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hate crime occurs and even more so the more hate crime 
happens, then census tracts become more dissimilar to 
the racial proportions of the city as a whole, which sug-
gests that blacks do not move out of the city but to an-
other census tract in the same city. The census tracts they 
moved to and the ones they moved from both become 
more dissimilar from the overall city proportions.

While black residents may choose to move, even if they 
have some agency in determining where they move, the 
term of “voluntary choice” in moving is not appropriate 
here. Some researchers argue free choice in the neighbor-
hood decisions of blacks (Patterson 1997; Thernstrom 
and Thernstrom 1997), but how is there free choice when 
one may be moving to avoid race-based crime? Blacks’ 
moving may be due to fear of and intimidation by whites. 
These factors, which are push factors, may be stronger 
than the pull factors of black neighborhoods. And the 
existing pull factors may be rooted in the reason for leav-
ing the more white area – there will be less race-based 
violence against blacks in areas with more black residents, 
mostly because there are fewer whites. We would not 
expect whites to travel to largely black neighborhoods to 
commit hate crime. Whites are expected to commit hate 
crime to push minorities into neighborhoods deemed 

“minority neighborhoods,” which often have higher levels 
of economic and educational disadvantage. 

Sex-based hate crime and violent hate crime lead to 
more white/black dissimilarity. Sex-based hate crimes are 
strongly related to white/black dissimilarity. The particu-
larly heinous nature of these crimes appears more likely 
to cause segregation. There may be increased despera-
tion to avoid these crimes. Sex-based crimes function 
to demonstrate power over the (usually female) victim 
in a highly racialized way, harkening back to times of 
slavery. The message tends to be one of race and gender 
in the symbolism of the sexual entitlement of the white 
man (Healey 2003; McPhail 2002). This demonstrates the 
intersectionality at work in hate violence (meaning that 
race or gender, for instance, rarely operate independent-
ly), an area needing more research. The expected psycho-
logical effects on victims, families, and communities are 
even higher for sex-based hate crime than for other hate 
crime.

Violent hate crimes also increase white/black segregation, 
although the increase is not as strong and significance is 
borderline. These crimes of assault and homicide tend to 
show signs of excessive violence and are also rare. The low 
effect may be due to the level of harassment that typically 
leads up to violent hate crime; this harassment may have 
already motivated people to move. This is important to 
consider. Since harassment is less likely reported to the 
police, and intimidation, if reported, is rarely classified as 
hate crime this could contribute to lower coefficients in 
some models. 

Hate crime increases the likelihood of high white/black dis-
similarity. Hate crime does not just mean that the segrega-
tion level may rise, as indicated in the continuous measure, 
but the occurrence actually increases the potential for 
highly segregated areas. This is important to understand-
ing how hate-based violence functions and builds strength 
for the arguments made earlier based on the models with 
continuous measures of segregation. Similarly, when 
lower numbers of hate crimes occur, there is an increased 
likelihood of low segregation. This seems to point to one 
possible method that will assist in integrating our cities: 
decrease the hate crime levels. Similarly, when examin-
ing the likelihood of having low, moderate, or high white/
black dissimilarity, anti-black hate crime and violent hate 
crime in particular increase the likelihood of an increase in 
categories of segregation. The violence and direct targeting 
of these hate crimes cause extreme increases in segregation 
levels.

When hate crime occurs, white/black segregation increases. 
Hate crime also increases the likelihood of categorical 
jumps in segregation, rather than increases of just a few 
percentage points. Hate crime clearly has an effect on 
controlling the living choices and options of blacks, and in 
pushing them into greater disadvantage. 

What becomes evident from this study is that blacks con-
tinue to be a highly disfavored group in America. Blacks 
are disproportionately targeted for hate crime and feel the 
effects in their neighborhoods more than Latinos/as or 
Asians. But why is this? One reason is that in a racist coun-
try, darkness of skin and a history of white racism targeting 
blacks makes blacks acceptable victims to those who might 
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commit hate crime. There is symbolism in the desecration 
of black bodies linked to a colonialist history. Blacks are 
the most dehumanized of racial minority groups and, al-
though nowadays vocal vehement racism may be frowned 
upon in society, this does not stop the actions related to 
such racism from happening. 

Neighborhood identity and home ownership have histori-
cally been symbols of “making it in America” (Crump 
2004). Crump explained that, “The efforts of African 
Americans to breach the boundaries of the urban ghet-
tos and end housing segregation threatened the sense of 
white racial identity reflected in home ownership” (2004, 
229). In homogeneous white neighborhoods the presence 
of blacks may symbolize a threat to life as whites know 
it. While in urban areas the chance of criminal victimiza-
tion for blacks is already great, the threat of violence from 
hate crime makes their risk even greater. Because of the 
belief that blacks are violent, segregation gives whites a 
strong incentive to maintain the status quo and perpetu-
ate the black ghetto for fear of such violence. The irony is 
that some whites use the very criminality and violence they 
fear, in the form of hate crime, to keep blacks segregated. 
Clearly blacks, Hispanics, and Asians are not segregated 
in the same way nor are they affected by hate crime in the 
same way, but this racialized violence still influences where 
both groups can live. The most recent national hate crime 
statistics available (for 2004) document the continuation 
of race-based violence and the predominance of crimes 
against blacks (See Table 1b). But violence against Hispanic 
and Asians at the hands of whites still functions to influ-
ence where people live.

6.1. Theory Implications
Studies have suggested that hate crime will be most 
frequent when minorities constitute a small share of the 
population (Green et al. 1998). While this may seem 
contrary to the threat hypothesis, it may be that whites per-
ceive a threat no matter how many individuals from racial 
minorities are present. It may also be key to investigate how 
long the minority and white populations have resided in a 
neighborhood; the timing of minority arrival may be more 
important than the numbers of new arrivals, but my study 
cannot measure this. The defended neighborhoods thesis 
posited that whites would attempt to maintain white homo-

geneity by defending themselves from non-white incom-
ers. This thesis acknowledges the importance of a threat to 
white homogeneity. It also predicts that hate crime may di-
minish when significant numbers of minorities move into a 
neighborhood. The models did not allow for measuring the 
exact time that the minority population arrived in the city, 
though the models do document an accelerated relation-
ship between hate crime against blacks and segregation of 
blacks. Between whites’ choices of acceptance, resistance, 
or leaving the neighborhood, whites rarely choose the ac-
ceptance option unless the city already contains segregated 
areas. We can say that the occurrence of hate crime appears 
to cause more segregation, and although a city-level test 
cannot determine this, I predict that the hate crimes are 
occurring in census tracts with more white residents in 
an effort to cluster the minorities into census tracts away 
from whites. Hate crime leading to more dissimilar census 
tracts within a city and less exposure of whites to minori-
ties seems to support this argument. Whites defend their 
neighborhoods from minorities with hate crime and hence 
increase segregation.

In terms of group conflict theory, in a city that is highly 
segregated and in a census tract within that city that is 
mostly white or all white, white residents may feel less 
threatened by the presence of very few non-whites than 
they would in an area that has a markedly increasing 
number of non-whites. When whites are newly exposed to 
minority residents, particularly if it is more than one new 
household, they begin to feel threatened and may use hate 
crime as their weapon of choice. Whites may react and try 
to prevent future increases in the non-white population. 
White fight does in fact happen. We see that hate crime 
targeting specific racial groups influences segregation 
levels, but so does hate crime in general. Racial minorities 
can get messages in school, at work, at play, and at home 
to indicate white disdain for their presence. More research, 
particularly qualitative research, is needed on this topic.

7. Future Research and Conclusions
This study seeks to marry two literatures previously sepa-
rated from one another. Segregation disproportionately 
affects blacks and has consequences beyond the location of 
housing. This research asked about the unique ways these 
racial minorities may experience hate crime and segrega-
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tion. The segregation literature neglects the role of race-
based violence, and neighborhood population composition 
is rarely incorporated into hate crime discussions. Under-
standing the role violence plays in perpetuating segrega-
tion will lead to a more complete understanding of the 
dynamics of segregation and continued white racism by 
which blacks are prevented by whites from achieving social 
standing. This study breaks the silence in the literature on 
the ways segregation and hate crime interact.

This national cross-sectional analysis examines the relation-
ship between various measures of segregation in cities in 
2000 and the occurrence of race-based hate crime and hate 
crime in general, examining white/black segregation levels, 
operationalized as the dissimilarity index. Data used in this 
study are the best-available and most widely used. Models 
take into account the nuances of hate crime and segrega-
tion measures. The models in this study are conservative: 
where they demonstrate a hate crime effect we can be 
certain this does exist. 

