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1961 - The Juvenlile Delin-
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sefore the law, no adeguate na-
tional program had been de-

veloped to focus resources to Act .
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19368 - The Juvenile Delin-
quency. Prevention
and Control Act.

1868 - The Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe
Streets Act.

The responsibility for acting on
juvenile delinquency rested
cniefly with the Department of
Health, BEducation, and Welfare
(HEW). In 1968 the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration
of the Department of Justice
also received some responsi-
bilities. The Departments of
Labor and Housing and Urban
Development and the Office of
Economic Opportunity also oper-
ated programs that affected the
problem. (See pp. 3 to 10.)

Coordination problems

Coordination among these and
other appropriate Federal
agencies was difficult because
they had no standard definition
for selecting specific Federal
programs for preventing juvenile
delingquency or rehabilitating
such delinquents. :

In 1971 the Interdepartmental
“ouncil to Coordinate All Fed-
eral Juvenile Delinguency
Programs—-—-composed of 10 de-
partments and agencies~-was
created by the Congress. It
developed a definition, but it
was too proad to be workable.
It defined a juvenile as anyone
between 1 day and 24 years of
age.

The Council also was ineffec-
tive. It effected no major Fed-
eral legislative or program
decisions because it (1) had to

ii

rely on funds and staff
provided by its member agencies
and (2) lacked clear authority
to coordinate their activities.
(See pp. 22 to 26.)

Many officials of the Federal
agency programs that the
Council had identified as af-
fecting juvenile delinguency
were unaware that their pro-
grams had such a potential.
(See pp. 13 and 14.)

Previous estimates of Federal
Government expenditures for
juvenile delinguency may not
be accurate because of the
absence of a workable defini-
tion of a juvenile delin-
quency program.

Congressional legislative com-
mittees observed that HEW had
failed to adequately coordinate
Federal efforts because of in-
adequate administration of the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Control Act of 1968 and that

it requested from fiscal vyeats
1968 to 1971 only $49.2 million
of an awnthorized $150 million
to administer the act.

A major administrative problem
resulted from the 1968 acts'
overlapping roles for HEW and
the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

HEW was to help the States
prépare and implement com="
prehensive State juvenile de-
linquency plans. At the same
time;, the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration was
to make block grants to the
States to address all criminal

&2

justice problems, including
juvenile delingquency.

With more funds available,

the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration became
dominant in criminal justice
planning. It spent about $70
million for juvenile delin-
quency programs in fiscal year
1971 compared with $8.5 mil-
lion spent by HEW for that
year .

To facilitate coordination,
the Secretary of HEW and the
Attorney General agreed in
1971 (1) that HEW would con-
centrate on prevention efforts
before a person entered the
juvenile justice system and
(2) that the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration
would focus on efforts once
a person was in the juvenile
justice system. (See po. 20
to 22.)

In 1972 Federal regional
councils were established in
the 10 standard regions to
develop closer working rela-
tionships between Federal
grantmaking agencies and State
and local governments.

However, the Federal regional
councils generally were not
very involved in juvenile de-
linguency projects, according
to an official of the Office
of Management and Budget,
because of inadequate leader-
ship from Washington.. (See
pp. 26 to 30.)

State and local coordination

efforts

GAO's review of the efforts

Tear Sheet
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of Colorado and Massachusetts
and their largest cities--
Denver and Boston--showed

that coordinatie.: problems

in juvenile delinguency in
States and cities were similar
to those in the Federal Govern-
ment.

Neither State had a single
agency or organization
coordinating the planning and
operation of all programs that
could affect juvenile delin-
quency. Neither had a compre-
hensive strategy to prevent or
control juvenile delinquency.

The State and local situation
has vesulted in part from the
Federal Government's fragmented
approach to the juvenile de-
linguency problem. To seek
funds, State and local agencies
had to respond to the specific
Federal categorical grant pro-
grams, each with its own objec-
tives, requirements, and re-
strictions. As a result, State
and local agencies had little
incentive to coordinate their
activities. (See ch. 5.)

1974 legislation--an impetus
for improvements ‘

The Juvenile Justice and De~
linguency Prevention Act of -
1974, if properly implemented,
should help prevent and control
juvenile delingquency.

The law

~—-creates an Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration;



-—provides increased visibility
to the problem and a focal
point for Federal juvenile
delinquency activities;

~--improves existing Federal
agency coordination and
reporting requirements; and

~-requires States t2 make a
single agency responsible
for planning juvenile delin-
quency efforts to be funded
with Federal moneys. (See
Pp. 51 to 53.)

The 1974 act gives executive
agencies a sufficient frame-
work to improve their coordina-
tion of juvenile delinquency
efforts. Since the act was en-
acted only shortly after GAO
completed its review, it was
too early to determine how the
agencies were implementing it
and, on the basis of such an
assessment, %o recommend to
appropriate officials ways to
improve implementation.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED
ISSUES

St ey e S

Tne Departments of Justice and
HEW; Office of Management and
Budget; and aporopriate Colorado
ana Massachusetts State and
local agencies generally agreed
witn GAO's findings and con-
clusions. (See ch., 8.)

The Department of Justice rec-
ognized its responsibilities,
under the 1974 act, to define
- Pederal juvenile delinquency
programs and better coordinate
their activities but noted two

conditions which may impede

its efforts. It has inter-
preted "New Federalism" to

mean that it cannot impose
substantial guidelines and
definitions, other than those
required by law, upon State

and local operating agencies,
but tries to encourade move-
ment in that direction by using
funding incentives and train-
ing. The Department also noted
that its efforts will be af-
fected by the aggressiveness
with which the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget actively en-
courages coordinated planning
through its funding and over-
sight responsibilities. The
Department also outlined ac-
tions it had already taken to
implement the 1974 °act. (See
app. I.)

HEW officials expressed con-
cern, based on their prtevious
experiences, about the ability
of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration to effec-
tively carry out its legisla-
tive mandates ander. the 1974
act unless there is a commit-
ment at the highest levels of
the Federal Government to the
effort. (See p. 59.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY_THE CONGRESS

When it passed the 1874 act,
tnne Congress clearly expressed
its intent to exercise over-
sight over implementation

and administration of the act.
Among the issues the Congress
should consider in carrying
out its oversight are:

P

--The extent to which the Law
Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration is implementing
two basic parts of the act--
developing comprehensive State
juvenile delinquency plans and
a national juvenile delinguency
strategy--in a timely manner.

--The extent to which the Law
Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration is able to effec-
tively implement certain

Tear Sheet

provisions of section 204

of the act, such as(b)(2),
(4), and (f), which basi-
cally give the Administration
authority to coordinate and
direct certain juvenile de-
linquency efforts of other
Federal agencies.

--Whether the executive branch
will request and allocate
funds to adequately implement
the act. (See pp. 54 to 57.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In proportion to their numbers in the national population,
young people are the largest contributors to the crime prob-
lem. Reported criminal involvement of young people, as meas-
ured by police arrests, is increasing. In 1973, youths under
18 (juveniles) accounted for 51 percent of the total arrests
for property crimes, such as burglary and auto theft; 23 per-
cent of violent crimes, such as murder, rape, and robbery; and
45 percent of arrests for all serious crimes. Total arrests
of juveniles rose 144 percent between 1960 and 1973; at the
same time total arrests for those aged 18 and over rose only
17 percent.

During this same period, violent crimes by juveniles in-
creased 247 percent compared with 109 percent for adults,
while property crimes increased 105 percent compared with 99
percent for adults. Total juvenile arrests during the 1960s
increased almost 7 times more than total adult arrests, and
juvenile arrests for violent crimes increased 2-1/2 times
more than adult arrests.

