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Although this pattern should not be confused with census tracts having large actual numbers of
poor and low-income children, it does imply that there is very little variation among families
with children in the neighborhood. That is important in terms of peer influences.

In fact, the larger actual numbers of poor and low-income families with children are increasingly
outside of these tracts. Yet, they are located in tracts with high proportions of single-parent fam-
ilies that have moved out of the highest-poverty neighborhoods in response to demolition of
public housing and other low-cost housing.

Distribution of Census Tracts with High Incidence of Poverty Among Families with Children
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• Nearly two out of three Memphis census tracts (106 tracts) and one suburban tract had 
high incidences of single-parent families in 2000.

When families in poverty leave one neighborhood
it appears that they re-concentrate in another.

The difference in the appearances of Figure 4 and Figure 3 represents the decentralization of
poverty and the changing geographic dynamics of reaching higher-risk families. De-concentra-
tion of poverty was encouraged in many cities. Public housing was demolished, and poor fami-
lies were relocated into neighborhoods with less poverty and greater educational and employ-
ment opportunities. This strategy offered promising outcomes for children, according to research
from the 1970s. 

Distribution of Census Tracts with High Incidence of Single-Parent Families
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More recent research, though, shows less favorable outcomes. This may reflect the tendency for
poverty pockets to re-cluster within better-off census tracts. It may be evidence that these for-
merly higher-income census tracts are moving toward concentrated poverty status in Memphis
and across the country. (See endnote 2.)
Higher-income neighborhoods that absorb poor-or-low-income families are lower risk overall on
the Child Vulnerability Index and generally have greater institutional and organizational
resources. However, there may be an absence of support systems, such as child care, for single
parents in neighborhoods where traditionally there have been fewer single-parent families. 

The decentralization of Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers is evident in the comparison of
density maps from 2002 and 2006. When low-income households decentralize by leaving one
area they appear to re-concentrate in other neighborhoods.

2002 Section 8 Vouchers
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Support services for low income families may be less developed in neighborhoods receiving large
numbers of new voucher households. For example, the Earned Income Tax Credit is an organ-
ized outreach strategy to low-income, working families that are eligible. In Zip Code 38126, an
inner-city Zip Code with highly concentrated poverty and well-established channels for out-
reach, 75 percent of eligible families actually filed for the tax credit. In Zip Codes 38115 and
38118, where labor force participation is much higher (a pre-requisite for getting the tax credit),
poverty less concentrated and the number of low-income households increasing, only 50 percent
and 59 percent of eligible households, respectively, filed for the tax credit.

2006 Section 8 Vouchers
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Social Capital is a key asset 
in neighborhood environment.

Neighborhoods that provide a supportive environment to reinforce effective parenting, comple-
mentary opportunities for positive child development, surrogate supervision, nurturing and posi-
tive stimulation for children, are said to have high “social capital.” Such neighborhoods can
counter risks to health and child development that are generally associated with poverty.  

Neighborhoods with concentrated poverty and physical blight tend to have low social capital. 
Poverty is a problem not only because poor families lack personal resources for effective parenting,
but also because community support systems in poor neighborhoods may also be lacking. Poverty
and blight mean poor living conditions and high rates of residential transience. Neighbors are less
likely to know, and look out for, one another than in more stable neighborhoods. 

• When neighborhood support systems are strengthened families and children are more 
likely to overcome challenges associated with poverty.

• Neighborhoods of concentrated poverty suffer often from near-absence of role models 
that contributes to weak social capital. 

• Low labor force participation is associated with absent role models, weak connections to 
outside resources and anti-social behavior. 

We can understand neighborhood-level risk factors better by knowing more about how families per-
ceive their neighborhoods and neighbors in Memphis and Shelby County. Social surveys measure
resident perceptions of social capital and threats to social capital using a standard set of questions.

One out of every five-to-six households in Shelby County is in a neighborhood where signs of
neglect signal a lack of care and concern. Data from the American Housing Survey for Memphis
and Shelby County reveal that blighted neighborhoods are concentrated in the City of Memphis. 
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Children can identify assets and 
liabilities in their neighborhoods.

