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he decade of the 1960s began in a mood of
contentment with domestic afinirs and con-

_i. fidence in international ones: it ended in an
-agony vt vliciness ana frustration ove both.

The history of the change is well known. and the
reasons for it are thought to be also. The country
“discovered poverty. contronted race. entered a war.
and endured a series of tragic assassinations. By
1966, it was clear that any one of these issues. to
say nothing of all three in combination. was suf-
ficient to strain the political capacities and social
bonds of the people very nearly to the breaking
point. Not only were the problems themselves seri-
ous and difficult: in each case the exisrence of the
“problem was thought to be the consequence of in-
stitutional and political failures: poverty the result
of neglect, riots the result of racism. and war the
result of . .. what? Confusion? Miscalculations?
Conspiracy? No small part of the divisiveness of
the 1960s stemmed from the widespread belief that
our problems could be explained and in part cor-
rected by the assignment of moral blame. It.is
simple cnough to document the “problems,” and
their remarkable growth.

Crime

In 1946, there were in this country 6.9 murders
per one hundred thousand population. the highest
since 1937. In the seventeen vears that followed
. the end of World War 1l the murder rate declined
more or less steadilv. so that by 1962 it was 4.5
per onc hundred thousund population—less than
two-thirds of what it had been in 1946, By 1968, it
stood at 6.8, higher than at any tme since 1946.

by James Q. Wilson and Robert L. DuPont o

Robbery is perhaps the most feared crime. in-
asmuch as it so often occurs among SLrangers.
without warning, and involves the use or threat of
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but most of the serious offenses probably are
called to the attention of the police. In 1946, the
robbery rate was 59.4 per one hundred thousand
population. higher than, it had been at any time
since 1935. Then robbery. like murder. began to
show a long, slow decline in its incidence until. by
1959, the rate was only 51.2—a drop of 14 percent.
The following year it went up suddenly 1o 39.9. the
largest one-ycar increase during any of the preced-
ing seventeen years. By 1963, 1t had more than
doubled, to 131.

Auto thefl is also a more or less accurately
counted crime: cars are insured. and victims must
report the loss to collect their payments. This cnime
followed. until the 1960s. an opposite pattern 10
that for murder and robberyv: the mid-1930s were a
{ow point for auto theft. probably because the pro-
duction of automobiles for civilian use had ended
during World War 1. so that by 1946 there were

_not many cars worth stcaling. The low point for

auto theft came in 1949, when only 107.7 cars per
hundred thousand population were stolen. Then. as
the country returned to a peacetime economy and

‘new cars began rolling off the production lines. the

auto theft rate began to drift upward. By 1960. 1t
had risen to 181.6. an increasc of almost 60 per-

“cent. For a year or two. the rate paused at this

new high—new, at least, for any period since 1935.
Then. from 1963 to 1964, it went up by the largest
amount of any year since records were kept: over
30 points. In the language of the stock market
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chart-makers, auto theft had “broken out.” and
from that vear on. it shmud sharp annual in-
creases.

If the figures are to be behwcd the increase in
crime assumcd epidemic proportions in the first
few ycars of the 19G0s. Interestingly, murder was
somewhat slower to show this increase than rob-
bery or auto theft. One reason for this may be the
continucd improvement in the delivery of emer-
gency health care to people who have been as-
saulted: speedy ambulance drivers and skilled doc-
tors and nurses may have saved the lives of
persons who had been shot or stabbed. (In 1933,
there were six times as many crimes listed as ag-
gravated assaults as there were homicides. By 1960,
the ratio had increused to seventeen to one. a
crude measure. perhaps, of ‘the improvements re-
sulting from radio-dispatched ambulances and new

meédical and surgical techmques)

Drugs .

During most of the 1950s, the number of nar-
cotic-related deaths reported by the Medical Exam-
iner in New York City hovered around one hun-
dred a year. In 1960. it touched two hundred for
the first time since at least 1918, and perhaps ever.
In 1961, there was a sudden. sharp increase. to
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~.passed seven hundred a vear and was still climb-

. By the end of the decade. more than twelve

-hundred New Yorkers had died either from a le-

thal overdose of a narcotic or from some other
cause related to being a habitval narcotic user.
Furthermore. the proportion of all narcotic-related
deaths due to an overdose had increased: less than

“half-of such deaths before 1961, but more than 80

percent after 1571,

Before 1963, Atlanta probably had no more than
about five hundred heroin users. By the end of the
decade, the number of users had increased tenfold,

_to five thousand.

