- and 37% of middte-schopl students repart@ t_h’m:t th.t;y
were left unsupervised for more than three hours on ti}{: day?“ﬁ?a{;??i
took care of themselves. A majority {about .tw;}«-thir.cij&:) of §'£u tg ;
attending Maryland after-school programs (which spemficalﬁy ta-rgme_)
“latchkey” children} reported being left in self-care fgsr an hour :j)r ?ﬁim
per day on the days that they took care of themselves. Of%e«th:rh of ; U
dents attending these programs apparently did so for reasons other than
the need for after-school supervision.

RESULTS

2l riab ‘ d in
Table 2. Delinguency and Drug—usa_\fargabkes Measured
Two Samples—Middle-/Junior-High-School Students

et

Sample .M o 8B N
C Delinguency .
NSDPS 3 123137 19 9:;13;
MASCGP 08 058092 14 05
Dirug use _
NSDPS 20 T 189-214 2% 9200

MASCGE A6 A39.- 074 16 263

' i 5 i incuency Preveation in Schouly, MASCGR =
TE: NSDPS = National Study of Delinguency lf:rwe:z.itmn in | ols; MA
?fé;}rv}nnd ‘After School Community Grant Program: CI = 95%, confidence interval for the
Mean.

‘tuble 2 shows the devel of delingquent Behavior r_c?pormd by middle« dﬂd o
jimi(}f“higﬂ;ﬁiﬁh‘é(ﬂ students in the two samples. Students who earolt
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Table 3. Proportion of Students Reporting Any Delinquent
Acts, by Time Period, National Study of Delinquency
Prevention in Schools

Middlesdr. High 51, High Total
Time Period (r = 94R6) in = 0,053) :
Woekdays

Before school starts 3 14

. 14
{23142y {126-.105) {178 154)

During school hours Bh A e
(365 16T} (. 174-.208) (.174-.197)

After school. before dinper 21 23 22
{196-.227) (207248 (.207.. 235}

After dinner, before 11 [ A8 20 A8
£ AR 1660 (184-.224) (171 108)

After 11 pam, A3 A7 1a
(118137 CA51-087) {.143167)

Weokends 27 34 32
(259787 {316-371h (331337

NOTE: 93% confidence micryals

appear below each estimate,

after-school programs in Marvland are far less delinquent than are stu-
dents of the same age in the nation. The mean delinquency scale score for
the Maryland sample is only about 60% as large as that for the national
sampie. and the Maryland drug-use score is ouly about one-third that for
the national sample. In neither tase does the Maryland score fall within
the 95% confidence interval for the national average. One possible expla-
nation for the difference in the delinquency levels is the age of the stu-
dents. As Table | shows, The Maryland sample of middle-school students
is a year younger than the national sample, which includes students in
schools having grade configurations other than 6 (o &, However, when
only students below grade 9 are included in the calculation for the national
sample, the mean delinquency tevels are only slightly lower. Hence, even
when age is better controlled, the Maryland after-school sample remains
far fess delinquent than does the national average. Because these data
reflect the initial delinquency status of the Maryland sample prior to their
participation in the after-schoo! program. the difference suggests that
Maryland’s after-school programs attract a relatively nondelinquent youth
population.

Tables 3 and 4 show the proportion of students feporting engaging in
delinquent activities, by time period. In both samples. by far, the largess
proportion of students TepOrts engaging in these activities on the week-
ends. In the national sample, the next highest period for delinquency is
during the after-sehool hours, followed by school time and after dinner
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Table 4. Proportion of Students Reporting I)e:iinqueﬁ Acts,
by Time Period, Maryland After School Community
Grant Program

Clementary iddte Total
Tine Pertod (’tng1§1£{$€}?l) (N M;d’i;t”sﬁ) (N = 344..351)
il i W A0
pefore schoet (53— 167) (053-127) (968-.132)
burms schoo (.ns,éiwljc;s; (.i}s”}-}ff"f}} (.{é@_%fﬁ.mfi;
End of school through 6 p.m (A(){);i 75, {,()75;;i,i_f;z) (1‘;{;.‘;:"(_)132}
- through 12 am. (.4;32'[”.;129} {.oaifi‘);zu) (A_sfwz%]? 132)
14 e throueh 6 am. (»-n_m)‘gf.(MS) {,uzg}u?x ) (,fnt)(,}:j};ﬁ].}
Weekends (_,{mil ?1 79 (1 4?%;.[.)252) (. §3{){?2 16}

NOTE: 95% cosfidence intervals appear below each estimate.