Asked to describe what they thought of in relation to the terms “healthy” and “unhealthy,” mid-
dle school children in a TUCI-sponsored “Health Information Project” in north Memphis
focused on neighborhood blight. They described the redeveloped “uptown” neighborhood as
healthy, and the neighborhood surrounding Humes Middle School as unhealthy.

National research from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods docu-
mented the relationship between blight and diminished social capital, which in turn appears to
be related to parental stress. 

• Of all the social disorder surveyed, loitering and hanging out is the most common (22.5%).

• Transience and homelessness is reported the least. 

• Overall, one out of every five-to-six households in Shelby County is confronted with 
social disorder.

Resident Reports of Neighborhood Social Disorder by Problems
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Social support varies widely among neighborhoods. Some parents and families perceive them-
selves in resource-rich environments while others experience isolation. 

Little more than half of adult respondents envision their neighborhoods as environments where
clear standards of behavior are likely to be enforced by neighbors.
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Comparing crime rates will become easier.

Police departments across the country voluntarily submit crime data to the FBI Uniform Crime
Reports (UCR). In any given year many departments, including those in the largest and histori-
cally highest crime cities, do not report for various reasons. It is also important to understand
that different police departments use different standards for classifying and reporting crimes. So
comparing data from city to city should be undertaken only with caution. 

Memphis and Tennessee are among the first jurisdictions to conform to the National Incident-
Based Reporting System (NIBERS), a new system that eventually will be required for all report-
ing jurisdictions. NIBERS will have the effect of increasing the number of reported incidents
because crimes in which more than one charge is involved (a mugging/aggravated assault associ-
ated with a robbery) will be reported as separate incidents. In most non-NIBERS reporting such
an event counts as only one crime (the most serious of included offenses).

Resident Perception of Likelihood of Neighbors’ Willingness to Intervene
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Risk of victimization is a widely variable factor.

Crime rates typically are calculated in terms of number-of-incidents-per-100,000 residents in a
given year. The term “victimization risk” is sometimes used to estimate how likely an individual
is to be victimized by a particular crime. For example, if there are 1,000 incidents of violent
crime per 100,000 residents, individuals have a one in 100, or one percent, chance of being a
victim. 

It’s important to remember, however, that true victimization risk depends on a wide variety of
risk factors. These include with whom a person interacts, neighborhood conditions and other
demographic factors that are associated with social networks and neighborhoods. Low income
families in poor neighborhoods are at greatest risk for most types of criminal victimization. For
low-income children, neighborhood-associated victimization risk adds to other risks that under-
mine healthy development.

Community-based crime prevention strategies often focus on changing social networks and
neighborhood conditions to reduce victimization risk for children in particular.

Blue CRUSH in Memphis is showing 
signs of success fighting crime.

Beginning in 2005 crime escalated across the country, particularly in cities with populations
between 500,000 and 1,000,000. This escalation followed more than a decade of declining
crime rates after crime had peaked in the early-to-mid-1990s. The decline had been attributed
to such factors as the waning “crack” trade, improved economy, the impact of strategic crime-
prevention, law enforcement funding and higher incarceration rates. The recent escalation has
been attributed to a reversal of those factors, but it is likely that factors differ in different cities.

As other cities Memphis crime escalated in 2005 and 2006. The Memphis Police Department,
working with the Center for Community Criminology at the University of Memphis, designed
and implemented a so-called “Blue CRUSH” (Crime Reduction Using Statistical History) strategy.
Blue CRUSH is a strategy to identify and track patterns of criminal incidents and target special-
ized resources based on these patterns. After successful neighborhood tests Blue CRUSH was
implemented city-wide in September, 2006. Shortly thereafter, crime in Memphis began to
decrease as it continued to escalate in the rest of the country.

Crime in the City of Memphis decreased in October through December of 2006, and the
January, 2007 rate was 12 percent lower than the January, 2006 rate.
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Crime in Memphis actually decreased faster in some traditionally high-crime neighborhoods
while increasing in traditionally safer, more middle-class neighborhoods. This “decentralization”
of crime appears to stimulate greater fear among middle-class citizens who typically have
enjoyed higher expectations of neighborhood safety. It may create a perception that nothing is
being done or can be done.

