


The Youth Justice system works closely with young people who commit crimes helping them integrate back into society and help improve their behaviours and encourage them to change their lives. There have been several changes in how the justice system operates for youths since the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (HM Government, 2007) was brought in. There has been a constant change within the UK youth justice system, since the response to children who offend changed (Case, 2018). These changes, and the understanding of children who commit have not been easy, as there has been conflict regarding how children who offend should be treated within the court system (Case and Hampson, 2019). Since the first distinction between child and adult offenders, youth justice has been a political point winner. Since the late 20th century (Shore, 2011), successive UK administrations have undertaken changes in the way they manage youth crimes, producing more productive methods for tackle reoffending. This essay will discuss the main changes to youth justice since 1998 and will look at new approaches to crime youth prevention. 
With the growing concern that juvenile criminality had not been handled in a systematic manner, and that nobody was accepting responsibility for youngsters involved in crime on a local level, in 1998, the youth justice system was created. (Taylor, 2016). Uncontested anti-social behaviour was of particular interest, as did the notion that gangs of delinquent teenagers were causing substantial problems in their communities in specific regions. The government desired to construct a system that would "nip" kid disobedience in the bud by responding promptly and aggressively to early indicators of criminal activity (Taylor, 2016). The Crime and Disorder Act of 1998 mandated that all local governments construct a Youth Offending Team (YOT) comprised of officials from the police, rehabilitation organizations, social services, education, and healthcare. The legislation requires YOTs to assist authorities with just about any out-of-court judgments and to provide for suitable adults to be present throughout any police interrogation. They are required to provide the courts with the reports and information that are needed for the criminal cases that involve young people. They need to supervise any children and youths serving any community sentences, as well as children and youths that are then released from detention (Taylor, 2016). 
In 2007, 225,000 juveniles in England and Wales were reprimanded or convicted of a reportable offence (Ministry of Justice, 2016). 106,000 of these children were all first offenders who had never previously received a caution or a conviction. 126,000 of these were convicted in court, and 5,800 were incarcerated. In 2007, the average monthly detention population for people under the age of 18 was 2,909. (Ministry of Justice and Youth Justice Boards, 2016). Since then, the number of children participating in the juvenile court system has declined considerably, with year-on-year declines. In 2015, 47,000 minors were reprimanded or convicted, representing a 79% drop from 2007. 
Many children that are in the system usually from unstable households where drug and alcohol addiction, abuse, and criminal behaviour are frequent, and they are also frequently victims of crimes. Though children's origins should not be used to justify their actions, the lack of schooling, healthcare, social care, and other organisations to address these issues has led to their involvement within youth justice system (Taylor, 2016) .
At several levels, the idea of youngsters committing crimes is unnatural and frightening. It throws into doubt our faith in childhood innocence, as well as some fundamental beliefs about the feasibility of a "decent society." It instils fear of chaos and the repercussions of societal disintegration. It brings into question the quality of community programmes for children, parental support, and a dedication to future generations. According to the Home Office Youth Lifestyles research, which was performed between 1998 and 2000, various self-report studies have found that the majority of young people are not involved in criminal activities (Armstrong et al., 2005; Communities that Care, 2002; Flood-Page et al., 2000; MORI, 2001, 2002, 2003). This study showed that 33% of boys aged 15-16 have admitted to committing at least one crime in the previous year. The study also showed that the percentage of girls in the same age group was considerably lower (Flodd-Page,2000). Data collected in reincarceration studies and self-report studies shows that most children who do commit crimes ‘grow out’ of it (MORI,2003). Furthermore, a far smaller number of people who report offending report being involved with the criminal court system. According to the 2003 Youth Justice Board for England and Wales Survey (MORI, 2003), 21% of offenders in mainstream schools reported that the police had caught them at least once. The facts of youth and crime appear to contradict popular beliefs, or at least the media's portrayal of public opinion. Indeed, if one views crime fear from the perspective of a young person, what may be most alarming, if somewhat ironic, about crime data is that kids are more likely to be victims of crime than perpetrators, compared to the adult population (Furlong and Cartmel, 1997; Home Office, 2002). However, as Nacro (2001) has suggested, British people's perceptions of crime tend to exaggerate the amount to which crime is linked to young people. While 28% believe that juveniles are accountable for a considerable proportion of all offences, and 55% feel that culpability for crime is split evenly among adults and children, in 1999, persons over the age of 18 perpetrated 76 percent of discovered crime. To put these findings in context, trend figures from the British Criminality Survey (Home Office, 2000) show that young people's crime is significantly decreasing. Following a global spike in crime in the 1970s and 1980s, the number of 10-17-year-olds found guilty or handed a warning for an indictable offence in the UK declined from 143,400 to 120,400 between 1992 and 1999, while those under 21 fell from 278,900 to 208,700 over the same time (Home Office, 2000). During the same time, this fall in teenage criminality mirrored a comparable decrease in crime generally, both in the UK and in numerous other regions of the world (Young, 1999). If one suspects that the drop in crime rates is due to a lack of detection rather than a genuine fall, it is worth remembering that the British Crime Survey for the year 2000 similarly indicates a 15% drop in victimisation from 1995 to 1999. As a result, if fewer individuals report being victimised, it is logical to assume that less crime is being perpetrated (Home Office, 2000).  
It might be argued that changes in the juvenile crime rate were caused, or at least influenced, by the policies and actions of the Youth Justice Board (YJB) for England and Wales, which was given a legal mandate to prevent children and young people from offending (Board, 2001). The downward tendency, on the other hand, was visible prior to the formation of the YJB under the Crime and Disorder Act in 1998. Regardless of whether policies are good or bad, it is difficult to distinguish the potential causes that drive societal changes and hence the effect of policies. In reality, the causal relationship between numerous factors impacting societal trends, such as the rise in youthful delinquency, is likely to be quite intricate. Regardless, there appear to be some grounds for optimism (Furlong and Cartmel, 1997). However, it is impossible to resist the conclusion that any optimism about juvenile offending patterns in the United Kingdom, as in other parts of the world, must be tempered by the presence of an extraordinary contradiction. At the same time as juvenile crime appears to be down significantly, there has been a rise in public awareness of the issue, as well as a significant increase in the use of jail punishment to address this declining problem (Armstrong, 2005).
According to Goldson (1997), this abrupt change in policy is the result of a mix of short-term political populism and media sensationalism. This 'moral panic' concerning out-of-control youngsters was accompanied by a slew of legislative measures aimed at intervening with 'at-risk' children and a rise in the use of custody as a means of dealing with the 'problem' of teenage criminality. Thus, in the United Kingdom, prison punishment of young people has nearly quadrupled since 1992, although identified adolescent crime has decreased by 16%. (Nacro, 2001). Similarly, the number of people in detention aged 18 to 20 grew by 18,000 in 1999, up from 17,000 in 1998 and 15,800 in 1997. Flood-Page et al., 2000; Nacro, 2001). The Youth Justice Board for England and Wales has also observed an increase in the number of young people who report receiving some form of punishment as a result of being caught (Youth Justice Board, 2001). According to the 2001 Youth Survey, 22 percent of pupils in mainstream education and 12 percent of those expelled from school who admitted to committing a crime said nothing happened as a result of being caught.
There is still more to be done to prevent crime and antisocial behaviour among teenagers on behalf of their victims, families, communities, and, eventually, themselves. Early intervention offers the greatest potential for effectiveness in crime prevention, yet it is understudied and underfunded (Youth Justice Board, 2007). Mainstream or universal services alone are insufficient to meet the organizational goal of the youth justice system, while there is ample proof that services proceed to fail to reach the most socially excluded, who are especially vulnerable to the danger (and lack of safeguard) aspects associated with offending (Youth Justice Board, 2007). According to Reaching Out: An Action Plan on Social Exclusion (HM Government, 2007), a substantial amount of money is spent on the most socially disadvantaged people through public programmes. However, most of this money is spent on treating the symptoms of exclusion after the issues have become established (Youth Justice Board, 2007). To engage individuals most likely to be future offenders, focused and consistent early preventive programs are essential. Effective collaboration between targeted and universal services at the national and local levels is possible, but the mutual benefits must be agreed upon and clearly recognised by each partner (Youth Justice Board, 2007).