Unreported crime compounds the problem. Studies reveal
that perhaps 90 percent of all young people have committed at
least one act for which they could have been brought to juve-
nile court. Also, the estimated national cost of crime by
juveniles is about $16 billion annually--an increase of about
300 percent since 1968.

An estimated 1 million juveniles enter the juvenile jus-
tice system each year. Although 50 percent are informally
handled by juvenile court intake staffs and released, 40 per-
cent are formally adjudicated and placed on probation or other
supervisory release. Ten percent, or approximately 100,000
young people, are incarcerated in juvenile institutions. Re-
cidivism among juveniles is more severe than among adults;
estimates vary from 60 to 85 percent for juveniles compared
with 40 to 70 percent for adults.

An entire range of "juvenile status offenses," which
includes ungovernability, truancy, and running away, also
subjects youth to the juvenile court process. If adults
committed these offenses, they would incur no legal conse-
quences. At least half of the youth currently in juvenile
institutions are estimated to have been incarcerated for com-
mitting status offenses.



The severity of the national problem was reflected at
the local level in Denver and Boston--the two localities
we reviewed. 1In Denver, 12,946 juveniles were arrested in
1973. This represented an 82-percent increase over 1967
figures. Nonjuvenile arrests increased 62 percent over the
same time period. A survey indicated that as much as 73
percent of the respondents between 10 and 18 had engaged
in acts for which they would have been arrested if a police-
man had been present. If these results are extended to all
Denver youth, delinguency is not only increasing--it is per-
meating the juvenile population.

' Boston had 3,786 juvenile arrests in 1973, a 67 percent
lncrease over 1967. Comparative data was not available on
adult arrests for the 2 years. Included in the total were
221 arrests for robbery, 499 for breaking and entering, 281
for assault, 943 for larceny, 9 for rape, 23 for prostitu-
tion, 823 for auto theft and related offenses, and 6 for
homicide.

DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY EFFORTS

The first Federal effort to combat juvenile delinquency--
the establishment of the Children's Bureau in 1912--resulted
from a growing awareness of the problem in the first decades
of the 20th century.

During the 1940s other Federal agencies became involvel.
Federal activities were still relatively few, however, until
the late 1950s, but they increased greatly in the 1960s. The
rate of juvenile crime doubled between 1950 and 1960. ,

MAJOR LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Before passing the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (see ch. 6), the Congress addressed the
juvenile delinquency problem through several acts, including
the Juvenile Delinguency and Youth Offenses Control Act of
1961 (Public Law 87-274), which gave the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (HEW) responsibility for providing
categorical grants to communities, institutions, and agencies
to plan and initiate innovative demonstration and training
programs. Emphasizing prevention as well as control, these
programs included subsidized work training for out-of-school,
out-of~work youth; school programs for the disadvantaged;
university-based training programs; and community-based cor-
rectional programs.

The act was extended in 1964 and 1965. As it became
clear that the Office of Economic Opportunity was developing
a program which used similar concepts, most of the demon-
strations were transferred to its antipoverty program.
Appropriations under the act during fiscal years 1961-67
were $47 million.

Because of the continued increase in crime and delin-
guency, resources for juvenile delinquency programs were
increased in 1968 through the enactment of (1) the Juvenile
Delingquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3811), administered by the Secretary of HEW, and (2) the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.5.C. 3701), which established the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration (LEAA) in the Department of Justice.



Juvenile Delinguency Prevention
and Control Act of 1968

Under this act, HEW was to provide assistance for a wide

range of preventive and rehabilitative services to delin-
aqueht and predelinguent youth, with emphasis on new kinds

of community~based programs. The legislation was intended
to be administered as part of an integrated network of anti-
poverty, antislum, and youth programs which were to coordi-
nate all Federal juvenile delinquency efforts and provide
national leadership in developing new approaches to the
problems of juvenile crime.

Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968

This act authorized LEAA to administer a block grant-
in-aid program to provide financial and technical assistance
to States and local units of government to improve and
strengthen law enforcement. LEAA originally viewed its role
in juvenile delinguency prevention and control as a limited
one because the act did not specify the extent to which it
was to address the problem and because of HEW's involvement
in the area. Although juvenile delinguency was not specifi-
cally mentioned, "law enforcement" was defined in LEAA's
et to include "all activities pertaining to crime preven-
tion or reduction and enforcement of the criminal law."

The 1971 amendments to the 1968 act specified that LEAA
focus greater attention ‘on juvenile delinguency by redefin-
ing law enforcement to include "programs relating to the
prevention, control, or reduction of juvenile delinquency
k * % " fThey also authorized funding for the "development
and operation ¢f community-based delinguent prevention and

correctional programs * * * and community service centers for
the guidance and supervision of potential repeat youthful of-

fenders."

The amendments also added a new part to the act which
pertained to correctional improvements. To qualify for
funds, a State must file a comprehensive plan which, among
other things

"provides satisfactory emphasis on the develop-
ment and operation of community-based g¢orrec-
tional facilities and programs, including diag-
nostic services, halfway houses, probation,

and other supervisory release programs for pre-
adjudication and postadjudication referral of
delinguents, youthful offenders, and first
offenders, and community-oriented programs for
the supervision of parolees * * * "

4

The .Crime Control Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 3701), required
LEAA to place even greater emphasis on juvenile delinquency.
For the first time, the enabling legislation of LEAA specif-
ically referred to juvenile delinquency in its statement of
purpose. It also required for the first time that each
State include a juvenile delinquency compenent in its compre-
hensive State plan as a condition for receiving LEAA funds.

. result of the 1973 act and congressional coiucern,
LEAA at .erated its national juvenile delinguency effort.
Near the beginning of 1974, LEAA established a Juvenile
Justice Division within its Office of National Priority Pro-
grams to develop new and innovative programs. Juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention is now one of LEAA's four
top national priorities. Also, LEAA created a Juvenile
Delinquency Division within its National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice to expand the level of
delinquency research and sharpen the focus on delinquency
prevention.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS APPARENTLY
AFFECTING JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

The major direct Federal efforts to prevent and control
juvenile delinquency are concentrated in HEW's Office of
Youth Development and in LEAA as a result of specific man-
dates. However, other Federal agencies apparently are
involved. 1In 1971 the Congress gave all Federal coordinat-
ing responsibilities to the Interdepartmental Council to
Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs. (See
p. 22,) 1In its fiscal year 1973 annual report, the Council
identified. 11 Federal agencies, including the Office of
Youth Development and LEAA, that administered 116 programs
which it believed directly or indirectly related to juvenile
delinquency or youth development.