For example, the Hickory Hill area has been associated with increased crime since the mid
1990s, even while the remainder of the city was experiencing decreasing crime. Despite its repu-
tation during that time, however, Hickory Hill’s crime remained lower than inner-city neighbor-
hoods. An exception was the swath of high-density apartment complexes where households
moving out of the inner city were likely to re-locate.

By the end of 2006 crime was down substantially in both traditionally higher-crime and lower-
crime police precincts. To extend the Hickory Hill example, the number of reported crimes
declined 19 percent and 20 percent in the Mt. Moriah and Ridgeway precincts in January, 2007
compared to January, 2006.

8,343.5 8,374.8 8,313.7 8,369.1

1,861.2

1,479.2 1,546.81,577.11,572.41,658.3

8,494.4

7,691.7

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

7,000

8,000

9,000

10,000

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Violent Crime rate Property crime rate

Source: University of Memphis, Center for Community Criminology and Research

Memphis Crime Rate by Violent and Property Crime, 2000–2005



14

Another indication of strategic law enforcement making a difference is evident in an analysis of
Memphis homicide data, including domestic-violence-related homicides, from 2002 through
2006. It shows a significant decrease in homicides overall and especially in domestic homicides
in 2004.

Analysis by the Center for Community Criminology and Research reveals that the decrease is
due almost entirely to a decrease in gun-related deaths. Gun-related deaths may be correlated
with the Project Safe Neighborhoods, “Gun Crime is Jail Time,” media campaign. Gun violence
and homicides dipped dramatically during, and immediately following periods of media satura-
tion, then rose after the campaign ended.

The roles of children as perpetrators and victims

National research is beginning to analyze involvement of children as crime victims and perpe-
trators. Chicago’s Chapin Hall Center for Children reports that arrests of juveniles for murder
increased by 20 percent in 2005 compared to an increase of only six percent for adults. Robbery
arrests for juveniles increased 11 percent. We do not yet have comparable reports for Memphis
and Shelby County.
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Families with children have been moving from higher-crime (poorer) to lower-crime (more mid-
dle-class) areas nationally and in Memphis and Shelby County. National data from The Urban
Institute’s “Moving to Opportunity” research suggests that children moving from higher-crime
to lower-crime neighborhoods continue to be at higher-risk of victimization or involvement in
crime. It may be that support systems in middle class neighborhoods, such as mentoring pro-
grams or meeting places such as Boys and Girls Clubs or Girls, Inc., need to be strengthened. It
may be also that old, risky associations follow them into their new neighborhoods.

Preliminary analysis suggests that supportive resources may not have responded to children who
are at higher risk for delinquency and neglect when they moved from inner city neighborhoods
to mid-city neighborhoods such as Whitehaven, Hickory Hill and Raleigh. 

Despite concerns about youth involvement in crime and delinquency in Memphis and Shelby
County, juvenile court data reveal a decrease in the number of referrals for delinquency between
2000 and 2004. Actual numbers are down, and they reflect a declining percentage of youth
being referred to juvenile court during this period. It is not known, however, how much of the
decrease may be associated with the recently publicized diversion programs being operated in
Germantown and Bartlett.
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Advanced is a score on the TCAP and NAEP that denotes mastery of grade-appropriate knowl-
edge of skills and assets.

At-Risk children and students as defined by national testing standards are those who come from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds, have limited English proficiency and/or have disabilities.

*Axon is the tail of a neuron.

AYP is the acronym for Adequate Yearly Progress, a measurement created by NCLB to assess
the performance of individual schools. A school is rated to have achieved AYP if its students
achieve scores of proficient to a standard set by the district, with exceptions for students in at-
risk categories.

Basic is a fourth score, or category of measurement, used on the NAEP but not the TCAP. Basic
means that the student has partial mastery of prerequisite skills that are fundamental for proficiency.

Body Mass Index is a measure of body fat based on an individual’s height and weight.

Below Proficient on the TCAP and NAEP means that the student has not mastered prerequi-
site or grade-appropriate knowledge.

Creative Class is an identity coined by Richard Florida to describe a cadre of workers with skills
and contributions for a post-industrial society.