Continued and expanded research is needed in the area of 
hate crime and segregation. In-depth interviews with hate 
crime perpetrators will provide additional insight into the 
motivations behind hate violence. Interviews with perpe-
trators should involve those who vandalized property as 
well as those who committed homicide so researchers can 
tease out the real motivations at multiple levels of such 
violence. Measures of how much the perpetrator values a 
homogeneous white neighborhood should be investigated 
to determine whether whites are consciously committing 
hate violence with the intent of removing racial minorities 
and whether perpetrators intended to make minorities fear 
for their safety. Additionally, we could discover to what 
degree minority movement is due to fearing for their safety. 

Future studies should also explore additional populations 
such as women, American Indians, Jews, same-sex couples, 
and transgendered individuals, who may experience 
violence based on their new presence in neighborhoods, 

schools, and/or jobs. In addition, looking at smaller cities 
could enable an additional assessment of factors not readily 
apparent when only looking at large cities.

Clearly, race is still a salient issue in this country, and the 
violent manipulation tools of the pre–civil rights era are 
still being used in an attempt to keep the master’s home 
and neighborhood free of racial minorities. Hate crime, 
alone and in combination with other factors, assists in 
limiting the residential opportunities of racial minorities in 
U.S. cities. Blacks clearly remain a highly disfavored group, 
experiencing a strong relationship between hate crime 
and segregation and being disproportionately targeted for 
hate crime more than any other group. We also notice that 
hate crime is patterned. Hate crime is not a random act by 
a lone individual (even if it looks like it is). Hate crime is 
strongly tied to location and intrinsically linked to the so-
cial forces of the neighborhood. Because of this we may be 
able to predict in the future where hate crime might occur.

While the magnitude of my effects may not be large, the 
important point is that clearly there is a relationship 
between hate crime and segregation.20 There are limits 
to the claims I can make from the data but there are clear 
correlations. A previously undocumented relationship, 
between hate crime and segregation, has been documented. 
Although my study does not measure the social psychologi-
cal assumptions in which group conflict theory and the 
defended neighborhoods thesis are grounded, it contrib-
utes to the debate by attempting to provide an alternative 
explanation for changes in segregation in cities. Most 
important for this study was that segregation and hate 
crime variables clearly are related and provide us with an 
interesting finding. Given that the theory grounding this 
study also points us to a relationship where hate crime 
influences segregation, it would be even harder to make a 
reverse causal relationship argument.

We cannot suggest ending segregation without acknowl-
edging the important role played by race-based violence in 

10 . While one may wonder how I can posit that 
hate crime is happening in the same places segre-
gation is increasing, it is important to remem-
ber that research documents that hate crime is 

committed close to home (Flint 2004; Perry 2002, 
2001). It is therefore plausible that hate crime is 
occurring in places that people live. 
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perpetuating segregation. Race matters in neighborhoods.  
It matters who is subjected to violence and persistent disad-
vantage. All-white neighborhoods must not represent the 
pinnacle of success for whites and  drive them to be so de-
termined to maintain this privilege that they use race-based 
violence to segregate minorities.

Nowhere is the use of hate crimes to maintain racial su-
periority and spatial separation more obvious than in the 
residential structure of the U.S. city. African Americans 
move beyond existing racial boundaries and are met with 
violent opposition. As documented in the background, racial 
violence was initially viewed as a cause of segregation along 
with formal real estate methods and policy strategies. Now, 
such violence can be viewed as assisting in maintaining seg-
regation. This research has documented that hate violence 
and/or intimidation play/s a role in neighborhood defense. 
We know that hate crime intimidates racial minorities, af-
fects entire communities beyond the initial victims, has long-
lasting effects, creates fear within and even of a community, 
and contributes to an environment of racial hostility, so it 
makes sense that hate crime would cause further segrega-
tion of racial minorities and perpetuate homogeneous white 
areas. 

Hate crime is not a random act; it is part of a pattern of 
discrimination and deprivation unleashed on our nation’s 
minorities. While some racial minorities do choose minority 
neighborhoods, we do not know how often racial minorities 
are concerned about racially motivated violence, only that it 
exists and affects segregation. Ignoring the role of violence 
in studies of segregation is a disservice to all involved. While 
many may not want to admit that race-based violence is a 
continuing problem, we see from this research that it is. 

“So long as black ghettos exist, entombing black souls within 
their pathology, white Americans will fear the entry of 
blacks, any blacks, into their communities. And so long as 
that is the case, America’s black-white problem will continue 
to afflict the nation” (Polikoff 2006, 390). The fear which 
Polikoff reminds us of is what motivates hate violence in our 
communities and continues the segregation of blacks. As 
we work to decrease hate crime, increase opportunities and 
remove the concentrated disadvantage of segregation, we can 
move in the direction of a nation that truly has liberty and 
justice for all.
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Table C3: Descriptive statistics for variables in Table 3 models

 Boys  Girls

  Mean  SD    Mean    SD

Individual-level variables
Friendship closeness scale
Individual violence scale
Number unexcused absences
Age
Hispanic
Black
Native American
Asian
Other race
Multi-racial
Home language not English
Immigrant
Household size
Single parent household
Other household type
Parent immigrant
Parental education: high school graduate
Parental education: some college
Parental education: college graduate
Parent professional occupation
Parent disabled
Parent welfare receipt
Log family income
Low birth weight
Mother’s age at birth

Neighborhood variables 
Neighborhood violence scale
Neighborhood disadvantage scale

Community/school variables
Urban
Rural
Small school size (< 400)
Large school size (> 1000)
Cumulative dropout rate
% College prep program
Catholic school
Private school

	–0.01
	 0.03
	 0.45
	16.13
	 0.20
	 0.18
	 0.04
	 0.12
	 0.12
	 0.05
	 0.14
	 0.12
	 4.67
	 0.24
	 0.22
	 0.27
	 0.29
	 0.29
	 0.22
	 0.31
	 0.04
	 0.09
	 3.52
	 0.08
	25.70

	–0.07
	–0.02

	 0.30
	 0.17
	 0.17
	 0.47
	12.31
	57.52
	 0.04
	 0.03

	1
	1.08
	1.18
	1.66
	0.40
	0.38
	0.19
	0.32
	0.32
	0.22
	0.35
	0.32
	1.71
	0.43
	0.42
	0.44
	0.45
	0.45
	0.42
	0.46
	0.2
	0.28
	0.85
	0.27
	5.48

	1.08
	0.92

	0.46
	0.38
	0.38
	0.50
	12.35
27.31
0.19
0.16

   0
	–0.02
	 0.37
	15.98
	0.20
	0.17
	0.03
	0.11
	0.11
	0.04
	0.14
	0.11
	4.73
	0.22
	0.24
	0.26
	0.28
	0.27
	0.24
	0.33
	0.05
	0.10
	3.56
	0.09
	25.69

	–0.04
	–0.02

	0.30
	0.18
	0.18
	0.47
	12.47
	57.09
	0.03
	0.03

	 1
	 0.92
	 1.13
	 1.68
	 0.40
	 0.38
	 0.18
	 0.31
	 0.32
	 0.2
	 0.35
	 0.31
	 1.73
	 0.42
	 0.43
	 0.44
	 0.45
	 0.44
	 0.43
	 0.47
	 0.22
	 0.31
	 0.83
	 0.29
	 5.48

	 1.09
	 0.96

	 0.46
	 0.38
	 0.38
	 0.50
	12.35
	27.1
	 0.16
	 0.16

Note: See variable descriptions in Appendix A

Table C4: Descriptive statistics for variables in Table 4 models

 Boys      Girls

  Mean  SD   Mean   SD

Individual-level variables
Number of friends nominated
Number of friends not attending school
Individual violence scale
Number unexcused absences
Age
Hispanic
Black
Native American
Asian
Other race
Multi-racial
Home language not English
Immigrant
Household size
Single parent household
Other household type
Parent immigrant
Parental education: high school graduate
Parental education: some college
Parental education: college graduate
Parent professional occupation
Parent disabled
Parent welfare receipt
Log family income
Low birth weight
Mother’s age at birth

Neighborhood variables 
Neighborhood violence scale
Neighborhood disadvantage scale

Community/school variables
Urban
Rural
Small school size (< 400)
Large school size (> 1000)
Cumulative dropout rate
% College prep program
Catholic school
Private school