Our review concentrated on the activities and programs
of the five Federal agencies the Council identified as-being
most directly involved--the (l) Office of Economic Opportu-
nity, (2) Department of Labor, (3) Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), (4) HEW, and (5) Department of
Justice. A description follows of the nature of these agen-
cies' involvement in the juvenile delinquency and youth
development area primarily as provided by them to the Coun-
cil,

Indirect efforts

Qffice of Economic Opportunity

The Office's overall mission is to reduce poverty;
youth development is secondary. In 1964 neighborhood



community action agencles were establisigddto igg;2i§t§§o

i ve -
nts for social programs. Later, you eve
giims were established to operate 1n communitles throgggb _
the agencies. 1In addition, the Office estab;lshed neighbor
hood legal centers which provi@ed legal services to low-
income people, including juveniles.l/

Department of Labor

i i -the-job
he Department of Labor provides counseling, on t )
train?ng, vgcational training, jop placement, ggd suggzrgéie
services to youth to increase their employab%ll y.t e
partment funds two programs sgectﬁlcgl¥ghg§§;ggngoatg oroe
nt assistance to youth--the Nhel

igglgggeCorps. Both programs deal w1tb youths aged.l4 Zotgz.
The Neighborhood Youth Corps offers paid work expe;legc o
enable youths to remain in gchool, to return to sc.o: 'oun
to improve their employability. The Job Corps trglnroguc~g
people to become more respon51ble,_employable, and p odu
tive citizens. Its primary emphasis 1s on p;epiringObs
work, acquiring skills, and moving into meaninglIul J .

i loyment and Train-
December 1973 the Comprehensive ng .
ing Aig wag passed. This act placed addlt%onal emphas;slon
ynuth by authorizing funds to provide services to spec;? .
manpower target groups, including youth and youthful offen

ers.
BUD

Although HUD has not been legislatively mandated any
specific jugenile delinguency and yquth dgvelopmentm;oéi,the
the enabling legislation of one of its major progra
time of our review specifically refegred to dellnzuegcgéal
Model Cities, a program of rFederal Financial and tec gts L
assistance, 1s designed to enable locgl governmen gg ts to
attack the social, economic, and physical probleTs od dec y
ing urban neighborhoods. Through a locally develope and
imiplemented plan, available e?forts and resources are o e

- coordinated and concentrated 1into a comprghen51ve pr%gihe
demonstrate methods for improving urban llfe: Qge o o0
program's statutory goals is "to reduce the incidence
erime and delinquency."

- —r

( i - tended the commun-

On January 4, 1975, Public Law.9§ 644 ex 1n-
%ﬁy action gcoétam uéder the administration of the Commgzlty
Services Administration, the successor to the Offlceéb N
also authorized specific programs for low-income youl . B
separate legal services corporation assumed the legal pro
grams mentioned above.

There are 147 units of local government in 45 States
that determine the amount of HUD funds that will be allo-
cated to preventing, treating, or controlling juvenile
delinguency under their respective programs. The kinds of
projects assisted vary according to each city's locally
determined needs and include youth service bureaus, group
foster homes, police juvenile aid bureaus, teen centers,
and public defenders for juveniles.

After our review, the Model Cities legislation expired
and the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 was
passed. Communities currently involved in a Model Cities
program will be funded through completion of their fifth
acticn year, after which time the funding will be phased
out. The new act may be placing less emphasis on juvenile
delingquency than did the previous legislation. The new
law's statement of purpose does not specifically mention
delinquency. In describing the program activities eligible
for assistance, the act limits the amount of HUD funds that
may be used for public services and facilities, including
those concerned with crime prevention, child care, health,
drug abuse, education, welfare, and recreation needs. These

services may be provided only when not available under other
Federal laws or programs. ‘

HEW

HEW is the primary Federal agency whose programs are
directed to predelinguent youth. The programs generally
involve home, school, recreational, and employment aspects
of youth development. Some provide special services to
youths, including personal counseling, psychiatric and med-
ical assistance, drug treatment, or referral to other social
agencies eguipped to provide such services. Also, programs
of income maintenance, rehabilitation, and medical and social
services are provided through State agencies to the aged and
aging, children and youth, needy families, and the disabled.

Within HEW, the Office of Education; the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration; the Social and Re~
habilitation Service; and the Office of Youth Development
carry out these activities. The Office of Youth Development

is the only agency specifically mandated to prevent juvenile
delinguency.

Office of Education

The bulk of the Office of Education's funds are directed
toward improving the Nation's public school systems. However,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 includes
provisions aimed directly or indirectly at reducing the



Aropout rate. If it is assumed that some of the dropouts and
potential dropouts may become delinquents, vocational educa-
tion is providing opportunities for those youth in school and
those out of school to come back to school, take short courses
in concentrated areas of study, and leave school better pre-
pared for immediate employment. State and local correctional
institutions also receive grants for education as part of a
total rehabilitation program for delinquent or neglected
children and youth.

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and
Mental Health Administration

This Administration conducts programs which affect youth
and delinguency in varying degrees and include the study of
alcohol and drug problems linked to juvenile crime. The Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, through its Center for
Studies of Crime and Delingquency, is the agency specifically
involved with juvenile delingquency. 1Its program is concerned
with preventing, controlling, and treating deviant behavior
which may be defined either as mental illness or as violations
of the criminal law. It recognizes that delingquent and crim-
inal behaviors stem from interaction of biological, psycho-
logical, socioceconomic, and other factors. Whether or not a
particular pattern of behavior 'is considered deviant, delin-
guent, or criminal depends on societal norms, reactions, and
an administrative judgment.

Major Institute activities relating to juvenile delin-
gquency are carried out through its support of research and
training grants, research fellowships, and community mental
health centers. 1Its research is designed to improve the un-
derstanding of the biological, psychological, and social
forces that affect behavior. It is also concerned with im-
proving treatment strategies, particularly community-based
approaches, for juvenile delinquency and crime problems.

The Institute also supports the development and evaluation of
educational models aimed at training a variety of personnel
dealing with youth and delinquency problems.

Direct efforts

Office of Youth Development

HEW's Office of Youth Development administers the Juve~
nile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act as amended in
August 1972. The Office .of Youth Development was created
April 1, 1973, as part of the Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary for Human Development and incorporated the former Youth
Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration from the

Social.agd Rehabilitation Service which had been established
to administer the 1968 act, as well as two other HEW offices.

The Office of Youth Development has created what it calls
a ngtlonal strategy for youth development that focuses on
social institutions rather than on persons. This differs from
most treatment-oriented approaches to delinquency prevention.

National strategy

Very generally, the strategy suggests that negative con-
sequences result when youth do not feel good about their own
accomplishments and that youth often feel unsuccessful because
they bave been labeled as losers--people who do not and cannot
do things well. BSuch labeling occurs in the home, school,
and community. These labels tend to persist through a variety
of settings and affect youth's actual ability to achieve.

~_ As a result of negative labeling and the problems with
finding roles in which they find a sense of accomplishment and
pride, youth are often estranged and alienated from the main-
stream of American life and freguently begin to experiment
w1ph.activities that lead them further away from healthy, law-
abiding lifestyles. Because of this, the national strategy
ﬁor youth development focuses on preventive efforts earlier
in the causal chain than do traditional person-centered treat-
ment programs; that is, it deemphasizes the remedial treat-
mgnt of persons who have been negatively affected by institu-
tions and stresses the need to change institutional structures

’and practices identified with such effects.

The design, however, is not to eliminate person-centered
treatment. Such treatment and institutional change are parts
of a whole, and any serious attempt to change deviancy rates
requires an understanding of this concept. The national
strategy for youth development recognizes the institutional
@mpact on the creation of deviance and attempts to rectify any
imbalances occurring in programs dealing with delinquency pre-
vention. The national strategy has identified (1) limitation
or depial of access to acceptable social roles, (2) premature,
negative, or inappropriate labeling, and (3) social alienation
as variables contributing to delinquent behavior. B

To implement the national strategy, the Office of Youth
Development is providing categorical grants to State and local
grantees to develop coordinated youth-service systems. These
systems may consist of a central coordinator and a network of
local youth-serving agencies. The coordinator may also pro-
vide services. A system’s main function is to coordinate and
integrate (when appropriate) diverse, autonomous youth-service



agencles. About 100 youth-service systems are now in various
phases of development.

The Office generally relies on existing community youth
gservices. According to its Commissioner, the Office "seeks
to enhance the capacity of the local community to more ef-
fectively support the favorable development of all youth
through the interrelated vehicles of coordination and insti-
tutional change." The focus is on youth-serving agencies and
personnel rather than on the individual youth in need of as-
sigtance. A coordinated youth-service system reguires the
active participation, support, and power of individuals in
public and private agencies at the State, county, and local
levels. The system, in the final analysis, will provide the
services that will better meet the needs of individual youth.