In Boston, the estimated number of‘ heroin users
never exceeded six hundred in the period between
1960 and 1963. Between 1963 and 1964, there was
a sudden estimated increase of more than four
hundred users. By the end of the decade, the num-
ber of users in Boston had increased tenfold.

In March, 1965, Daniel P. Moynihan, then an
Assistant Secretary of Labor, published a docu-
ment entitled The Negro Family. The study de-
scribed the weakness of the f‘m;!v structure among
a large minority of blacks and argued for a'.na-
tional policy to correct the causcs of that weakness
and to support processes that would strengthen
such familics. The conditions he deseribed were
not ncw: since as carly as 1950, about one-fifth of
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black married women, as comparcd to about one-
twenty-fitth of -white married women, were scpa-
rated from their husbands. A large and growing
number of these women with children but without
husbands were on welfure (that is, recciving Aid to
Familics With Dependent Children).

One fact in the Moynihan report, however, was
utterly without precedent. Since 1948, the annual
number of new AFDC cases paralleled almost pre-
cisely the unemployment rate for nonwhite males.
Whenever the nonwhite unemplovment rite went
up. as it did in 1949, 1954, and 1957, the number
of mew welfare cases went up. All this was to be
expected—indeed. it was exactly what most sup-
porters of the AFDC plan desired. But in 1962-
1963, a remarkable thing happened: the number of
new persons admitted to AFDC started going up
even though the unemployment rate was going
down.

From 1961 to 1964, the unemployment rate for
nonwhite males fell from 12.9 percent to 9.1 per-
cent, but between 1962 and 1964 the number of
new AFDC cases opened each year increased by
almost sixty thousand. In short, entry onto the wel-
fare rolls was for the first time being influenced by
forces independent of general economic.conditions
and of unemolowncnt in parucular For decades
the line ﬁlc‘"mrJ
ung new AFDC cases were parallel; beginning in
about 1960, they moved in opposite directions.
From its graphic appearance, the phenomenon
might be referred to as the “welfare scissors.”

if a second edition of the study had been pub-
lished in 1969, it would have shown that the scis-
sors continued to open: by then. the nonwhite
unemployment rate had fallen to 6.5 percent, but

1
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.the annual number of new AFDC cases had grown

by 222 percent.

The reasons for the increase in welfare appli-
cants at a time when economic conditions were im-
proving remain a matter of conjecture. For some
the increase was the result of the increase in illegit-
imacy, especially among black children, but it is
far from clear that this happened (there have prob-
ably been important changes in the willingness to
report a birth as illegitimate, but whether the nun-
ber of such births has gone up is uncertain). If it
occurred, the change took place in the first five
years of the 1960s. From 1955 to 1960. the propor-
tion of nonwhite births that were reported as ille-
gitimate went from 20.2 percent to 21.6 percent, a
trifling change: from 1960 to 1965, however, it rose
from 21.6 to 26.3 percent, an increasc of about
one- ﬁﬁh
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than twice as many as eight ycars earlier: they

Nor is it clear that the rise in welfarc con-
sumption in the carly [960s was the result of in-
creasing proportions of women being duserted by
their husbands. In 1960, 11 percent of married
nonwhite women were separated from their hus-
bands; by 1966, it was sull 1 pereent. The propor-
tion divorced remained constant at 5 percent and the

percentage of ponwhite female-headed houscholds

increased only slightly between 1960 and 1966.

What is clear is that d growing percentage of
women cligible for AFDC began to apply for it
and to get it. Welfare became either sociully more
attractive or administrativelv more accessible or
both. While only a

minority of illcgitimate children
receive welfare, and while many women deserted
by their husbands never apply for welfare. in the
early 1960s more and more of those eligible for
such aid sought it and, in many cities, got it.

Unemployment-

During only three years between 1947 and 1957
were there as many as one million young persons
(aged 16 to 24) unemploved. But since 1958 the
aumber has never dipped below one million. and
by 1961, unemployed young adults numbered 1.5
million, almost twice as many as in 1953,

The United States made enormous strides in
Proviciing juus wwiiiy 1€ 1060s, but aduits bone-
fited more than young people. During a decade
when the unemployment rate generally declined,
the unemployment rate for persons 16 to 19 years
of age increased. so that while the young made up
only a sixth of the unemploved in 1961, they ac-
counted for more than a quarter of it by 1971 In
one year, 1963, the number of uncmployed persons
aged 16 to 19 alone increased to 17 percent.