The pattern of the timing of dt’:linquency_shéﬁts somewhat zxrs‘axtlf&?i{"::c:?ntzi
get older: The proportions are farger for h;gi}-nschqnl students in eac maa
pertod, but this is particularly truc for the after dinner, after 11 p.m., an
weekend periods. ' ' y

In the Maryland sample, the proportion reporting aﬁ‘wrfsczhf‘};}l cl'ln- ;n
quency s much larger for middle-school than for afemen‘t‘ar}fz: ()(z s;)s
dents, perhaps because middle-school students are ic§s .‘Ex‘. ;_ y ‘oh (;i
supervised than are ¢lementary-school students during the after-scho
hours. .

To compare time periods, these raw pmpnrté«fms should b_e stim;‘fn'd:ic{}j
to adjust for the different number t)f hgurs in cmih p{;‘rz‘od.- ‘ ;ﬁtirthe
reports the results of such a standardization. E'"hc i‘tgpre hh()W& E_ a
before- and after-school hours are the times during which thg htghc‘st pr;)
portion of youths report engaging in de-iinquepcy. In the nat_wnaflsqu{;ltt
delinquency is slightly higher during the ait.e;'rms_clm'(ﬂ p‘ers?‘d E,afsflh 1;
before-school period. In the Maryland Sfi!ﬂp]f{?q it 1s higher bc,i(m,. s(i 10&
Less delinguency occurs during lhe.:-: s‘ughivlsr}nc hfmrs %hiin woudc "gg‘:;
expected given the number of hmms' in this period, I‘i}'c. Qti}u Izdf;-(') su ;m
about equal in terms of the proportion of yquths ﬁ@lﬂttttﬂg toe deling
acts, once opportupity time has been taken into account ‘

These analyses support the belief that delinquency is elevated during the

: T >4
3 W assumed the following hours per week in each upt:ﬂ(_‘rd, hnéur; schoalb 12,5
during schoot 30; after school 17.5: after dinner 257 night 35; weekend, 44
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Figure 1. Timing of Delinquency Standardized by
Hours in Period
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Table 5. Percentage Reporting Delinquency, by Time Period
and Supervision

before schoot after school, before dinner ! aﬁe 11pm
g sofnd after dinner, before 11 pra

Time Period

mMAScGP i NsopPs

NOTE: Raw percentage is divided b i t
' Raw p tage is y number of hours in 2 week that
period. This figure is maitiphied by 100, oo hoars i fweck that fal

weekands

i within each time

;3fter~§ch001. hours, E?m suggest that the before-school hours are also prob-
ematic. Also, the increase in delinquency during the after-school hours

e - CE)C’ B by é, I b =
515 ‘:[} );EE COTH ?d](_,(l WEE}] H] Crease L E {

Prior research (summarized above) has demonstrated that youths wh
are unsupervised after school are more likely than are youiiq whhu 8 (:
supﬁr}’tsed to engage in delinquent activities. This djﬁérenc& 15 also :ifi
:i}:s;ta ;x;;hc fr:/tar]y;tand {i;ata: Students who report being unsupervi;;e(dliﬁ:i;;

e 4l er-school ours for more than one hour per déy report :‘ai.*nifica thy
?:Egth;,; ie\;tf,_]sot de.]jnmque:t@y alﬁd {‘irug us‘c.lhzm do their ;}iers wﬁo are r:ij;t
\ se care. They also report significantly lower levels of paresntal
supervision and more drug-using peers than do their supervised -*cr‘
But Table 5 shows that atthough unsupervised children ai‘e mwora p:! i
quent t.han are children who are not left in self-care. this elevation s ;; iﬂ;
in all time perods rather than only during the affer—s.c:hooi hours ‘Izlth:!‘;nyT
unsupervised children have the most elevated levels c‘>f’ dciinque‘ﬁcv {r?;t"
tive to the other children) on weekends and during school h.(;ur;;. "I‘?}Lit;