Cut Scores define the percentage of questions that a student must answer correctly to be con-
sidered Proficient or Advanced.

ED is the acronym for the provisional TCAP category, Economic Disadvantage.

Families First is Tennessee’s Welfare reform program which replaced Aid to Families with
Dependent Children in 1996.

Gestation is a synonym for pregnancy.

Glossary
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Graduation rates are defined in several ways: By entering ninth grade cohort and by percent of
twelfth graders who are graduated from high school that school year. By measuring the freshman
class as it enters the ninth grade and again at graduation to determine how many finish high
school on time. By looking at the percent of graduating seniors (twelfth graders) it is possible to
learn how many students were graduated from the senior class that year.

Infant mortality rate (IMR) is the number of deaths per 1,000 live births that occur in the first
12 months of life.

Knowledge Economy defines an economy that demands high levels of education and knowledge
rooted in science, technology, engineering, mathematics and computers, rather than physical
strength or dexterity. 

STEM is an acronym for science, technology, engineering and mathematics.

LEP is the acronym for the provisional TCAP category, Limited English Proficient. 

Low Birth-Weight is a weight of less than 2,500 grams, or about 5 pounds 8 ounces, of an
infant at birth.

Memphis MSA (Metropolitan Statistical Area) defines the area comprised of the Tennessee
counties of Shelby, Tipton and Fayette, Crittenden County, AR and DeSoto County, MS.

NAEP is the acronym for National Assessment of Educational Progress, the identity of a test
given to a sample of students in every state to assess the progress of students nationally.

NAEYC is the acronym for National Association for the Education of Young Children that
gives accreditation to child care centers nationwide based on performance and standards of
excellence in the areas of curriculum, staff, center attributes and family and community rela-
tionships. NAEYC maintains a national database of accredited centers.

NCLB is the acronym for No Child Left Behind that identifies the 2001 reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act that enacted vast educational reforms to improve the
standing of low-performing schools with rewards for achievement and penalties for lack thereof.

*Neuron is a nerve cell.

To Peg a state standardized test to the national test means that the state test is written to reflect
the rigor and content of the national test (NAEP). 

Physical Activity is defined as any kind of physical activity that increases heart rate and causes
hard breathing for a period during a total of at least 60 minutes per day on five or more of the
seven days preceding the survey.
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Pre-Kindergarten is a program to educate three-and-four-year-olds in classroom settings while
functioning also as child care with emphasis on social, emotional and cognitive preparation for
kindergarten.

Premature Birth (Prematurity) defines an infant born in less than 37 weeks.

Proficient is a TCAP and NAEP test result that identifies a student as having prerequisite
knowledge for grade-appropriate learning.

School Readiness defines the state of a child with the relative social, emotional and cognitive
abilities to enter kindergarten.

Stability or Instability define the degree of transience of students between schools during the
school year other than for grade promotion.

Star Quality Rating System is a measurement of one-two-or-three-star ratings given to child
care centers in the State of Tennessee. 

SWD is the acronym for the provisional TCAP category, Students With Disabilities.

*Synapse is an area of the human brain in which communication between nerve cells occurs.

TANF is the acronym for Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, a Federal initiative that
allows states to develop and implement programs that provide assistance and work opportunities
for needy families. 

TCAP is the acronym for Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program, a standardized exam
that measures student achievement in Grades 3-12 in Tennessee public schools. TCAP results
are used to fulfill No Child Left Behind requirements.

Title I is a Federal program that provides funds to schools that have a significant percentage of
students who are “low-income” or “poor.” 

YRBS is the acronym for Youth Risk Behavior Survey that was created by the Center for
Disease Control (CDC) in 1990 to measure certain behaviors among youths. YRBS includes
school-based surveys conducted and reported on national, state and local levels. YRBS was first
administered in Memphis City Schools (MCS), Grades 6-12, during the 2003-04 school year,
repeated in the 2005-06 and scheduled again for the 2007-08 school year. Details about the
Memphis YRBS are available at http://www.mcsk12.net/admin/research/YRBS-2003.html.

*= In section entitled What’s the big deal about 0-3
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