The increase in teen-age and young adult unem-
ployment was particularly sharp among nonwhites.
Not only was a higher proportion of young non-
whites unemployed. but the increase in youth
unemployment was greater for nonwhites than for
whites: between 1960 and 1963, the peak year for
the decade, the unemployment rate among persons
aged 16 to 19 went up by 23 percent for whites
but by 28 percent for nonwhites. [n 1963, there
were 176000 unemployed young nonwhites, more

ey ac-
counted for almost one-third of all the young non-

whites in the labor force. :

he carly years of the 1960s suffered a sud-
den and marked deterioration in certain key
social indicators that. taken together, was
unprecedented during any of the previous twenty
or thirty years. Some of these indicators, such as
teen-age uncmployment. were noticed and be-
lieved: others. such as those about crime and fam-
ilies, were noticed but not believed: and still others,
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such as thosc pertaining to heroin addiction, were
scarcely  noticed. Or mwore precisely: “informed
opinion™ did not notice or belicve many of these
indicators.

The price that we paid for this oversight—in con-
fusion. frustration, and social divisions—was sub-
stantial. At the very time when the United States
was embarking on the dongest period ot sustained
prosperity since World War I—a period that was
to produce major improvements in incomes, cduca-
tional levels. and housing and health conditions of
almost every major segment of our population—the
quality of life. especially of life in public places,
was rapidly worsening. We were achieving the
Great Society without producing the good lite, en-
hancing our prosperity without improving our tran-
quillity. '

The crucial years scem to have been 1962 and
1963. Well before the war in.Victnam had fully
engaged us or the ghetto riots had absorbed us,
the social bonds—the ties of famity, of neighbor-
hood, of mutudl forbearance and civility—seem 1o
have come asunder. Why? ,

There is no single explanation, but one fact is
obvious: by 1962 and 1963. there had come of age
the persons born during the baby boom of the im-
mediate postwar period. A child born in 1946
would have been 16 in 1962, 17 in 1963.
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there were about 24 million persons aged 14 to 24
by 1960 that had increased to just under 27 mil-
lion. But during the next ten years the number of
young people increased by 1.3 million a year. That
ten-year increase of 13 million persons was greater
than the growth in the young segment of the pop-
ulation for the entire rest of the century. And dur-
ing the.first nvo years of the decade of the 1960s,
we added more yvoung persons (about 2.6 million)
to our population than in any preceding ten years
since 1930. :

The result of this has been provocatively stated
by Professor Norman B. Ryder, the Princeton Uni-
versity demographer: “There is a perennial in-
vasion of barbarians who must somehow be civ-
idized and turned into contributors to fulfillment of
the various funciions requisite to societal survival.”
That “invasion” is the coming of age of a new
generation of young people. Every society copes
with this enormous socialization process more or

less successfuily. but occasionally that process is al-

most literally swamped by 2 quantitative dis-
continuity in the numbers of persons involved:
“The increase in the magnitude of the socialization
tasks in the United States during the past decade
was completely outside the bounds of previous cx-

" perience.”

If we continuc Professor Ryder's metaphor, we
note that in 1950 and still in 1960 the “invading
army” (those aged 14 to 24) was outnumbered
three-to-one by the size of the “defending army”
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_ black women the same age

>(those aged 25 to 64). By |

970, the ranks of the
grown so fust that they were out-
numberced b\ only two-to-one, a state of affairs
that had not existed since at least 1890, and may
never exist again tn our lifctime.

The signiticance of these numbers is best under-
stood by looking at one citv. Take Washington,
D.C. It has a large black population. a high crime
rate, and is the source of countless stories about
popular fears of criminal attack and countless po-
litical speeches about the need to get tough. One

former huad

would think that it is a city the population of

which had dctertorated substantially in the last
decade or two. In fact. by most measures, quite the
opposite is the case.

Consider the black population. which is almost
three-fourths of the towl. lis median educational
level increased from 8.8 vears of schooling in 1950
to 11.4 years in 1970. In 1950, there were only ten
thousand black adults in the city with a college
education: in 1970, there were 22,000. Black me-
dian family income. adjusted for intlation. tripled
during the two decades. In 1970, when there was
substantial unen?ploxmem in the country as a
whole, the uwemp,oxmwt for black men 'wed 20
to 59 in Washington was only 4.5 percent and for
3.6 percent. Washing-

ton has manifold problems of poor housing. pov-
erty, and inndeoguniz sihoilng, Lol I i ol by @Ry

- concervable measure a vast lower-class slum or a
“city that has lost ground economically or educa-

tionally. To a substantial degree, it is a black
middle-class or lower-middle- class community.