Department of Justice

LEAA, as previously mentioned, is the principal Depart-
ment of Justice agency that deals with juvenile delinguency.
Itg enabling legislation provides for State criminal justice
planning adgencies to manage the block grant funds provided
the States. ' Each State planning agency must develop, with
advice from local or regional planning units, a State plan
indicating how it will try to prevent or reduce crime, in-
¢luding juvenile delinguency.

After LEBAA reviews and approves the State plan, it awards
the State a block grant to implement it. The amount of funds
received is based on population. LEAA can also award certain
funds, at its discretion, directly to governmental units or
nonprofit organizations to promote national issues.

LEAA-funded prcjects can ke categorized as prevention,
diversion, rehabilitation, upgrading resources, drug abuse,
and Impact Cities programs. The prevention projects center
around community involvement with youth and youth programs
and can include community centers, counseling services,
crisis intervention centers, education, and public relations
activities. Diversion projects include mental health centers,
alternative educational systems, temporary foster homes, youth
service bureaus, and tutoring services. Rehabilitation proj-
ects include residential centers, probation and parole pro-
grams, community detention programs, and community-based
counseling services. :

Emphasis of Federal funding
of juvenile delinquency activities

The Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in 1968
and the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
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Administration of Justice in 1967 have concluded that one of
the keys to controlling U.S. crime is to prevent juvenile
crime. In developing the 1972 amendments to the Juvenile
Delinguency Prevention and Control Act of 1968,_the Congress
recognized that youth in danger of becoming dgllnggent_muS?
be prevented from coming in contact with the juvenile justice
system. The 1971 amendments to the Safe Streets Act sge01f1—
cally included juvenile delinguency prevention programing as
an action grant area. However, most Federal funds mandated
for juvenile delinguency were spent in areas other than pre-
vention.

LEAA and the Office of Youth Development are the leading
Federal agencies whose funds are specifically comm@tted tq
juvenile delinguency. In fiscal year 1873 the folce obli-
gated about $10 million to prevent juvenile delinguency. It
has focused its efforts on youth who are in danger of becoming
delinquent.

Of the $669.4 million LEAA awarded to the States for fis-
cal year 1972, LEAA estimated that about $136 million was al-
located for juvenile delinguency as follows:

(millions)

Rehabilitation S 40.8
Upgrading resources 32.9
Prevention 21.0
Drug abuse 17.7
Diversion 15.7
Impact Cities programs ' __ 8.0

Total $136.1

As indicated above, rehabilitation projects took the }arggst
share of LEAA's juvenile delinguency funds. These prlmar}ly
treat and serve youth within the juvenile Jjustice system 1in

institutions and community-based programs.

A fiscal year 1971 study by LEAA found that the types of
programs States were funding at that time gould be divided
into programs (1) within the juvenile justice system, (2)
targeted solely for juvenile delinguents and(or pq?enﬁlal‘de—
linquents, (3) servicing referrals from the juvenlle.justlce
system, among others, and (4) seeking to pyeveng dellnguency
by attacking the known characteristics of juvenile delinguents.
another LEAA study indicated that approximately 75 percent.of.
the juveniie programs were exclusively devoted to youths.w1th1n
the juvenile justice system. 1In general,‘LEAA(s prevention
projects may be termed recidivism preventlgn; tha? is, they aim
at preventing further delingquency by reducilng recidivism.
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‘ LEAA's emphasis appears to be changing. According to the
Dlrec?or of its Division of Juvenile Delinguency, LEAA is at-
te@ptlng to reduce the role of the criminal justice system
while strengthening that of service delivery systems. Re-
cently LEAA indicated in a proposed position paper on juve-
nile delinquency that it is concerned with children and youth

w@ilhaVe had no contact with the criminal justice system and
wi

"k % * take an active role in developing methods and
systems designed to help all children and youth achieve
their positive potential as the way to reduce the
%1kelihood of their future involvement in the criminal
justice system."

Thg Fedgral Government has made some specific efforts to
combat Juvenile delinqguency. Numerous programs administered
by a variety of Federal agencies may be affecting the preven-
tion and control of juvenile delinguency; however, not all of
these programs may be significantly affecting the problem.
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CHAPTER 3

DIFFICULTIES IN DETERMINING

SPECIFIC FEDERAL IMPACT

OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

The extent of Federal impact on juvenile delinguency is
difficult to precisely determine because, for the most part,
Federal programs which might have had a positive effect have
not been administered with that specific intent. Because of-
ficials have not been aware of their programs' relationships
in this area, no effective strategy has been developed and im-
plemented to coordinate Federal efforts.

LACK OF AWARENESS

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968, as amended, required all Federal juvenile delingquency
programs to be coordinated, but it did not define the term
"Juvenile delinquency program." No Federal executive agency
nad developed a definition or criteria to be used to select
and designate particular Federal programs as juvenile de-
linquency programs. :

The Interdepartmental Council, through information com-
piled under contract with the Bureau of the Census, developed
a directory of Federal juvenile delingquency and youth develop-
ment programs, but its definition was so broad that it in-
cluded all of the possible resources that could conceivably
be brought to bear on the problem. In effect, its philosophy
was that prevention begins at preschool age. It defined
"juvenile" as persons between 1 day and 24 years of age.

In developing the directory of programs, the Council
grouped similar youth programs from different agencies to
identify all of the programs which covered a particular need
and to point out overlaps and gaps. The programs have been
put into such categories as general youth improvement, nigh-
risk youth, and delinquent youth. Apparently, all of the
programs can affect youth in some way and at various stages
of their lives, but their significance to juvenile delin-
quency, if any, is not known. Little has been done to deter-
mine the programs' impact, significance, or relationship to
any aspect of the juvenile delingquency problem; to develop
any action plans; and to notify the administrators at all
levels of government of the action.
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Using the directory as a guide, we asked appropriate
Federal officials about their programs' relationship to
juvenile delingquency. Most were not aware of the directory
of programs. They believed that most of the listed programs
and/or their programs did not significantly affect juvenile
delinquency. Some could not see any relationship.

Many Federal officials we talked to did not administer
their programs with intent of affecting the juvenile delin-
guency problem, unless the programs were specifically es-
tablished for that purpose. Many of the five agencies' of-
ficials were unaware of what their programs' roles in prevent-
ing or controlling juvenile delinguency could or should be.
For example, Office of Education officials considered their
personnel and programs to be youth development related for
educational improvement. They told us that, except for the
Program for Neglected and Delinquent Children in State-
Operated or Supported Institutions, no Office of Education
programs were designed or administered specifically to affect
or reduce juvenile delinguency. Officials stated, however,
that the results of programs could indirectly affect juvenile
delinquency prevention by, for example, reducing school
dropouts.

Social and Rehabilitation Service officials said their
programs are not intended to deal specifically with youth
development or with juvenile delingquency but that they could
be considered to prevent delinquency or rehabilitate delin-
guents. This, however, would be an indirect benefit.

The Associate Regional Health Director for Mental Health
in the Alconol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration
in Denver estimated that, although about 25 percent of the
staff's time was related to youth activities, this effort was
not specifically intended to affect juvenile delinguency.
Administration officials said all mental health centers
should help prevent delinguency, but they are not aware of
the extent or tyve of effect their programs have on the
problem.