	 3.55
	 0.46
	 0.03
	 0.45
	16.13
	 0.20
	 0.18
	 0.04
	 0.12
	 0.12
	 0.05
	 0.14
	 0.12
	 4.67
	 0.24
	 0.22
	 0.27
	 0.29
	 0.29
	 0.22
	 0.31
	 0.04
	 0.09
	 3.52
	 0.08
	 25.7

–0.07
–0.02

  0.30
  0.17
  0.17
  0.47
12.31
56.71
  0.04
  0.03

	 1.43
	 0.89
	 1.08
	 1.18
	 1.66
	 0.40
	 0.38
	 0.19
	 0.32
	 0.32
	 0.22
	 0.35
	 0.32
	 1.71
	 0.43
	 0.42
	 0.44
	 0.45
	 0.45
	 0.42
	 0.46
	 0.20
	 0.28
	 0.85
	 0.27
	 5.48

	 1.08
	 0.92

	 0.46
	 0.38
	 0.38
	 0.50
	12.35
	28.04
	 0.19
	 0.16

	3.43
	0.31
	–0.02
	0.37
	15.98
	0.20
	0.17
	0.03
	0.11
	0.11
	0.04
	0.14
	0.11
	4.73
	0.22
	0.24
	0.26
	0.28
	0.27
	0.24
	0.33
	0.05
	0.10
	3.56
	0.09
	25.69

	–0.04
	–0.02

	0.30
	0.18
	0.18
	0.47
	12.47
	57.09
	0.03
	0.03

	1.43
	0.71
	0.92
	1.13
	1.68
	0.40
	0.38
	0.18
	0.31
	0.32
	0.20
	0.35
	0.31
	1.73
	0.42
	0.43
	0.44
	0.45
	0.44
	0.43
	0.47
	0.22
	0.31
	0.83
	0.29
	5.48

	1.09
	0.96

	0.46
	0.38
	0.38
	0.50
	12.35
	27.1
	0.16
	0.16

Note: See variable descriptions in Appendix A
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Table D1: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 2 (Continued)

   (1)     (2)     (3)     (4)    (5)    (6)

Immigrant

Household size

Single parent household

Other household type

Parent immigrant

Parental education – high school graduate

Parental education – some college

Parental education – college

Parent professional/managerial occupation

Parent disabled

Family welfare receipt

Log family income

Low birth weight

Mother’s age at birth

School/community level variables
Urban

Rural

Small

Large 

Cumulative dropout rate

Percent in college prep program

Catholic school

Private school

	–0.009
	(0.025)
	 0.014
	(0.009)
	 0.019
	(0.029)
	–0.006
	(0.033)
	–0.049
	(0.039)
	–0.063
	(0.048)
	–0.020
	(0.039)
	–0.027
	(0.061)
	–0.019
	(0.033)
	 0.065
	(0.046)
	–0.057
	(0.053)
	 0.054*
	(0.021)
	–0.005
	(0.063)
	 0.006*
	(0.003)

	–0.085
	(0.051)
	 0.075
	(0.072)
	 0.029
	(0.077)
	–0.004
	(0.055)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.069
	(0.065)
	–0.036
	(0.057)

	–0.009
	(0.025)
	 0.014
	(0.009)
	 0.019
	(0.030)
	–0.007
	(0.033)
	–0.049
	(0.039)
	–0.063
	(0.047)
	–0.020
	(0.038)
	–0.028
	(0.061)
	–0.020
	(0.033)
	 0.065
	(0.046)
	–0.056
	(0.053)
	 0.054*
	(0.021)
	–0.004
	(0.063)
	 0.006*
	(0.003)

	–0.084
	(0.051)
	 0.079
	(0.071)
	 0.031
	(0.077)
	–0.009
	(0.054)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.062
	(0.064)
	–0.040
	(0.057)

		–0.011
		(0.025)
		 0.014
		(0.009)
		 0.022
		(0.030)
		–0.005
		(0.032)
		–0.050
		(0.039)
		–0.064
		(0.047)
		–0.021
		(0.038)
		–0.031
		(0.061)
		–0.020
		(0.033)
		 0.064
		(0.046)
		–0.059
		(0.052)
		 0.054*
		(0.021)
		–0.004
		(0.063)
		 0.006*
		(0.003)

		–0.085
		(0.051)
		 0.078
		(0.071)
		 0.033
		(0.076)
		–0.009
		(0.054)
		 0.001
		(0.001)
		 0.001
		(0.001)
		 0.062
		(0.064)
		–0.040
		(0.057)

	–0.143*
	(0.032)
	 0.008
	(0.010)
	 0.003
	(0.019)
	–0.041
	(0.025)
	 0.045
	(0.050)
	 0.095*
	(0.042)
	 0.082*
	(0.037)
	 0.095*
	(0.047)
	 0.070
	(0.039)
	–0.077
	(0.045)
	 0.061*
	(0.025)
	 0.010
	(0.020)
	–0.048
	(0.046)
	 0.004*
	(0.002)

	–0.002
	(0.048)
	–0.058
	(0.064)
	 0.149*
	(0.061)
	 0.006
	(0.058)
	 0.000
	(0.002)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	–0.004
	(0.063)
	 0.060
	(0.073)

	–0.142*
	(0.032)
	 0.008
	(0.010)
	 0.003
	(0.019)
	–0.041
	(0.025)
	 0.044
	(0.050)
	 0.094*
	(0.042)
	 0.079*
	(0.037)
	 0.091
	(0.048)
	 0.069
	(0.039)
	–0.077
	(0.045)
	 0.062*
	(0.025)
	 0.009
	(0.021)
	–0.049
	(0.046)
	 0.004*
	(0.002)

	–0.002
	(0.046)
	–0.048
	(0.064)
	 0.153*
	(0.061)
	–0.004
	(0.055)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	–0.019
	(0.058)
	 0.055
	(0.073)

	–0.142*
	(0.031)
	 0.008
	(0.010)
	 0.003
	(0.019)
	–0.040
	(0.026)
	 0.045
	(0.051)
	 0.094*
	(0.042)
	 0.080*
	(0.037)
	 0.091
	(0.048)
	 0.069
	(0.040)
	–0.076
	(0.045)
	 0.062*
	(0.025)
	 0.009
	(0.021)
	–0.049
	(0.046)
	 0.004*
	(0.002)

	–0.003
	(0.046)
	–0.048
	(0.064)
	 0.153*
	(0.061)
	–0.004
	(0.055)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	–0.019
	(0.058)
	 0.053
	(0.071)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05
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Table D2: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 3

    (1)      (2)      (3)      (4)     (5)     (6)

Individual / family level variables
Age

Hispanic

Black

Native American

Asian

Other race

Multi-rRacial 

Home language not English

Immigrant

Household Size

Single parent household

Other household type

Parent immigrant

Parental education – high school graduate

Parental education – some college

Parental education – college

Parent professional/managerial occupation

Parent disabled

Family welfare receipt

Low family income

Low birth weight

Mother’s age at birth

	 0.113*
	(0.018)
	 0.019
	(0.073)
	 0.077
	(0.071)
	 0.240
	(0.180)
	 0.200*
	(0.095)
	–0.079
	(0.082)
	–0.120
	(0.104)
	 0.088
	(0.067)
	–0.086
	(0.057)
	–0.016
	(0.010)
	 0.025
	(0.075)
	–0.016
	(0.085)
	 0.058
	(0.066)
	 0.113
	(0.096)
	 0.137*
	(0.065)
	 0.103
	(0.083)
	 0.065
	(0.056)
	–0.037
	(0.131)
	 0.029
	(0.069)
	 0.072*
	(0.030)
	 0.085
	(0.110)
	–0.005
	(0.005)

	 0.113*
	 (0.018)
	 0.018
	 (0.072)
	 0.085
	 (0.067)
	 0.236
	 (0.183)
	 0.201*
	 (0.095)
	–0.080
	 (0.082)
	–0.121
	 (0.104)
	 0.089
	 (0.067)
	–0.087
	 (0.058)
	–0.016
	 (0.010)
	 0.024
	 (0.074)
	–0.018
	 (0.085)
	 0.057
	 (0.066)
	 0.111
	 (0.098)
	 0.134*
	 (0.067)
	 0.099
	 (0.086)
	 0.062
	 (0.056)
	–0.037
	 (0.130)
	 0.031
	 (0.069)
	 0.070*
	 (0.030)
	 0.087
	 (0.110)
	–0.006
	 (0.005)