Unsupervised Supervised Efect
Time Period M $.50. " Mo 8D n size”
Weekdays
Before school 14 25 194 o1 Bis Y7 A4
Puring school A8 A9 203 A3 A7 ug A48
End of school through 6 p.m. A5 36 199 a3 A7 % 34
6 pan. through 12 am. A4 34 250 4 20 97 A2
1Z am. through 6 am. REA 25 198 ki 0 &7 28
Weekends 24 43 2K} ki 20 47 54

SOURCE: Maryland After School Community Grant Program

NOTE: Al differences between supervised and unsupervised students are significantly
different from zero {p < 01}, except where noted.

Yo 05

Y Effect size is the difference between the means for the unsupervised and supervised youth,
divided by the peoled standard devistion.

finding fails to support the popular notion that the increase in crime dur-
ing the after-school hours is a result of sending young people out on the
streets after school with no responsible supervision or constructive activi-
ties. It is more consistent with the idea that children whose parents leave
them to care for themselves after school are more predisposed to engage
in delinquent activities at ail times. Several explanations are possible
(including poor parenting in general), but it does not appear that the prob-
lem is simply one of low levels of supervision during the after-school
hours.

DISCUSSION

This paper examined the assumption that delinquency is more likely to
occur in the after-school hours and that lack of direct adult supervision is
likely to account for elevated rates of delinquency during these hours.
This study found that adjusting for the number of hours in ¢ach of the time
periods examined, the after-school hours are a time of elevated debn-
guency according to youth self-reports. But high rates of delinquency (per
opportunity hour) also oceur in the relatively short period before school.
Contrary to the image of a dramatic jump in juvenile crime during the
after-school hours that is apparent in police records, the elevation during
this time based on youth reports is modest

A common perception has been that after-school crime oceurs because
of a lack of direct adult supervision. This study found, however, that
unsupervised children are more delinquent at all times. Although low
levels of direct parental supervision and association with delingquent peers
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probably do account for some of the greater delingquency of unsupervised
children. there is something more at work. H is ;}()ssibié that vouths who
are more predisposed (o engage in delinquent activities reject adult care in
the after-school hours. In other words. rather than low éupervision Caus-
ing delinquency. delinguent youths may avoid or reject supervision. To
the extent this is true. after-school programs will have a difficult time
attracting delinquency-prone youths. 1t is also possible that children who
care for themselves in the after-school hours have had less effective social-
ization experience throughout their childhood than did their supervised
tounterparts, resulting in a greater disposition to engage in delinguent
activities. If any of these possibilities is true, the simple provision of an
opportunity for adult supervision in the after-school hours wili not be
likely to reduce delinquency very much. Some delinquency-prone youth
witl be unwilling to attend after-school programs. Others may attend, but
unless these youths' predispositions to delinquency are reduced through
participation in the program. they will stmply engage in delinguent activi-
ties while in the after-school program, fust as they do while they are in
school. )
CAVEATS

Several limitations of this study should be addressed in future studies.
First, the self-reported timing of delinquency data used in this study did
not allow for a disaggregation by type of crime and did not assess fre-
quency of crime. It may be the case that the offenses that occur during the
school day are of a relatively minor nature, and those that occur ciurin;z the
after-school hours are more serious. It may also be the case that a ?;.irger
number of a given type of offense are committed during the after-school
hours than during other times. Either of these patterns may explain the
peak in arrests observed during the after-school hours. Future research
should address this shortcoming by asking about the timing of specific
types of delinquent activity,

Siff)i!arEy. future studies may disaggregate after school delinguency by
the risk level of the offender. 1t may be the case that the ci.eiim;;ue.néy of
high-rate offenders is only weakly related to the time of day, but that for
tower rate offenders, the after-school hours are a peak time for delin-
quency. This pattern would suggest that after-school programs would
work to reduce crime even if they fail 1o attract high-rate délinqumts.