A HUD headquarters official pdelieved that none of HUD's
programs involved any direct efforts or activities to prevent
or control juvenile delinguency, although youth development
and criminal justice are a necessary component of HUD's as-
signed goal of helping upgrade urban life. 1In contrast, a
Boston HUD official believed that the Model Cities program
significantly affected the juvenile delinquency problem.

We believe that all government officials should be
more aware of their role in the remediation of juvenile de-
linquency. Strategies should be developed to provide guid-
ance and resources to State and local governments.
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LACK OF UNIFORM DEFINITIONS

In implementing programs or projects, generally no at-
tempts were made tc classify how a project or program affected
juvenile delinquency; that is, whether it focused on preven-
tion, rehabilitation, or diversion. Except in LEAA and the
Office of Youth Development, these terms had little impact
on Federal officials' decisions in managing programs related
to juvenile delinquency. LEAA regional-office officials did
not use these terms as a management tool in approving State
plans, although LEAA provided this type of information at
the national level.

All levels of government lacked uniform definitions for
such terms as juvenile, juvenile delinquent, prevention,
and diversion. Some agencies had formalized definitions,
and some had no definitions at all.

Although the ultimate goal in preventing and controlling
juvenile delingquency is to insure that youth's needs are
adequately provided for, the availability of generally ac-
cepted definitions might help agencies provide services more
effectively because program administrators would be more
aware of whom they are trying to reach and of their program
goals. It would also be useful in developing informational
systems so that activities pertaining to juveniles could be
uniformly- reported.

POSSIBLE OVERSTATEMENT OF FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT

Ostensibly, a considerable amount of Federal funds 1is
available for youth development and/or juvenile delinquency
programs. The Interdepartmental Council has estimated that
as much as $12 billion has been spent on youth development
or juvenile delinquency. However, most of this appears to
be only tangentially related to delinquency.

There are programs in the Interdepartmental Council's
directory that can be considered juvenile delinquency related
only by using the very broadest interpretation. For instance,
the Office of Education in HEW administered a program to
assist low-income and physically handicapped students with
academic potential to initiate, continue, or resume their
postsecondary education. Because of its definition of "juve-
nile," this and some of the other programs in the directory
affect older youth rather than those normally considered as
juveniles. In Denver, HEW's Office of Education in fiscal
year 1973 funded 26 programs considered by the Interdepart-
mental Council to be related to youth and delinquency preven-
tion. Funds for these programs went to 21 separate grantees,
13 of which were either business schools, colleges,
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universities, or parochial seminaries. The age of students

at these schools was 18 and above, which is beyond the general
statutory age of 17 for juveniles. Therefore, these 13 pro-
grams appear to have no significant relationship to the preven-
tion and control of juvenile delinquency.

Another indication of the Federal Government's impact
on juvenile delinquency is the number of juveniles actually
being served by a federally funded program. A nationally
defined juvenile delinquency program mutt be determined to
be actually affecting local youth. Many of the programs
that could be considered as juvenile delinquency programs
at the national level may not exclusively or significantly
deal with juveniles. Statistics on the number of juveniles
served may not be available.

For example, in fiscal year 1973, the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration provided funds to
seven dgrantees under three Denver mental health programs
which the Interdepartmental Council considered to be related
to youth development and delinquency prevention. The Director
of the Division of Mental Health, Colorado Department of In-
stitutions, said mental health services and Federal funds for
services are nhot generally available unless a youth has been
arrested or adjudicated as a delinguent. Information on the
number of youth actually treated by the Denver mental health
centers was not available.

We contacted five of the seven grantees to determine how
their programs were related to youth development or juvenile
delinquency. The grants provided services to persons aged
1 day to 85 years. The grantees did not know the extent to
which the programs were related to juvenile delinguency
prevention, and some grantees did not believe the programs
had any relationship to it.

Officials at two major hospitals in Denver said they
could not determine the number of youth served or whether the
mental health programs had direct or indirect impacts on
preventing or controlling juvenile delinquency. A spokesman
for another hospital told us that the program he was operat-
ing, funded by the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health
Administration, had no relationship to youth development or
juvenile delinquency prevention.

EVALUATION

Little is known about (1) which Federal programs affect
juvenile delinquency and (2) the impact and its extent. A&as
lnd%cated previously, many Federal administrators do not see
their programs' roles in juvenile delinquency. As a result,
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they neither administer their programs with the intent to
affect specific aspects of the juvenile delinquency problem
nor generally emphasize juveniles.

Except at LEAA and the Office of Youth Development,
Federal officials in the regional offices said their head-
quarters offices had not given them any guidance or dirgction
indicating their programs' relationship to juvenile delin-
quency. Although their programs could have had impacts, the
officials were not aware of the extent and type.

The agencies generally did not evaluate their programs
to determine their effects on preventing and controlllng
juvenile delinquency. If those whose programs dea}t mainly
with youth evaluated their programs at all, they did not do
so in terms of their effectiveness and impact on the problem.
Other agencies whose programs were geared to the general
population usually did not determine the impact on youth or
delinquency.

The Boston and Denver LEAA regional offices did not
evaluate juvenile delinquency projzcts but requigeq the State
planning agencies to do so. Although Boston of§1c1als made
an occasional financial audit, they said they did not have
the resources to evaluate their projects. Although the State
planning agencies evaluated juvenile delinquency projects,
the LEAA Chief of Operations said that the evaluatlons'needed
improvement. In Denver, final reports on juvenile delinquency
projects from the State planning agencies had not been com-
pleted and received.

One official said that, in general, evaluation of all
Social and Rehabilitation Service programs is weak. Programs
are not evaluated to determine whether they affect juvenile
delinquency. He said HEW has never evalugted one program
designed to develop preventive or protectlye serv1ces.whlch
will prevent the neglect, abuse, exploitation, or delinquency
of ¢children. However, we are reviewing the program.

The Interdepartmental Council, through its Evaluation
Task Force, contracted with the Bureau of the Census to con-
duct a comprehensive governmentwide study to describe selected
Federal juvenile delinquency and youth development programs
and evaluations of them. The study was conducted on fiscal
year 1971 program and project information.

Although the study did not assess the qualipy o§ program
evaluations, the results indicated that they varied in quality
and quantity from program to program and from agency to agency.
The Census staff noted that the approaches of only a few of
the 148 evaluations submitted by the agencies were objective
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and ceientific. The study indicated that the overall program --conclusions of sound studies being ignored.

evaluation effort for Federal juvenile delinquency and youth
deyelopment -programs was substantial; however, there was
little interagency coordination and participation in evalua-
tion efforts. The study showed that, compared with other
Federal aqgencies' evaluations, LEAA's tended to focus more on

programs aimed at incarcerated offenders and at delinquent -
youth, B Although we did not evaluate any of the programs or

projects of the five agencies reviewed, we recently issued a
report on "Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforce-
- ment Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime"
(B-171019, Mar. 19, 1974). Two of the four types of LEAA
projects we reviewed--youth service bureaus and group homes
for juveniles--pertained to juveniles. Common difficulties
involved in trying to assess the impact of the four types of

projects were:

Decisions about the future of programs are affected by organ-
izational self-protection, ideological fashion, practitioner
defensiveness, and a host of other factors unrelated to pro-

gram outcomes.

The National Council on Crime and Delinguency noted in
1972 hearings before the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to "
-nwvestigate Juvenile Delingquency that, although millions of
dollare from LEAA have been spent to reduce crime and delin-
duency, no more was known in 1972 than in 1969 about what
were the most effective crime reduction programs. The
Council’s Research Center estimated that an adequate research
and evaluation design would represent, at most, 14 percent of
the cost of any program. The Census study indicated that the
cast of Pederal-level program evaluation is typically less
than 1 parcent of the total program funding.

--No standards or criteria for success rates had been
established.