		 0.113*
		(0.018)
		 0.014
		(0.073)
		 0.086
		(0.066)
		 0.242
		(0.184)
		 0.213*
		(0.098)
		–0.074
		(0.084)
		–0.127
		(0.104)
		 0.091
		(0.067)
		–0.089
		(0.055)
		–0.017
		(0.010)
		 0.029
		(0.072)
		–0.016
		(0.084)
		 0.056
		(0.066)
		 0.110
		(0.097)
		 0.132*
		(0.066)
		 0.093
		(0.084)
		 0.061
		(0.055)
		–0.038
		(0.130)
		 0.026
		(0.069)
		 0.070*
		(0.029)
		 0.086
		(0.109)
		–0.006
		(0.005)

	 0.059*
	 (0.018)
	–0.081
	 (0.077)
	–0.069
	 (0.077)
	–0.420*
	 (0.180)
	–0.069
	 (0.085)
	–0.116
	 (0.088)
	–0.041
	 (0.125)
	 0.038
	 (0.043)
	 0.209*
	 (0.086)
	 0.008
	 (0.010)
	 0.071
	 (0.122)
	–0.083
	 (0.050)
	–0.013
	 (0.053)
	 0.081
	 (0.050)
	 0.177*
	 (0.078)
	 0.299*
	 (0.095)
	–0.072
	 (0.061)
	 0.122
	 (0.103)
	 0.135
	 (0.124)
	 0.054
	 (0.030)
	–0.139*
	 (0.056)
	 0.000
	 (0.004)

	 0.060*
	 (0.017)
	–0.079
	 (0.078)
	–0.081
	 (0.078)
	–0.419*
	 (0.181)
	–0.070
	 (0.084)
	–0.115
	 (0.087)
	–0.037
	 (0.124)
	 0.037
	 (0.043)
	 0.208*
	 (0.086)
	 0.008
	 (0.010)
	 0.070
	 (0.124)
	–0.083
	 (0.050)
	– 0.012
	 (0.053)
	 0.082
	 (0.050)
	 0.182*
	 (0.076)
	 0.306*
	 (0.096)
	–0.070
	 (0.061)
	 0.122
	 (0.103)
	 0.131
	 (0.123)
	 0.056
	 (0.030)
	–0.138*
	 (0.056)
	 0.000
	 (0.004)

	 0.060*
	 (0.018)
	–0.079
	 (0.078)
	–0.082
	 (0.078)
	–0.416*
	 (0.180)
	–0.070
	 (0.083)
	–0.115
	 (0.086)
	–0.038
	 (0.121)
	 0.036
	 (0.043)
	 0.210*
	 (0.082)
	 0.008
	 (0.010)
	 0.070
	 (0.124)
	–0.083
	 (0.051)
	–0.011
	 (0.055)
	 0.083
	 (0.050)
	 0.182*
	 (0.075)
	 0.306*
	 (0.095)
	–0.071
	 (0.061)
	 0.123
	 (0.103)
	 0.131
	 (0.123)
	 0.056*
	 (0.028)
	–0.138*
	 (0.056)
	 0.000
	 (0.004)
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Table D2: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 3 (Continued)

     (1)     (2)      (3)    (4)    (5)   (6)

School/community level variables
Urban

Rural

Small

Large

Cumulative dropout rate

Percent in college prep program

Catholic school

Private school

	 –0.094
	 (0.068)
	 –0.135
	 (0.084)
	 –0.145
	 (0.090)
	 0.092
	 (0.082)
	 –0.003
	 (0.002)
	 0.000
	 (0.001)
	 0.506*
	 (0.115)
	 –0.494*
	 (0.136)

	 –0.088
	 (0.069)
	 –0.125
	 (0.085)
	 –0.138
	 (0.092)
	 0.079
	 (0.084)
	 –0.003
	 (0.002)
	 0.000
	 (0.001)
	 0.494*
	 (0.112)
	 –0.496*
	 (0.126)

		–0.090
		 (0.068)
		–0.123
		 (0.085)
		–0.137
		 (0.092)
		 0.079
		 (0.084)
		–0.002
		 (0.002)
		 0.000
		 (0.001)
		 0.495*
		 (0.109)
		–0.497*
		 (0.126)

	–0.148*
	 (0.054)
	–0.096
	 (0.063)
	–0.300*
	 (0.103)
	 0.113
	 (0.076)
	–0.004
	 (0.002)
	 0.001
	 (0.001)
	 0.424*
	 (0.182)
	 0.062
	 (0.119)

	–0.154*
	 (0.056)
	–0.110
	 (0.065)
	–0.305*
	 (0.104)
	 0.127
	 (0.080)
	–0.004
	 (0.002)
	 0.001
	 (0.001)
	 0.437*
	 (0.178)
	 0.061
	 (0.120)

	–0.154*
	(0.055)
	–0.111
	(0.066)
	–0.304*
	(0.103)
	 0.127
	(0.079)
	–0.004
	(0.002)
	 0.001
	(0.001)
	 0.437*
	(0.177)
	 0.057
	(0.121)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05

Table D3: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 4

    (1)      (2)      (3)      (4)     (5)     (6)

Individual/family level variables
Age

Hispanic

Black

Native American

Other race

Multi-rRacial 

Home language not English

Immigrant

Household size

Single parent household

Other household type

	 0.325*
	(0.045)
	 0.086
	(0.143)
	–0.390*
	(0.128)
	–0.120
	(0.110)
	 0.070
	(0.115)
	 0.336*
	(0.114)
	–0.186*
	(0.081)
	–0.287*
	(0.134)
	–0.042
	(0.022)
	 0.270*
	(0.100)
	 0.134
	(0.076)

	 0.325*
	 (0.045)
	 0.086
	 (0.142)
	–0.393*
	 (0.132)
	–0.119
	 (0.111)
	 0.071
	 (0.117)
	 0.337*
	 (0.113)
	–0.187*
	 (0.081)
	–0.287*
	 (0.133)
	–0.042
	 (0.022)
	 0.270*
	 (0.101)
	 0.135
	 (0.076)

		 0.324*
		 (0.045)
		 0.096
		 (0.142)
		–0.386*
		 (0.132)
		–0.121
		 (0.109)
		 0.072
		 (0.114)
		 0.332*
		 (0.115)
		–0.188*
		 (0.082)
		–0.284*
		 (0.128)
		–0.042
		 (0.022)
		 0.260*
		 (0.104)
		 0.130
		 (0.073)

	 0.382*
	 (0.035)
	 0.219
	 (0.187)
	 0.068
	 (0.146)
	 –0.348
	 (0.265)
	 –0.362
	 (0.194)
	 –0.129
	 (0.187)
	 –0.277*
	 (0.104)
	 0.034
	 (0.119)
	 –0.049
	 (0.038)
	 0.406*
	 (0.114)
	 0.206
	 (0.124)

	 0.383*
	 (0.035)	
	 0.220
	 (0.183)	
	 0.032
	 (0.162)
	 –0.347
	 (0.264)
	 –0.365
	 (0.192)
	 –0.114
	 (0.184)
	 –0.279*
	 (0.103)
	 0.033
	 (0.121)
	 –0.050
	 (0.038)
	 0.403*
	 (0.115)
	 0.206
	 (0.125)

	 0.382*
	 (0.035)
	 0.222
	 (0.181)
	 0.036
	 (0.155)
	–0.360
	 (0.261)
	–0.367
	 (0.193)
	–0.110
	 (0.183)
	–0.274*
	 (0.104)
	 0.028
	 (0.119)
	–0.051
	 (0.038)
	 0.403*
	 (0.116)
	 0.203
	 (0.121)
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Table D3: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 4 (Continued)

    (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)

Parent immigrant

Parental education – high school graduate

Parental education – some college

Parental education – college

Parent professional/managerial occupation

Parent disabled

Family welfare receipt

Log family income

Low birth weight

Mother’s age at birth

School/community level variables
Urban

Rural

Small

Large

Cumulative dropout rate

Percent in college prep program

Catholic school

Private school

	 0.016
	 (0.087)
	 0.047
	 (0.098)
	–0.084
	 (0.146)
	–0.034
	 (0.171)
	–0.019
	 (0.077)
	 0.116
	 (0.149)
	 0.157
	 (0.093)
	–0.023
	 (0.067)
	 0.059
	 (0.254)
	–0.006
	 (0.006)

	 0.362*
	 (0.084)
	 0.206
	 (0.117)
	–0.079
	 (0.149)
	–0.081
	 (0.123)
	 0.001
	 (0.003)
	–0.001
	 (0.002)
	–0.839
	 (0.492)
	–3.499*
	 (0.301)