Yet Washington has for almost a decade been
besieged by crime, heroin, and welfare problems
due in large part to the change in the age structure
of the city’s pooulatlon In 1960, there were about

risen to more than 86.000—~an

ey
+

65.000- persons J«md 16 to 21. Ten years later, us a

result of the postwar.baby boan, that number had

iacrease of more
than 30 percent. During the 1930s. there lmd been

only about cight thousand live births each vear in
the’ city: by the end of World War I that numb\,
had risen to about twenty thousand per vear.

The vast majority of these additional children
entered the life of the city and its institutions just
the way they had always done~they went to
school. took jobs. got marricd. and had children of
their own (Ihouch far fewer than the number of
children their parents had).. A small proportion of
them did the things that some young people al-
ways do. but this ume it was a small proportmn of
a very large number.

The schools were among the first institutions to
notice the change. The number of dropouts from
Washington junior high schools began to increase
in 1962 and peaked in 1964. Then, as the childrena
oot older. the number of dropouts from the senior
high schools began to rise, peaking in 1968. When
those in school or out of school started looking for
jobs, they discovered that the number of new
voung applicants had increased faster than the
number of jobs. In Washington. the unemployment
rate for blacks aged 16 to 21 had been around 2
percent during the 1950s, but during the 1960s it
1ose steadiny Twmid 1L reacoca 1o nercent Ior mntes
and 20 percent for females by 1570:

The proportion of young males in Washington
who became addicted to heroin before the 1960s
had been, as best one can estimate it, less ‘than 3
percent. One might have expected that rate to re-
main the same for the new, larger population of
young people coming of age in the 1960s. If it had.
the number of addicts would have gone up by at

.




Jeast a third—a serious problem. but nothing like
the epidemic that actually struck. T fact, the ad-
- diction rate for males born in the decade following
1945 who grew up in Washington was over ten
times the “normal™ level. As the epidemic
‘mounted. certain age groups were devastated. Of
the 6000 young Washingion men born in 1933,
over 13 percent became heroin addicts and in some
large areas of the city about one-fourth the males
born in that vear became heroin users. In the
single ycar 1969. about 5 percent of 16-vear-old
males became addicted to heroin. '
“The reason for this increase can bs found in the
way addicts are recruited: new users are enlisted in
peer groups by enthusiastic experimenters. If more
* than a very small number of addicts exists in a
city, and if they are distributed among several dif-
ferent friendship groups. the rate of recruitment of
new addicts can increase seometrically. The pro-
cess may continue until alt susceptible persons are
recruited, or public countermecasures are taken, or
both.

Some wonien were becoming addicts as well. but
there were fewer female than male addicts. Wel-
fare rather than heroin was the women's problem.
For several decades. AFDC had been utilized prin-
cipally by older women who had lost their hus-
bands. In the 1960s o< Iarge numbers of voung
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an increase in AFDC utilization and a change in
the kind of recipient. The women on AFDC mn
Washington tripled between 1961 and 1971. from
5000 to over 16.000. and the largest growth oc-
-curred among young women. The number on
AEDC who were over 30 increased by 140 percent.
but the number who were under 30 increased” by
300 percent and those under 20 increased by 800

-youthful crime. Professor Marvin Wolf
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creent. In ten vears, the age of the typical woman
on AFDC fell from 30 to 23 _
Crime increased rapidly in this same period.
IHere. of course, even a crude estimate of the num-
er of young persons involved is difficult. We obvi-
ously do not know the age of those who commit

crimes. only the age of those arrested for crimes. .

And we do not know how many crimes are coms-
mitted by the sume person. But we can make some
guesses, based on a recent study in Philadelphia
that is perhaps the best analysis available of

feang and his
co-workers at the University of Pennsylvdnia exam-
ined the delinquency records of all the males born
in 1945 who lived in Philadelphia between their
tenth and eighteenth birthdays. They found more
than ten thousand of them. more than one-third of
whom had at least one recorded contact with the
police by the time they were cighteen, and half of
these had more than one such contact. Of the
delinquent acts recorded. perhaps a quarter could
be regarded as relatively serious crimes. Most of
the crimes were committed when the boys were 13,
16, or 17.

Suppose those proportions were true for Wash-
ington (they are not likely to be exactly the same.
because the racial and economic composition of
the cities differs). Since the number of persons
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1960s. if one-third of these committed one or more
delinquent acts. by 1970 there would have been at
least seven thousand more delinquents in the city
than there had been when the decade started.
Since each delinquent would have committed at
lcast three offenses known to the police before he
turned eighteen. 21.000 more offenses resulting in

an arrest would have been committed. Many thou-
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sands morée that did not produce a police contact
were no doubt committed.