--Similar projects did not maintain adegquate and com-

In discussing the evaluation of juvenile delinguency parable data.

mreyantion programs, a report of the Task Force on Juvenile
bDelinquency of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice points out that a serious need
wxists fLor research on both individuals and society~-including
tho Law@ly, school, labor market, recreation, courts, and
corrections. Potentially hundreds of kinds of programs can
pe guggested, and hundreds nave been operated to prevent de-
linguent behavior. The overwhelming need is to find out how
Well they work. Only hy evaluating their outcomes, compar-
10y tpa}r effectiveness, discarding those that do not work,
anﬁ(q1v1ng greater support to the successes, can society
bealn to make real inroads on the problem.

~--Project evaluations used different techniques and
different information sources and had different scopes.
Moreover, most evaluations did not present data on
project effectiveness and, for those that did, the
evaluators had no nationally acceptable standards or
criteria to use in evaluating project achievement.

Without comparable data, adequate standards and criteria can-
not be developed and objective decisions cannot be made. OQur
report made recommendations for.improving LEAA's evaluation

efforts.

In its multiagency study, the Census staff encounterwed
similar difficulties in identifying the universe of Federal
involvement in juvenile delinquency and youth development
programs and projects and the extent to which they had been
evaluated. They found that Federal departments and agencies

- had virtually no standardized collection of information on
. , juvenile delinguency and youth development projects. They
~~limitation of evaluation to the specific current encountered differing policies on the location of program

features of the program, thus making generalizations . and project information. A wide variety of formats--
Lo other contexts difficult; - ranging from computer printouts and worksheets to State

, plans, project files, and grant books--was used to record
~~¢hoice of indicators that mark program success; data. Even when the same data was collected, different
definitions were often used. 1In short, they concluded that
anyone seeking standard information on juvenile delinquency
or youth development programs and projects throughout the
Federal Government faces a virtually insurmountable problem.

The report adds that, in measuring the effectiveness of
a prevention program, the issues confronting evaluation are
not really technical but center on the

~-rasistance to evaluation by program practitioners
and supporters; ' -

~-piecemeal , relatively haphazard way evaluation has
been conducted; and
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CHAPTER 4
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JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

A national strategy has not been developed to focus the
Hation's resoutces in a concerted effort to prevent and con-
ttol juvenile delinquency. Officials administering many
health, education, social, welfare, and employment programs
gqenerally are not aware that their programs may affect juve-
nile delinquency, either alone or in conjunction with other
programs.,

Wo Federal agency has identified the most significant
causes of juvenile delinguency, determined the resources
available for combating them, developed a plan to implement
a strategy to address one or more aspects, or informed the
pertinent agencies' officials of efforts to make an impact
un the problem. Any accomplishments thus far have been made
in lsolation and not as part of an ongoing national strategy
to prevent and control the problem.

Other than the efforts of LEAA and some HEW agencies,
few identifiable attempts are being made to address the prob-
lem directly., The Federal Government's major strategy to
prevent juvenile delinquency apparently has been to rely on
the myriad of antipoverty and social welfare programs to
hopefully make a significant impact.

The Juvenile Justice and Delingquency Prevention Act of
1974 should make it easier to address these issues because
it assigned the responsibility for all Federal efforts to a
new Vifice of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention in
LEaA. The OUffice's uvbjective is to achieve a coordinated and
integrated Pederal, State, and local juvenile delinquency
prevention and control program. (See pp. 51 to 53.)

EARLLER COORDINATION EFFORTS

As early as 1948, the Federal Government attempted to
coordinate its juvenile delinquency programs, but these ef-
“forts met with apparently little success. In that year, the
Interdepartmental Committee on Children and Youth was created
to coordinate Federal agencies engaged in youth programs. In
1961 the President's Committee on Juvenile Delingquency and
Youth Crime was established and charged with coordinating the
rederal antidelingquency effort and recommending innovative
policies, programs, and legislation. However, it failed to
provide the impetus for coordinated planning and funding of
- Federal programs.

20

e R

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968 made the Secretary of HEW responsible for coordinating
all Federal activities in juvenile delinguency, youth develop-
ment, and related fields and for providing national leadership
in developing new approaches to juvenile crime problems. How-
ever, the Secretary did not adequately fulfill his responsi-
bilities. The HEW annual report released in March 1971 con-
cluded that there was

"* % % little coherent national planning or estab-
lished priority structure among major programs
dealing with the problems of youth development and
delinquency prevention * * *_, The present array of
programs demonstrates the lack of priorities, em-
phasis, and direction in the Federal Government's
efforts to combat delinquency."

In commenting on HEW's administration during considera-
tion of the 1971 amendments to the 1968 act, House and Senate
committees noted that reasons for this failure included
(1) HEW's failure to request more than small proportions of
the amounts authorized by the Congress and (2) inadequate
administration. In fiscal year 1970, for example, $50 mil-
lion was authorized; however, only $15 million was requested
and only $10 million appropriated. In fiscal year 1971,
$75 million was authorized, $15 million requested, $15 mil-
lion appropriated, and about $8.5 million spent. In con-
trast, LEAA spent about $70 million for juvenile delinquency
in fiscal year 1971. From 1968 to 1971 HEW requested only
$49.2 million of a total authorized $150 million. Except for
that spent on State comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan-
ning, the funds were spread throughout the country in a series
of underfunded, and generally unrelated, projects.

One of the major problems in administering the 1968 act
was confusion of the roles of HEW and LEAA in juvenile delin-
quency because the scope of their two acts overlapped some-
what. Under the 1963 act, HEW was to assist States in prepar-
ing and implementing comprehensive State juvenile delinquency
plans. At the same time, the Safe Streets Act authorized
LEAA to make block grants to the States to address all crimi-
nal justice problewms, including juvenile delinguency. With
its vastly larger resources, LEAA soon became dominant in
criminal justice planning.

In 1971 the Secretary of HEW and the Attorney General.
redefined their roles. They agreed that each State should
develop a single comprehensive criminal justice vplan which
would comply with the statutory requirements of both acts.

HEW was to concentrate its efforts on prevention and rehabili-
tation programs administered outside the traditional juvenile
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cortectional system, while LEAA was to focus its efforts on
programs within the system.

In 1971 the Congress agreed to extend for 1 year the
Juvenile Delinguency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 to
allow dEW to (1) refocus its program by funding preventive
programs principally for youths who had not entered the juve-
nile justice system, (2) improve its administration of the
act, including eliminating the maze of conditions required
of applicants for funds, and (3) coordinate its overall ef-
forts. Tne Congress found that HEW was not providing the
national Jirection and leadership intended by the legisla-
tion., To facilitate coordination of all Federal juvenile
nelinguency programs, the legislation authorized the estab-
Lishment of an interdepartmental council.

In 1872 tne Juvenile Delinguency Prevention and Control
Act of 1968, as amended, was extended until June 30, 1974.
I'ne new role of HEW's program was to fund preventive pro-
grams, involving schools, in local communities which showed
the qreatest need for assistance. HEW was to develop co-
prdinated youth services systems, whose adminispragiqn the
Congress was to review in assessing HEW's role in juvenile
delinguency.

About thisz time the Federal regional concept was also
establighed to decentralize programs and program administra-
tion and also provide a mechanism for coordination among
Ffederal departments at the regional level with national
goals and policies to be set in Washington with State and
local input.