	 0.017
	(0.088)
	 0.048
	(0.099)
	–0.083
	(0.147)
	–0.033
	(0.172)
	–0.018
	(0.077)
	 0.116
	(0.149)
	 0.155
	(0.093)
	–0.023
	(0.067)
	 0.058
	(0.253)
	–0.006
	(0.006)

	 0.358*
	(0.088)
	 0.200
	(0.117)
	–0.082
	(0.148)
	–0.076
	(0.127)
	 0.001
	(0.003)
	–0.001
	(0.002)
	–0.835
	(0.492)
	–3.501*
	(0.302)

		 0.013
		(0.084)
		 0.052
		(0.100)
		–0.078
		(0.150)
		–0.026
		(0.174)
		–0.016
		(0.076)
		 0.116
		(0.150)
		 0.163
		(0.094)
		–0.024
		(0.067)
		 0.062
		(0.257)
		–0.006
		(0.006)

		 0.364*
		(0.088)
		 0.207
		(0.120)
		–0.078
		(0.150)
		–0.074
		(0.128)
		 0.001
		(0.003)
		–0.001
		(0.002)
		–0.833
		(0.498)
		–3.492*
		(0.300)

	–0.048
	 (0.224)
	–0.117
	 (0.139)
	–0.188
	 (0.148)
	–0.363
	 (0.294)
	–0.199*
	 (0.087)
	 0.285*
	 (0.146)
	 0.310*
	 (0.150)
	 0.110
	 (0.070)
	 0.502*
	 (0.217)
	–0.016
	 (0.010)

	 0.054
	 (0.144)
	–0.069
	 (0.216)
	 0.159
	 (0.240)
	 0.062
	 (0.193)
	 0.003
	 (0.006)
	–0.001
	 (0.003)
	–0.078
	 (0.298)
	–0.515*
	 (0.234)

	–0.055
	(0.228)
	–0.116
	(0.138)
	–0.180
	(0.147)
	–0.350
	(0.298)
	–0.199*
	(0.087)
	 0.292*
	(0.147)
	 0.296*
	(0.150)
	 0.115
	(0.069)
	 0.502*
	(0.219)
	–0.016
	(0.010)

	 0.050
	(0.142)
	–0.121
	(0.210)
	 0.144
	(0.233)
	 0.091
	(0.193)
	 0.001
	(0.006)
	–0.001
	(0.003)
	–0.038
	(0.304)
	–0.524*
	(0.222)

	–0.057
	 (0.229)
	–0.117
	 (0.137)
	–0.182
	 (0.150)
	–0.352
	 (0.294)
	–0.194*
	 (0.083)
	 0.290*
	 (0.147)
	 0.300*
	 (0.151)
	 0.118
	 (0.065)
	 0.503*
	 (0.219)
	–0.016
	 (0.010)

	 0.053
	 (0.141)
	–0.116
	 (0.206)
	 0.137
	 (0.231)
	 0.085
	 (0.190)
	 0.001
	 (0.006)
	–0.001
	 (0.003)
	–0.043
	 (0.302)
	– 0.507*
	 (0.226)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05
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Table D4: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 5

    (1)      (2)      (3)      (4)     (5)     (6)

Individual/family level variables
Age

Hispanic

Black

Native American

Other race

Multi-racial

Home language not English

Immigrant

Household size

Single parent household

Other household type

Parent immigrant

Parental education – high school graduate

Parental education – some college

Parental education – college

Parent professional/managerial occupation

Parent disabled

Family welfare receipt

Log family income

Low birth weight

Mother’s age at birth

School/community level variables
Urban

		 –0.037
		 (0.031)
		 –0.026
		 (0.099)
		 0.299*
		 (0.083)
		 0.186
		 (0.146)
		 –0.326*
		 (0.102)
		 0.181
		 (0.141)
		 0.072
		 (0.124)
		 –0.171
		 (0.093)
		 –0.013
		 (0.016)
		 0.022
		 (0.073)
		 0.050
		 (0.089)
		 –0.048
		 (0.091)
		 –0.301*
		 (0.082)
		 –0.086
		 (0.081)
		 –0.171
		 (0.105)
		 –0.024
		 (0.071)
		 –0.295
		 (0.194)
		 0.178
		 (0.105)
		 –0.113
		 (0.052)
		 –0.230
		 (0.182)
		 0.004
		 (0.010)

		 0.253*
		 (0.109)

		–0.037
		 (0.031)
		–0.029
		 (0.098)
		 0.326*
		 (0.081)
		 0.179
		 (0.146)
		–0.328*
		 (0.102)
		 0.175
		 (0.141)
		 0.075
		 (0.125)
		–0.177
		 (0.093)
		–0.012
		 (0.016)
		 0.018
		 (0.073)
		 0.047
		 (0.087)
		–0.049
		 (0.090)
		–0.303*
		 (0.079)
		–0.095
		 (0.080)
		–0.180
		 (0.104)
		–0.032
		 (0.072)
		–0.292
		 (0.193)
		 0.185
		 (0.102)
		–0.118
		 (0.052)
		–0.223
		 (0.183)
		 0.004
		 (0.010)

		 0.266*
		 (0.110)

		 –0.035
		 (0.030)
		 –0.051
		 (0.096)
		 0.323*
		 (0.077)
		 0.200
		 (0.147)
		 –0.318*
		 (0.103)
		 0.168
		 (0.140)
		 0.076
		 (0.116)
		 –0.186*
		 (0.090)
		 –0.013
		 (0.016)
		 0.033
		 (0.072)
		 0.052
		 (0.085)
		 –0.032
		 (0.086)
		 –0.305*
		 (0.079)
		 –0.098
		 (0.079)
		 –0.187
		 (0.102)
		 –0.036
		 (0.071)
		 –0.287
		 (0.192)
		 0.166
		 (0.100)
		 –0.119
		 (0.051)
		 –0.234
		 (0.187)
		 0.004
		 (0.010)

		 0.257*
		 (0.109)

		 0.030
		 (0.027)
		 0.036
		 (0.138)
		 0.132
		 (0.086)
		–0.963*
		 (0.305)
		–0.028
		 (0.150)
		 0.131
		 (0.092)
		–0.126
		 (0.156)
		–0.385*
		 (0.077)
		–0.041*
		 (0.020)
		 0.180
		 (0.132)
		 0.306*
		 (0.057)
		–0.116
		 (0.078)
		–0.083
		 (0.077)
		 0.047
		 (0.120)
		–0.036
		 (0.131)
		–0.198*
		 (0.079)
		 0.183
		 (0.194)
		 0.088
		 (0.087)
		 0.071
		 (0.049)
		–0.213
		 (0.165)
		 0.007
		 (0.006)

		 0.398*
		 (0.094)

		 0.029
		 (0.027)
		 0.035
		 (0.137)
		 0.151
		 (0.087)
		–0.966*
		 (0.307)
		–0.027
		 (0.149)
		 0.131
		 (0.093)
		–0.124
		 (0.157)
		–0.382*
		 (0.077)
		–0.041*
		 (0.020)
		 0.182
		 (0.133)
		 0.307*
		 (0.057)
		–0.115
		 (0.077)
		–0.084
		 (0.077)
		 0.043
		 (0.120)
		–0.043
		 (0.130)
		–0.200*
		 (0.079)
		 0.183
		 (0.194)
		 0.091
		 (0.085)
		 0.068
		 (0.050)
		–0.216
		 (0.164)
		 0.007
		 (0.006)

		 0.398*
		 (0.092)

		 0.028
		 (0.027)
		 0.037
		 (0.137)
		 0.155
		 (0.086)
		–0.993*
		 (0.317)
		–0.031
		 (0.150)
		 0.139
		 (0.094)
		–0.111
		 (0.155)
		–0.393*
		 (0.077)
		–0.042*
		 (0.020)
		 0.175
		 (0.133)
		 0.303*
		 (0.056)
		–0.125
		 (0.076)
		–0.086
		 (0.077)
		 0.039
		 (0.122)
		–0.043
		 (0.131)
		–0.194*
		 (0.078)
		 0.176
		 (0.194)
		 0.093
		 (0.084)
		 0.072
		 (0.050)
		–0.215
		 (0.164)
		 0.007
		 (0.006)

		 0.404*
		 (0.092)
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Table D4: Control variable coefficients from models in Table 5 (Continued)

      (1)      (2)      (3)      (4)      (5)     (6)

Rural

Small

Large

Cumulative dropout rate

Percent in college prep program

Catholic school

Private school

	 –0.367*
	 (0.137)
	 –0.266
	 (0.171)
	 –0.109
	 (0.158)
	 –0.005
	 (0.003)
	 0.001
	 (0.002)
	 0.123
	 (0.243)
	 0.421
	 (0.254)