According to Muncie (1999), the development of greater administrative decision making, increased sentencing diversity, the introduction of sentencing "packages," the centralization of authority and policy coordination, the increasing involvement of non-judicial organisations, as well as the elevated amounts of deterrence and control in some punishment initiatives meant that the primary objective of youth justice was no longer primarily one of having to deliver the traditional oath (Parker et al., 1987; Pratt, 1989, p.245). The issue of child crime became more scientifically and technically stated. Political and moral disagreements over the origins of crime and the purpose of intervention were relegated to the fringes (Pitts, 1992, p.142). The "hard core" of youth justice was rebuilt as a delinquent management programme in which the "hard core" stayed imprisoned. Meanwhile, an increasing number of governmental and non-profit community-based agencies had begun to design non-custodial sentencing that they believed would be difficult enough to convince magistrates not to pick the (more expensive) prison option (Parker et al., 1987; Pratt, 1989). The Audit Commission published its first report on the youth justice system in England and Wales in 1996 (Audit Commission, 1996). Noting that the public sector, such as the police, courts, and social services, spends around £1 billion per year investigating and dealing with juvenile offenders, it was stated that the majority of this money is squandered owing to delayed and ineffective judicial procedures (Audit Commission, 1996). The 'tougher' programmes of restitution, accountability, and sentence packing had already acquired traction, causing Rutherford (1993, p.160) to warn that a critical 'human face' of the judicial system was on the danger of vanishing. Setting performance goals and initiating local audits undoubtedly involves a depoliticization and dehumanisation of the teenage criminal issue, such that the primary goal of youth justice becomes delivering a cost-effective and commercially successful 'product' (McLaughlin and Muncie, 1994, p.137).