TUE_INTERDEPARTMENTAL COUNCIL
The Intetdepartimental Council to Coordinate All Federal

Juvenile Delinguency. Programs was established in July 1971 by
amendment to the 1968 Juvenile Delinguency Prevention and

control Act. Membetship on the Council, as designated by the
- President, included representatives from the Departments of
HEW, Justice, Labor, HUD, Interior, Transportation, Agricul-
ture; the Office of Economic Opportunity; the Special Action
ifice for Drug Abuse Prevention; and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. :

In addition, representatives from District of Columbia
City Council, Veterans Administration, ACTION, the White
Houge; National Institute of Mental Health, Office of Child
Development, Department of Defense, and the Bureau of Pris-
ong wate invited to be ex-officio members. The President
~designated the Attorney General as Chairman of the Council.
the Attorney General in turn named the LEAA Administrator as
Chairman=Designate,
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As outlined at its first meeting, the Council's goals
were to (1) coordinate all Federal juvenile delinguency pro-
grams at all levels of government and (2) search for answers
that would immediately affect the prevention and reduction
of juvenile delinquency and youth crime. To date, the Coun-
cil has not met its mandate to coordinate all Federal juve-
nile delinquency programs.

Council accomplishments

Except during fiscal year 1972, the first year of its
operation, the Council accomplished little other than develop-
ing and submitting its annual report to the Congress. In fis-
cal year 1972, the Council met 12 times, during which it:

--Conducted a juvenile delinquency training session for
its members.

--Developed proposed national policy objectives.

--Contracted with the Bureau of Census to identify the
universe of Federal juvenile delinquency and youth

development programs and the evaluations conducted
on them.

--Aided the Youth Development and Delinguency Prevention
Administration, which was to coordinate interagency
efforts in LEAA's Impact Cities program by (1) provid-
ing leadership in developing a youth component in the
program by assisting in the planning of LEAA's portion
of the community system in the rehabilitation of youth-
ful offenders, (2) coordinating existing and planned
Council member agency-funded programs in each city, in-
cluding both juvenile delinquency and youth development
programs, and (3) identifying program gaps in each com-
munity system and developing and implementing strategies
to £ill the gaps.

--Contracted for (1) a study of the management of Federal
juvenile delinquency programs and (2) the development
of a directory of all major Federal programs.

--Studied existing coordinating mechanisms that might be
used to coordinate the planning, funding, evaluation,
and technical assistance functions of all Federal
juvenile delinquency efforts.

-—-Held public hearings on its proposed national policy
objectives and coordination mechanisms and strategies.
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puring fiscal year 1973, the Council failed to fulfill
ite mandate of meeting at least six times annually; it met
only on September 18, 1972, and May 29, 1973. No program
activity occurred during that year. The Council did little
until Januvary 1974, when LEABA initiated efforts to revitalize
it. From February through June 1974, the Council convened
six times to fulfill the required meetings for fiscal vear
1974, Generally, these meetings focused on the Council's
covitalization, but the 1974 act preempted most of these
afforts.

Reasons for ineffectiveness

The lack of adequate funds and staff and the Council's
uncertainty about its authority to coordinate Federal juvenile
dellinguency efforts impeded its coordination attempts.

Funding

The Interdepartmental Council had to rely on resources
provided by its member agencies. During its first year of
opetation, the Council members agreed to the following.

~=The five agencies with major involvement in juvenile
delinguency {LEAA, Youth Development and Delinquency
Prevention Administration, the Department of Labor,
HUD, and the Office of Economic Opportunity) would set
aside $100,000 each for approved contracts or programs,
and the three departments with less responsibility
{(Interior, Agriculture, and Transportation) would each
set aside $50,000. :

-=-LEAA would provide space, overhead and operating cost
for the core staff, the staff director, legal counsel,
and public information and other needed services.

The Council found it difficult to meet its financial re-
sponsipilities under this method of funding. Initial confu-
sion concerned what each agency could or could not fund with
its contribution to the Council.

Getting funds from member agencies for Council contracts
_proved to be a major undertaking. For example, the Census
Bureau was not reimbursed for work it had done under contract
until over a year beyond the due date. Eventually, LEAA had
to pay for HUD's share ($18,000) of the contract cost.
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Staffing

The members agreed that the Council's initial staffing
by the five major agencies would consist of one professional
person each, and the other three agencies would provide one
secretary each. The Department of Justice provided a staff
director and three line staff.

As it turned out, the member agencies generally did not
appoint people with decisionmaking authority to the Council,
which contributed to its failure in achieving its proposed
programs. Several officials who worked on the Council stated
that, because most of the designated Council members were
midlevel executives, they could not speak for their agencies
nor commit funds for Council activities.”

The Council found it difficult to maintain the continu-
ity of its Chairman, members, and staff. The Council Chair-
man has continuously been the LEAA Administrator, as desig-
nated by the Attorney General. Since inception of the Coun-
cil in 1971, there have been 5 different Attorney Generals,
and 8 of the 10 member agencies have changed their designated
representatives from 1 to 3 times. After the first year of
operation, the support staff donated by the member agencies
dissipated. The agencies continuously resisted Council re-
quests to furnish staff.

Lack of authority

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968, as amended, stated that the Interdepartmental Council's
function was to coordinate all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and prepare an annual report on all Federal juvenile
delinquency and youth development activities and related
fields. But the act did not indicate what authority the
Council was to have to coordinate the agencies' activities.
Congressional intent was to have the Council meet regularly
to review the various agencies' efforts in combating juvenile
delinquency and make certain the overall Federal effort was
coordinated and efficient.

After its first year of operation, the Council concluded
that it had identified a number of major problems and policy
issues which required White House guidance. 1In a February 7,
1973, memorandum to the White House, the Council sought guid-
ance on:
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~-proposed national policy objectives and specific
agency objectives for both short~ and long-term
impacts on the juvenile crime problem.

~=h proposed restructuring of the Council which would
give it authority to implement the proposed objec-
tives, insure the support of its constituent agen-
cies, and provide it with permanent staff and funding
suppor t,

--The drafting of major juvenile delinquency legisla-
tion.

The White House did not act on this request for guidance.

FEOLRAL REGIONAL COUNCILS

Another mechanism availlable to the Federal Government
for ¢oordination is the Federal regional councils, estab-
lished in 1972 in the 10 standard regions to develop closer
working relationships between Federal grantmaking agencies
and State and local governments and to improve coordination
of the categorical grant-in-aid system. Each Federal re-
gional council was to be a body within which varticipating
agencies, under general policy formulated by the Under Secre-
taries Group for Regional Operations, were to jointly conduct
their grantmaking activities by:

-=Developing short-term regional interagency strategies
and mechanisms for program delivery.

~=Developing integrated program and funding plans with
Governors and local chief executives.

~=gneouraging joint and complementary grant applications
for related programs,

-=Bxpediting resolution of interagency conflicts and co-
ordination problems.

~~Fvaluating programs in which two or more member agen-
cleg participate.

-=Developing long-term regional interagency and inter-
governmental strategies for resource allocations to
‘better respond to States' and local communities'
needs.

~=Supervising regional interagency program coordination
mechanisms,
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--Developing administrative procedures to facilitate
day-to-day interagency and intergovernmental coopera-
tion.

Each council is headed by a chairman designated by the
President from among the regional heads of member agencies.
A council chairman may invite the regional head or other
appropriate representative of a nonmember agency to deliber-
ate when the council considers matters significantly affect-
ing the interests of that agency.

Representatives of the Office of Management and Budget
serve as liaisons between it and the councils and participate
in council deliberations. They are primarily responsible for
carrying out the Office's role as general overseer and moni-
tor of interagency and intergovernmental coordination efforts
within the executive branch. They are also expected to sup-
port the council system and help make it more effective by
assisting the chairmen and councils as necessary and by
generally helping to expedite and facilitate solutions to
interagency and intergovernmental problems.