	 –0.326*
	 (0.142)
	 –0.255
	 (0.174)
	 –0.149
	 (0.153)
	 –0.004
	 (0.003)
	 0.001
	 (0.002)
	 0.067
	 (0.248)
	 0.397
	 (0.279)

		 –0.335*
		 (0.140)
		 –0.249
		 (0.170)
		 –0.150
		 (0.152)
		 –0.004
		 (0.003)
		 0.001
		 (0.002)
		 0.074
		 (0.247)
		 0.399
		 (0.269)

	 –0.371*
	 (0.183)
	 –0.070
	 (0.197)
	 –0.163
	 (0.131)
	 –0.006*
	 (0.003)
	 –0.001
	 (0.002)
	 0.055
	 (0.193)
	 0.487*
	 (0.124)

	 –0.352*
	 (0.180)
	 –0.059
	 (0.194)
	 –0.182
	 (0.129)
	 –0.006*
	 (0.003)
	 –0.001
	 (0.002)
	 0.024
	 (0.188)
	 0.479*
	 (0.135)

	 –0.345*
	 (0.177)
	 –0.068
	 (0.194)
	 –0.191
	 (0.130)
	 –0.006*
	 (0.003)
	 –0.001
	 (0.002)
	 0.024
	 (0.185)
	 0.511*
	 (0.134)

Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05

David J. Harding
dharding@umich.edu
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trap of relating poverty and crime directly, when the situa-
tion is far more complex and poverty is not the direct cause 
of the increase in crime, as has been explained extensively 
by Ciafardini’s study (2006).14

In conclusion, the dual discourse is produced by the fact 
that one part of the state’s policy (the police and penal 
justice systems) is required to counteract or deal with the 
effects of another part of state policy, namely economic 
policy (Wacquant, 2001). This leads to a situation in which 
the police’s role is to repress, contain, control, and man-
age these effects. In this scenario, police forces are trapped 
between clear demands from the political authorities and 
a democratic discourse of respect for human rights. This 
dual and contradictory discourse contributes to lack of 
trust by young people and citizens in general in their rep-
resentatives, their police, and the justice system, widening 
the gaps and increasing social tension and fragmentation. 
A previous section described the various types of violence 
which young people are part of and affected by, and the 
way the youth and the police perceive the problem through 
their discourses and attitudes. Through the story of “El 
Ale” it has become evident how structural and cultural 
violence feed into the recurrence of direct violence, and 
how violence as a way to solve social conflicts has not been 
effective and has made the situation worse. The following 
section examines the response to the problem in further 
detail, looking at the policies of the provincial and munici-
pal governments and the actions of youth organizations as 
possible ways of dealing with the complex issues of youth 
criminality and exclusion.

4.2. Santa Fe Provincial Policies: A Dual Response to the Problem
The province of Santa Fe is in charge of the judicial system 
(including the provincial ombudsperson and the human 
rights ministry), the police, education, health, and econom-
ic policy. Even though various governors express in public 
speeches the province’s commitment to the reintegration 
of young delinquents and the need for social inclusion and 

preventive policies, the budget allocated to these actions is 
limited in comparison to actions enhancing, expanding, and 
building new prisons, buying new police cars, and improv-
ing the repressive system (Santa Fe 2006). The province’s 
programs put emphasis on building infrastructure, promot-
ing economic development, sustaining the judicial system, 
education by means of building new schools and maintain-
ing the existing ones, and social promotion (Del Frade 
2003a). There is a small Youth Department which is part of 
the Community Promotion Secretariat. Even though the 
situation of youth in marginalized areas is alarming, there 
is no youth participation policy. A new project to work with 
young people in conflict with the law is being developed, 
but its implementation has not started yet.

Prisons and police are not prepared to deal with young 
people and prisons do not help young people to reintegrate 
into society, as evidenced by the number of reoffenders 
(Del Frade 2003b). The Supreme Court of the Province 
sent a report to the Governor on 21 October 2005 stat-
ing the alarming situation in prisons and police stations, 
which are overcrowded and where human rights are not 
respected. According to this report, for example, Rosario’s 
police stations were holding approximately 1,400 prisoners 
where there was capacity for just 889. Another alarming 
fact is that there are 2,600 people, most of them young, 
were detained but not tried in court (Rosario 12 2005). This 
report was also a response to incidents in the main provin-
cial prison in the city of Coronda during April 2005 where 
thirteen prisoners were killed, all of them under twenty-six 
years of age. It is interesting to note that the average age of 
the most dangerous prisoners is thirty. It is shocking that 
the age of offenders has been decreasing even to the ex-
treme that children aged eight to twelve have been detained 
for crimes involving possession of arms (Vásquez 2006).  
El Ángel de Lata published a report on detention and 
rehabilitation centers for youth that belong to the Director-
ate of Minors in Conflict with the Law. The report indicated 
that according to calculations of employees of the centers 

14 Loic Wacquant adds: “To oppose the penaliza-
tion of social precariousness, a threefold battle must 
be waged. First of all, on the level of words and 
discourses, one must put the brakes on the semantic 

drifts that lead, on the one hand, to compressing 
the space of debate (e.g. by limiting the notion of 
‘insecurity’ to physical or criminal insecurity, to the 
exclusion of social and economic insecurity) and, 

on the other, to the banalization of the penal treat-
ment of tensions linked to the deepening of social 
inequalities (through the use of such vague and 
incoherent notions as ‘urban violence’).”
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those problems. The PYB is a space for young people to 
identify common goals and rediscover goals previously 
perceived to be incompatible. Youth encounter a new 
reality and become actors in changing those aspects that 
bother them or that they believe are unfair. Needs and 
problems are analyzed and solutions are planned as a 
group. Discussions often start with the sharing of nega-
tive experiences but projects to change reality have to be 
developed. Youth understand that they are contributing 
to avoiding negative experiences for other youth in the 
future, and develop socially responsible attitudes. As the 
coordinators of the project explain (Berreta et al. 2006), 
this initiative is innovative as it differs from others in 
various ways:

· �Most of the spaces of participation use an “adult-centric” 
frame. The PYB respects youth’s ideas, concerns, ways of 
communication, and participation. 

· �Often public policies define an asymmetric power rela-
tionship between adults and youth such that youth are 
beneficiaries of projects. In the PYB, youth are protago-
nists and partners of the local government in the design 
and implementation of the projects.

· �Often youth are considered the “future”; in the PYB 
young people have to make decisions and implement 
projects in the present. They become actors here and 
now.

· �The PYB aims at integrating a youth perspective into all 
public policies. The PYB is a part of Rosario’s Participa-
tory Budget Program.

The PYB is an excellent example of how public space and 
policy can become spaces for conflict transformation. 
Youth have an opportunity to identify the problems in 
their neighborhood and in their city in a way relevant for 
them. Problems are discussed and solutions are sought 
jointly by youth and local officials in a spirit of coopera-
tion. Youth are not manipulated, they are consulted and 
mobilized, but most importantly they are in charge and 
participate meaningfully and exercise their citizenship 
rights (Muñoz 2004). In this way, youth public policy pro-
motes spaces where social conflicts become opportunities 
for constructive change.

4.5. Recommendations for Improving the Local Government’s  
Youth Policy
The main challenges for the local youth policy are to sustain 
these innovative and participatory experiences involving 
more young people in all districts and neighborhoods and 
to open up or improve spaces for interaction, participation, 
dissemination of information, and recreation in the most 
disadvantaged neighborhoods and slums in the city. The 
municipal process of decentralization has opened public 
spaces through municipal centers in each district and these 
have started to host youth events. However, these activities 
should be organized on an ongoing basis.