While this is an unique societal view of the nature of criminal behaviour (Garland, 2001; Hobson et al, 2017), Waller and Weiler (1984) go on to state that any efforts to react to such activities with more repressive and punitive repercussions are likely to be ineffective. Instead, they believe that more resources should be directed on offering stronger, more available tailored social welfare programs that address the underlying challenges of family, school, and life experiences, which so frequently predict future criminal behaviour in children and young people. Interventions by police with "at-risk" youth are at the centre of various cultural debates over the character of policing. These debates cover topics such as resource allocation during fiscal difficulties (Barton, 2013), the extent with which the police can prioritise the safety and well-being of youths, and the responsibility of the police in preventing juvenile crime (Bateman, 2014). Although juvenile crime in the UK has declined in recent years, it is still recognised that young people are more likely to commit crimes than adults and the elderly (Loeber & Stallings, 2011). As a result, how police interact with youth is an essential component in police-community collaborations. For example, Hurst and Frank (2000) discuss the extent to which youths are heavily represented in terms of police contacts and arrest; Herlitz and Hough (2016) demonstrate that accused under the age of 18 are much more likely to obtain punitive measures from law enforcement agents than their adult counterparts; and Loader (1996) helps explain how youngsters are also more likely to get involved with the police in heightened situations of conflict, in part due to their greater utmost trust.

Crime prevention discourses in the United Kingdom frequently reflect what Garland (1996, p. 454) refers to as the "Responsibilization Strategy": an effort to implement "social" and "situational" forms of crime prevention in order to "reorder the conduct of everyday life right across the social field." However, according to Garland (1996), the efficacy of implementing a responsibility agenda was quickly impeded by difficulties in creating effective multiagency coordination. Even when there is sufficient ability and desire, questions have been raised about the effectiveness of such measures, particularly when they are employed to cover weaknesses in frontline crime and police management (Crawford, 1994). Despite this, many sorts of plans are rather common. Walker et al. (2007), for instance, conducted an evaluation of a Youth Inclusion Support Panel (YISP) scheme, a scheme operated by the Department for Education and Skills in the United Kingdom that provided a variety of support mechanisms designed to divert young people at risk of offending and their families from crime (Walker et al., 2007, p. 14).
Rummens et al. (2016) distinguish between situational and social crime prevention approaches, referencing the work of Ekblom (2010) and Tilley (2013) in doing so. In general, situational crime prevention projects view crime as various mixes of rational choice theory and a social context these are “convergence in time and place of the following three elements: (1) a motivated offender, (2) an accessible target, (3) the absence of a capable guardian” (Rummens, et al, 2016, p. 14). Such strategies aim to reduce the likelihood for such crimes, but they caution that they risk just moving crime or having a greater impact on demographic groupings. Rummens et al. (2016, p. 17) define social crime prevention initiatives as seeking to "alter the underlying social situations and factors that lead to offending." The key motivators for action in social crime prevention approaches are typically "risk factors." Structured interventions in potential offenders' family lives, education, health, employment, and neighbourhood are examples of such programmes (Grant, 2015). The theory is that changing the social and physical factors that affect offending in communities can have a major impact on the behaviour of potential offenders who live there (Tonry & Farrington, 1995).

There has always been a debate of how youths should be handled especially when it comes to crime. As they are children or young adults there are rules that you can not treat them the same way that we treat adults. Therefore, a different scheme must be introduced to help prevent youths committing crimes or thinking about committing crimes. Therefore, different schemes are introduced to help.
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