The two data sets used in this study are each flawed, for different rea-
sons. A large proportion of the eligible sccondary schools in the NSDPS
declined to participate in the student survey activity.  Although weights
were applied to correct for nonresponse. the degree of remz{iniﬂg %Jias
remains unknown. The response rates in the Marviand surveys were high,
but the Maryland sample is not representative of any known ;}(‘ap;zlam\m;
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That simitar conclusions about the timing of delinquency were drawn using
these two different samples suggests that whatever biases are present are
not great.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

Questions regarding the effectiveness of after-school programs and the
demand for povernment funding in this arena are central to child care pol-
icy debates. Interestingly. both advocates (Camegie Corporatian, 1992
Fashola, 1998) and critics (Olsen, 2000} of increased government funding
for after-school programs rely on the same (scant) body of literature to
support their positions. Both sides agree that the existing research on
after-school programs is plagued by methodological problems, limiting its
utility for policy guidance. Proponents tend to ignore the inconsistencies
in the research and focus on the few positive findings the research has
vielded to make bold statements, such as “When we send millions of
youny people out on the streets after school with no responsible supervi-
sion or consiructive activities. we reap a massive dose of juvenile crime. If
instead, we were to provide students with quality after-school programs,
safe havens from negative influence, and constructive recreational, aca-
demic enrichment and community service activities. we would dramati-
cally reduce crime.” (Fox and Newman, 1998: pg. 2). For proponents, the
glass containing evidence regarding after-school programming is half-full.
But critics rely on the weaknesses of the research to point out that conchu-
sive positive effects of alter-school programming have not been demon-
strated and that therefore the government should “leave after school
arrangements to parents.” (Olsen, 200 pe. 1), For them. the glass con-
taining cvidence regarding after-school programming is half-empty. Our
pusition s that more methodologically sound research on the topic can
bring focus to this debate.

This study suggests that after-school programs have promise as delin-
quency prevention tools. However, if the results reported here are con-
firmed in studies that control for the types of crime committed at different
times, they suggest that after-school programs are not likelv to reduce
delinquency during the after-school hours simply by providing “safe
havens.” They suggest that if such programs can attract youths who are at
risk for engaging in delinquency, they have the potential (o help these
vouths avoid engaging in delinquent activities by teaching them important
social skills for rtesisting peer pressure, by establishing bonds with
prosecial others, and by increasing commitments o conventional pursuits,
After-school programs are perhaps better suited to meet this challenge
than are school programs, because academic teaching and learning must
remain the priority durimg the school day. After-school programs can pro-
vide the kind of structured programming that has proven effective in other
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contexts for reducing problem behavior. But programs will have to be
carefully designed and marketed to attract delinquency-prone students
and to keep them in the programs. They also should make use of knowl-
edge about what works to reduce delinquency in this population, Several
recent articles have summarized features of effective after-school pro-
gramming (Pederson et al, 1998, Quinn, 1999; Vandell and Shumow,
1999). Programs vary along many dimensions, and not all programs pro-
vide constructive, positive environments that may be expected to promote
healthy development.

Effective models for prevention that may be adapted to an after-school
seiting are summarized in a report 10 the US. Congress on what works in
crime prevention (Gottfredson, 1997} and in an update to that report
{Gottfredson et al., 2001). These models include programs that teach and
provide mtensive coaching and reinforcement over an extended period in
a range of soctal competencies (e.g.. developing self-control, stress-man-
agement, responsible decision-making. social problem-solving, and com-
munication skills). Programs that carefully track behavior and provide
positive reinforcement for behavioral improvement and programs that
provide structured one-on-one tutoring are also effective. Mentoring pro-
grams, which rely on the development of attachments to prosocial adults,
may also hold promise. These models have been shown to reduce delin-
quency among high-risk youths at least in some realizations. After-school
programs incorporating these effective practices hold promise for delin-
quency prevention, Only rigorous evaluations of such programs will tell if
this promise s realized.
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