The staff and youth workers of the Center are profession-
als and have been sensitized about human rights educa-
tion and youth issues. However, it is advisable that youth 
workers and youth in Rosario complement their train-
ing with peace education understood in a broader sense 
(Cabezudo 2006, 5–8), including knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes that are relevant to dealing constructively with 
everyday conflicts relevant to the life of youth in our soci-
eties. Important skills to be included are conflict transfor-
mation skills (e.g. listening, communication, mediation 
skills). These skills could help and support the develop-
ment of other youth participation activities as youth learn 
to listen to others with different opinions, to deal with 
their emotions and anger, to express their needs, and to 
engage in constructive dialogue, among other important 
skills. The Municipal Youth Center has not taken up the 
issue of reconciliation and methods to heal and close a 
painful past. This is a pending task not only for the Center 
but for Argentinean society as a whole which has dif-
ficulties in dealing with its own past and mistakes before 
looking into the future. Finally, in relation to juvenile 
delinquency, the municipal youth policy does not engage 
in accompanying or supporting youth who have been 
in jail or who have committed crimes. This is an area in 
which the municipal government could cooperate with 
the provincial government (police and judicial system). 
Their experience and human resources could help in de-
signing programs to improve the reintegration of young 
delinquents into society through securing a social safety 
net, training, and employment opportunities. 
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5. The Work of Youth Organizations
Several youth organizations work with and for young peo-
ple in slums, both doing educational and preventive work 
and working with “young people in conflict with the law.” 
Youth organizations offer valuable non-formal education 
opportunities which often are more effective than formal 
education programs as youth are closer to the reality of 
their peers. The importance of non-formal education was 
acknowledged in 1994 by UNESCO’s International Confer-
ence on Education, which adopted proposals on education 
for peace, human rights, and democracy (Schell-Faucon 
2003). Despite the negative image of youth – portrayed by 
the media as rebellious, unstable, and self-destructive – 
many youth organizations worldwide and in Rosario are 
examples of how youth are committed to changing the 
reality in which they live (Ardizzone 2003). Again, given 
the limited scope of this article, only two experiences are 
presented here.

5.1. La Vagancia Youth Group
La Vagancia Youth Group was established by a group of 
young people who were preparing themselves for the Ro-
man Catholic Sacrament of Confirmation in 1993 in the 
Holy Family Community. Their name, “vagancia,” means 
laziness and it plays with the idea that youth are consid-
ered lazy and indifferent. Their main thematic interests are 
child and youth issues, empowerment, political educa-
tion, and communication. The activities they organize are 
youth camps; human rights, media, and Bible workshops; 
walks for human rights; and visits to other youth groups. 
They also edit and publish the youth magazine La Nota 
and contribute to the Ángel de Lata project and organize 
a youth music group for “murga” which has thirty to forty 
members. They reflect on their own approach and how 
their experiences have shaped their social activism. The 
following text is a translation of a text they used to describe 
themselves on their website.18 I decided to try to keep its 
original style, as the words chosen and the rhythm of the 
text reflect the logic and way of thinking of these young 
people. It gives an idea of the value of their work building 

social relationships and a social space of belonging, solidar-
ity, and dialogue, both among young people and between 
young people in the slums and society as a whole:

This is a way of being politically active; we understand this as a way to 
build spaces, to build humanity, that is, to make more human our social 
space, let’s say, building the city. This is why it is important to learn to 
listen to each other, to understand each other, and to achieve this takes 
us a lot of time. We are excluded or we come from exclusion, and from 
the start we do not know what there is inside. We are outside. We are 
very beaten. The slum beats you. That makes us do things that we don’t 
understand, that cannot be explained. We do not understand the reasons 
for those blows, of the bullets that knock us down, they kill us! With time 
we are going out, but the bullets are there, and that limits and bothers us 
in what we are doing. We know that this is like this, that we make other 
people suffer, but still it is painful when they do other stupid things to us. 
That is anti-politics, to break and destroy. This we understand but it is  
tiresome. We wait for time to teach us. However, people always surprise 
us and are more generous than we expect. As a group we lost several 
battles, the radio program we started, it was going well, but we could not 
sustain it, because we honor our name, but it was an important experi-
ence, interesting. As one of us said “we learn by ruining something”. (La 
Vagancia, 2006)

It is important to highlight the level of awareness the group 
has about the links between direct, structural, and cul-
tural violence. They know they are or were excluded. They 
acknowledge that they were hurt and that they hurt back, 
and now they want change. The most interesting aspect 
shown in this text is that they see themselves as actors, not 
only as victims. They believe in building a new social space 
and that the social conflict that they are part of and victims 
of is an opportunity for change. They are the change agents. 
They do what nobody else can do, express their own con-
cerns, problems, and way of seeing reality and devise solu-
tions that would fit them. They are self-organized and work 
in a horizontal structure promoting ownership, responsibil-
ity, and that projects are managed and implemented by the 
group. Their activities are non-formal schools of citizen-
ship and participation.

5.2. Scout Groups in Slums
A second example is the work of two youth groups (Martín 
Miguel de Güemes and Itatí), which gather, respectively, in 
a room provided by a Catholic parish (San Casimiro) and 
a chapel (Itatí), in South West District. The Güemes group 

18 http://www.tau.org.ar/aa/images/blank.gif. For 
more information about “La Vagancia” youth group, 
see http://www.tau.org.ar/buenas_practicas.pdf.
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operates in a Catholic parish situated in a low-middle class 
workers’ neighborhood in the limit with a slum. The Itatí 
group meets in Itatí chapel situated in the heart of the slum. 
These groups are part of the national Scouting association 
of Argentina, which is a member of the World Organiza-
tion of the Scout Movement. The Scouts have been consid-
ered quite traditional in their values and methods, but the 
Scouts of Rosario decided to open youth groups in slum 
areas. They were inspired by new currents which place 
commitment and service to the poor at the center of their 
educational values. Traditionally, activities to help the 
poor were seen as a moral duty. This group considers that 
social injustice is the product of unfair social, political, and 
economic structures. Their main activities are educational. 
They organize workshops and meetings every Saturday 
where they prepare for other activities. Youth aged fifteen 
to eighteen built a small library and they help children, 
especially those who come from the slum, to do their 
homework and organize cooperative games. The aims of 
these activities are to prevent truancy and to keep children 
off the streets in a space where they can play safely and 
learn social skills. They organize camps and environmen-
tal activities in which children and youth from the slums 
interact with their middle- and upper-class counterparts. 
For example, since 2003 they have been involved in an en-
vironmental project to protect the River Saladillo and raise 
awareness about the pollution produced by companies and 
the negative effects on the health of people who live by the 
river. They walked and camped along the river. These mo-
ments were spaces for dialogue and ways of getting to know 
the “other.” Their explicit aim was not actually to promote 
dialogue among youth of different social backgrounds, 
but it did anyway, and in an effective way too. Through 
their work, social conflict is talked about and is used as 
an opportunity for positive change. Youth are treated in a 
personal and caring way. They are offered a space to belong 
and simply “be” where they are accepted and respected as 
they are.

5.3. Recommendations for Improving the Work of Youth Organizations
The work of these youth groups, La Vagancia and the 
Scouts, shows the enormous and unique contribution of 
youth organizations to conflict transformation. Their po-
tential is still not fully explored and their work is hindered 

by the lack of long-term resources and support. Youth 
workers are then the main initiators and they often become 
tired or disempowered by the difficulties and there is a high 
turn-over of youth workers and volunteers. Youth workers 
who are experienced and trained often leave. Consequently, 
there is a lack of continuity in the activities. The work 
of youth organizations should be supported so that their 
projects and actions are sustained over time, improved, 
and multiplied. Continuity is crucial in work with young 
people in the difficult phase of adolescence, and in long-
term programs in general. Youth organizations should be 
supported financially by the state and the contributions of 
civil society. Participatory structures, such as youth forums, 
networks of youth organizations, students’ associations, 
and self-organized youth groups should be encouraged 
as they have proven to be valuable non-formal education 
spaces (Schell-Faucon 2003). Youth workers should be 
supported through training, peer-to-peer counseling and 
coaching, and psychological help. Youth workers should 
acquire, develop, and shape conflict literacy skills, includ-
ing for example, mediation, negotiation, and facilitation of 
group decision-making. These skills are fundamental for 
any community organizer, who may have to act as a media-
tor or facilitator of inter-personal, inter-group, or societal 
conflicts or discussions.

6. Conclusions
This article described and analyzed youth criminality in 
the city of Rosario as an expression of a wider urban social 
conflict and as a reflection of a situation in which struc-
tural and cultural violence are present. The first section 
explained the conceptual approach used, which is based 
on conflict transformation and peacebuilding. Conflict 
is understood as an opportunity for social change, which 
should not be avoided or suppressed, but dealt with in a 
constructive way. The second section started with a general 
historical background, both of Argentina and of the city of 
Rosario, and showed how socioeconomic inequality was 
deepened by neoliberal policies and deficient processes of 
democratic participation plagued by a history of dictator-
ships and violent political struggles. The problem of youth 
criminality was illustrated through statistics that show 
a clear increase in the amount of crime against property 
committed by young offenders. An alarming fact was that 
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the age of offenders has been decreasing, even to the ex-
treme that children aged eight to twelve have been detained 
for crimes using weapons. In order to understand the prob-
lem and its causes, it is necessary to describe not only the 
direct violence observed, but also other forms of structural 
and cultural violence. One important aspect is that social, 
economic, and political exclusion and the overall system’s 
inequalities are given cultural justifications and accepted as 
normal or natural.