Three implications of these data are of para-
mount importance. One is that much of the in-
crease in crime. welfare wtilization, and heroin ad-
diction can be explained by the sheer numbers of
young persons invelved without adducing any the-
ory about the breakdown of the family. of the
church, or of socicty.

The second is that, except for heroin addicts
during certain yeurs in certain districts of the city.
thosc responsible for these behaviors were a small
minority of all the young persons. We estimate
that of the 147.000 persons born in the decade af-

ter World War II who lived in Washington in the

1960s, about 17.200, or less than 12 percent, were

_either on heroin or on welfare or both.

But the third is that changes in the age structure
of the population cannot alone account for the so-
cial dislocations of the 1960s. While the number of
persons between the ages of 16 and 21 ir the Dis-
trict of Columbia incrcased by 32 percent between
1960 and 1970, the social problems increased much
more: the rate of serious crime went up by over
400 percent, welfare recipients by over 200 percent.
unemployment rates Dy at feast 100 percent. and
heroin addiction by {our best gucss) over 1000 per-
cent. Detroir. w cite-another example. hag ahoad
100 murders in 1960 but over 300 in 1971, yet ithe
number of young persons did not quintuple.

It is possible that the sudden increase in the
number of “risk” persons sets ofl an explosive in-
crease in the amount of crime, addiction, and wel-
fare dependency. What have once been relatively
isolated and furtive acts (copping a fix, stealing a
TV) become widespread and group-supported ac-
tivities. :

Heroin addiction is an example. We have had
addicts since at least 1900, and we have always
had young people who were potential addicts. We
also know that addiction spreads like a contagion,
with one friend “turning en” another. Yet ordinar-
ily this contagion is rather contained and results in
no epidemic of the sort that broke out in the
1960s. The sudden. dramatic increase in the num-
ber of poteatial addicts seems 1o have created a
sclf-sustaining contagion that rapidly produced a
more than proportionate number of actual addicts.

«

{ the same time, our society did a number of

things that nurturcd this reaction. The

media spread the message that 2 “youth
culture™ was being born and celebrated the cult of
personal liberation that scemed to be central: to
that culture. Enhanced personal mobility made it
easier to carry a contagion from onc group to an-
other. Social programs designed to combut poverty
brought together groups that once would  have
been isolated from cach other and thus facilitated
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the contagion. The contacts of upper-middle-class
suburban youths with
civil rights programs increased access to the drug
culture, or perhaps created in the eyes of the
whites the mistaken view that such a “culture™
existed. and was desirable. when in fact.only
deviant and episodic drug-taking existed. '

The institutional mechanisms which could
handle problems in ordinary numbers were sud-
denly swamped and may. in some cases. have bro-
ken down entirely. The deterrent force of the po-
lice and the courts may not be great in normal
times but it may have declined absolutely. not just
relatively, in thosc exceptional times. The increase
in crime produced a less than proportionate in-
creasc in arrests and, of those arrested, probably a
less than proportionate increase in penalties. If the
supply and value of legiumate opportunitics (that
is. jobs) were declining at the very time that the
cost of illegitimate activities (that is. fines and jail
terms) was also declining. a rational tecen-ager
might well have concluded that it made more
sense to steal cars than to wash them.

One is tempted to ask, “What might have
been?” If the age structure of the decade had beecn
normal. if crime and addiction and welfare de-
pendercy had not increased so dramatically. could
W ]n‘;n.’rr ux : ‘1_{1*_ W ome
more successtully than we did? Indeed, what would
we have considered our probiems to be? The war
and its divisiveness would have occurred in_any
event. The demand by blacks for equality of op-
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. portunity would still have arisen, though the num-
blacks available for militant protest -

ber of young
would have been smaller. The ghetto riots might
still have occurred. -
- But perhaps some problems would have been
easier to address had not the social structure ap-
peared to have collapsed. We might have had a
more sensible discussion of riots and what to do
about them if it had not been so easy for somc 1o
link (incorrectly, we think) the existence of rioting
with the rise of ordinary criminality. Programs de-
signed to solve teen-age unemployment would
clearly have been more successtul if so large a
fraction of employable teen-agers had not been
deeply involved in heroin addiction and remunera-
tive crime. In retrospect.-we might not have de-
scribed certain Great Society programs as faitures
if the problems they sought to remedy—uncmploy-
ment, dropping out of school, low educational
achievement—had not been suddenly enturged in
scope and altered in character. Rebuilding or reha-
bilitating our inner-city ncighborhoods might have
been much easicr had not so many of these areas
been destroyed as communitics by crime and ad-
diction. :

But we are not yet sure we can even explain
what did happen: we shall never be able to explain
what might have happened. O '

ghetto blacks as a resuft of
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