One of the main conclusions of this work is that urban 
youth crime is inextricably linked to social, political, and 
economic exclusion and marginalization of youth. Even if 
the media and society present it in a superficial way as a 
question of deviant youth, it is clear that this phenomenon 
is linked to processes of structural inequality and degra-
dation of societal relations. Another conclusion is that 
inequality becomes more evident in cities where rich and 
poor live in close proximity and the feeling of being “in” 
or “out of ” the system is exacerbated by the proximity of 
the “other.” The main argument presented in this article is 
that the conflict is not only about “youth” versus “adults” or 

“rebellious youth” against society, and also not only about 
inequality, but rather between those who are included in so-
ciety and those who are excluded from it. Youth who engage 
in gangs feel expelled out of society and see violence as the 
only way to become powerful and respected, and as a way to 
survive and take revenge. Youth are not born criminals, it is 
society which denies their rights to education, health, and 
a secure space to grow up. The actors’ attitudes and the way 
they understand the problems help us to understand the 
reasons underlying their actions. The example of “El Ale” as 
a former young offender was a key illustration of how aware 
he was of the social exclusion he suffered and the choices he 
made in his life. The interviews with youth and youth work-
ers were also helpful in showing that they are aware of the 
effects of structural violence in society and that solutions 
should aim to include people and bridge the gaps, instead 
of promoting tensions and polarization. All young people 
and youth workers interviewed agree that the responses 
so far have not worked. Policies which have limited their 
interventions to stopping direct violence have proved to 
be ineffective. The penal approach to youth crime has not 
improved the situation; on the contrary, it seems to promote 

it. Repression and direct violence are seen by the police, 
both in their discourses and in their actions, as a legitimate 
way of solving or, at least, mitigating a problem. A double 
discourse can be witnessed in police and state institutions: 
on the one hand, the police’s role is to guarantee security 
and the respect for the law; on the other, the penal system 
has served as a means of social control.

Even though direct violence is not desired by all the actors, 
they use it. From a peacebuilding point of view, there is an 
inherent contradiction between two facets of the state: the 
state as the holder of the monopoly of the use of violence 
and the state as a space for dialogue, deliberation, participa-
tion, and joint decision-taking for a more just and peaceful 
society. The response to the problem can continue to be 
dual, that is, on the one hand control and repression, on the 
other more democracy and social inclusion. However, this 
will not be effective. A non-violent, integrated, and coherent 
approach is needed. If social exclusion is not transformed, 
the levels of youth urban violence will continue to increase.

Public policy that works on the root causes of the conflict 
and addresses issues of direct, structural, and cultural 
violence in an integrated way would seem to be the most ap-
propriate as illustrated by the municipal Youth Participatory 
Budget. This experience is an example of a good practice 
which should be further studied and multiplied. The experi-
ence of the Municipal Youth Center shows that the state can 
lead a conflict transformation process through its public 
policy. Its programs aim to avoid an “adult-centric” or 
paternalistic approach and to open up “youth” social spaces. 
As the inequality crystallizes in space, in the form of slums 
and private rich neighborhoods, public urban planning can 
help to unroll this tendency, and public space can be used 
as unifier and as a space for participation. The lack of space 
for young people to express themselves and develop sport 
and recreational activities was mentioned as one more form 
of exclusion. The city can create physical spaces which will 
become social spaces for interaction and dialogue.

Creating a better city will require a long-term multi-layer 
approach, with the involvement of all actors, especially 
youth. All actors should engage in dialogue and work 
jointly when designing strategies to respond to the problem, 
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transcending the inequalities of power and status and using 
an intergenerational approach. Young people and youth 
organizations are an untapped resource, and they should 
be empowered to join this conflict transformation process. 
Seen as an opportunity for positive change, social conflict 
seems to open new paths instead of narrowing them down 
(as is the case when it is seen as a disease to be cured or a 
sick limb to be amputated).

Among the recommendations for improvement in public 
policy and action presented in this article, it is important 
to highlight the development of more participatory and ap-
propriate youth policies which take into consideration the 
changing needs of young people and the changing environ-
ment. However, several questions remain unanswered and 
more depth in the reflection on youth policy is needed. The 
municipal government’s youth policy – which was found to 
be innovative and participatory, especially the Participatory 
Youth Budget – has not been evaluated in depth and its con-
flict transformation potential has not been established. It is 
still being developed and the projects proposed by young 
people are still being implemented. It is difficult to deter-
mine to what extent the meaningful participation of young 
people in this program decreases the amount of violence 
and youth crime, and to what extent young people acquire 
and practice the mediation and community organizing 
skills through the proposed intervention strategies. The 
aim of this study was not to test causal relations and deter-
mine the factors that lead to variation of criminal behavior 
in youth, but to describe and understand how the actors 
perceive and address the phenomenon. Further research 
is needed about the causes of youth criminality and its 
changes over time, taking into account a more representa-
tive sample of cases in all neighborhoods and slums of the 
city. Other areas of possible research are: a) to what extent 
the Youth Participatory Budget promotes young people’s 
empowerment and shapes their political culture, b) to what 
extent a gender perspective is included or/and whether 
gender mainstreaming is undertaken at municipal level 
and more specifically in municipal youth policy as this 
aspect was not discussed in this paper. In the second place, 
there is a need to analyze the quality and type of coopera-
tion among actors in developing youth policy. A through 
mapping of all concerned actors could be a good starting 

point, including the role of educational and religious insti-
tutions which were not part of this study.

Through my observations and the information gathered in 
the interviews it seems that cooperation among actors is 
scarce and embedded in the political tensions. However, no 
in-depth analysis of this has been undertaken. It would be 
important to look into the way the provincial and munici-
pal governments cooperate in this field, for example, so as 
to devise more integrated strategies and avoid duplication. 
At the same time, there is a need to look into the type of 
intergenerational dialogue present in Rosario. A youth-
adult partnership in implementation of peace and social 
development projects presents several challenges. Often 
adults tend to dictate or impose their diagnosis of the con-
flict, and consequently their solutions. Intergenerational 
cooperation and partnership need to be enhanced. Finally, 
municipal youth policy as a space of conflict transforma-
tion and peacebuilding should be further researched using 
an interdisciplinary approach. One important question is, 
to what extent can municipal governments and local actors 
deal with the root causes of violence found in unfair global 
structures of domination and inequality which exceed their 
capacities? How can local and global forces of change be 
better coordinated? Another issue which requires further 
research is the issue of reconciliation and healing. How can 
governments and youth organizations facilitate processes 
to deal with the past in local public space? Studies of public 
administration, youth, and conflict transformation have 
rarely been combined, so lots of work remains to be done. 
If social planners, politicians, youth workers, and public 
officials would learn to see conflict as an opportunity for 
social change, more innovative and better practices would 
be developed to achieve a peaceful society which values di-
versity and which builds a world where many worlds can fit.
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Appendix 1: Construction of the job satisfaction index

Construct                   Items

(1) I like my job

(2) I do my duty – nothing more

Job satisfaction (3) My job is a burden to me

(4) If I could I’d like to do things differently

(5) �My professional work is more important to me  
than payment

All items coded in the same direction

Appendix 2: Scale construction for individual responsibility

Construct                        Items Cronbach’s 
alpha

(1) I personally achieve very little

(2) Problems can only be solved by society

(3) �The influence of the individual is mostly 
overestimated

Individual 
responsibility

(4) �Structures in society need to change if 
people are to live peacefully together

	 .62

(5) �I personally achieve something only  
occasionally

(6) �If many people would act like me, things 
would change for the better

(7) �Achieving peaceful coexistence is the task 
of politics

(8) I believe that I can influence others
All items coded in the same direction

Appendix 3: Scale construction for positional, moral, and emotional 
recognition

Construct                    Items Cronbach’s alpha

Positional 
recognition

(1) �My recognition compared to  
others doing the same job

(2) Recognition within society
(3) �Recognition of my job through 

other professional groups
(4) My jobs’ material returns

	

.74

Moral 
recognition

(1) �My personal possibility to take part 
in political decision making

(2) �The representation of my profes-
sion’s interests within society

(3) �Fair and supportive treatment  
by society

	

.76

Emotional 
recognition

(1) �My personal relationship to  
others within my professional group

(2) �The interpersonal climate within 
our society

	
.50