The councils provide a structure, subject to improve-
ments as noted in a previous GAO revort (see p. 29), which
should be considered as a possibility in coordinating juvenile
delinquency efforts. However, they have not been used sig-
nificantly in this area. ‘

Low priority

According to Federal Regional Council System Guidelines,
the councils are to formulate initiatives responsive to re-
gional needs on the basis of analyses of regional problems
and assessment of available resources. Individual agencies
in washington, D.C., may also initiate assignments, but they
must first be reviewed and approved by the Under Secretaries
Group. Each council is to prepare an annual workplan. Dur-
ing fiscal year 1974 a management-by-objective approach was
introduced.

Neither of the two Federal regional councils we visited
regarded juvenile delinquency as a high-priority area. The
Boston council, which was chaired by LEAA's regional director
at the time of our review, had undertaken only one activity
relating to youth development and juvenile delinquency. In
November 1973 it sponsored a l-day seminar on juvenile delin-
quency prevention, treatment, and control. The seminar, with
speakers from the Department of Labor, HUD, LEAA, and HEW,
was to inform Massachusetts and regional criminal justice
program planners of available federally funded programs.
Council officials said that the seminar was not a formal
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akttempt to coordinate juvenile delinquency efforts. According
to LEAA's Massachusetts representative, the seminar was held
to make LEAA fund recipients aware of each other's activities
to avoid duplication.

Council officials in Boston said they would not consider
doing work in juvenile delinquency unless mandated by the
Office of Management and Budget. However, at the close of
our fieldwork, the representative of the Office of Economic
Opportunity said he had been appointed head of a Federal re-
gional council task force to coordinate Federal juvenile de-
linguency programs. The workplan had been revised and in-
cluded a task to coordinate Federal juvenile delingquency
efforts.

The Mountain Plains Federal Regional Council in Denver
has also done little in youth development and juvenile delin-
guency. Its initial workplan for fiscal year 1973, submitted
to the Office of Management and Budget in May 1972, provided
for a Committee on Crime Control, Delinquency Prevention, and
Offender Rehabilitation.

The committee was created on June 17, 1972, to assist
the Mountain Plains council in developing policy and program
recommendations aimed at improving State and local govern-—
ments' capability to address the problems of ¢rime control,
delinquency prevention, and offender rehabilitation within
their jurisdictions. The committee proposed developing an
inventory of all federally funded programs concerning crime
and delinquency. The committee was continued in the fiscal
year 1974 workplan submitted to the Office of Management and
Budget in May 1973 and retained the same objective. Addi-
tional planned tasks included:

--identifying problems with existing program delivery
systems by evaluating the existing level of integra-
tion and coordination of complementary Federal pro-
grams and resources aimed at crime, delinquency, and
offender rehabilitation and

--gvaluating the compatibility and coordination between
criminal justice and related program planning systems
for crime and delinquency.

After review, the Office of Management and Budget re-
guested the Mountain Plains council to revise the fiscal year
1974 workplan to conform to the management-by-objective
format. The committee's activities were not included in the
revision, and at the time of our review no committee was deal-
ing with vouth or delinguency matters. However, a committee
on ¢hildren and youth was then defining its objectives.
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Members of the Committee on Crime Control, Delingquency
Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation told us that it was
dissolved in December 1973 because the participants and the
Mountain Plains council could not adequately define its
role, concept, definitions, and common range of activities.
Although the committee had made several proposals and recom-
mendations to the Mountain Plains council, the only council
crime and delinquency objective met was the preparation of
the "Compendium of Federal Programs Relating to Crime Con-
trol, Delinquency Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation.®
The Mountain Plains council had 500 copies of the compendium
printed, but they were never distributed because many of the
Federal categorical programs were being phased out and others
were to be converted to special revenue sharing.

The other Federal regional councils also did not give
juvenile delinqguency a high priority. In March 1974 we asked
Office of Management and Budget officials to review Federal
regional council workplans and current management by objec-
tives dealing with juvenile delinguency. The Deputy Asso-
ciate Director for Field Activities replied that

"# * * there has been minimal involvement by the
Federal Regional Councils in juvenile delinquency
projects * * * due to the inadequate Washington
leadershin, an absence of national goals and stand-
ards in the juvenile delinquency area, the overlap
between HEW's Youth Development and Juvenile
Delinquency Administration, the President's Council
on Youth Development, the Domestic Council and
finally the lack of leadership by LEAA at the
Regional level."

In September 1972 the Under Secretaries Group approved an

LEAA proposal to establish Public Safety Task Forces in each
Federal regional council to coordinate the interagency aspects
of the Impact program, Comprehensive Offender Program Effort,
and juvenile delinquency programs. The task forces were to

be comprised of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the De-
partments of Labor, HEW, and HUD, with LEAA acting as the lead
agency. Other agencies would participate as appropriate. 1In
commenting on this coordination effort, the Deputy Associate
Director stated that, although juvenile delinquency was one

of the three major programs, the task forces concentrated on
the Impact program and the Comprehensive Offender Program
BEffort. He said that inadequate leadership and followup by
LEAA at the Washington and regional levels prevented these
programs from getting a good start.

In our "Assessment of Federal Regional Councils" report
(B-178319, Jan. 31, 1974), which discussed the overall organi-

29



nal councils, Wwe

egio
ctivities of four rederal reg ke them more

nts could be made to m;echaniSms the
; repor ted that coordlnatln%nd local govern=—

effective. We, lementing helped state £ pederal grant-1n-
councils were }mpte‘the administration © ental and reached
ments to coordlnaever these were eXPe?lments_ We pointgd
aid programs; hmeber,of potential reClplimpeded from being
only a t;ml:Z%OTE that the covncils were
out in the N ‘

s as
more effective DY such factor 8

zation and @
noted that improveme

i i tral-
¢« of or gariations 1n decen

i : i a
aivision of time 200 e£Eo tween council an

be
staffs, and rask force members
irs. |
e e i roup improve
nded that the Under Secr§2a;;22r%ive_and o
o éiigmeffectiveness bydb%%gi ginport, includi?g pre-
ghe counclls — © : s 7Y 1 ; B ,
viding gefinitive i;rect and standardséagigv;d :
i1 nin D ‘ : ¥
Scrlb%i%'pégztic%pation in the plannind ~"3etermining the
councl

' ibility £o rams
ng responsibl . -ing’'grant pProg
projects,tandszsigmtn%formly Gecentralizing’ g

' e
appropriaten

of Federal agencies.

30

CHAPTER 5

STATE AND LOCAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

State and local circumstances were similar to those at
the national level:

--Officials of agencies and organizations that had a
mandate in the juvenile delinquency area or worked
with delinquent or high-risk youth were most aware

that their programs could help prevent and control
juvenile delinquency.

--No single agency was responsible for implementing a
comprehensive strategy to systematically approach the

juvenile delinquency problem and coordinate the ef-
forts of agencies serving youth.

~--Very little evaluation had been done to determine the
programs' impact on the problem.

This situation was due, in part, to the Federal Govern-
ment's fragmented way of handling the problem. To help fund
their activities, the State and local agencies had to respond
to the Federal agencies' specific categorical grant programs,
each of which had its own objectives, requirements, and re-
strictions. They could not look to one Federal agency to
obtain information on funding and other Federal juvenile
delinquency resources. Thus, the State and local agencies
had little incentive to coordinate their activities.

Officials in Colorado and Massachusetts said they be-
lieved the Federal Government contributed to the fragmented
approach to juvenile delinquency prevention and control,
The Assistant Commissioner for Children's Services in the
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health:

--Stated that the lack of a nationally accepted strategy

for juvenile delinquency has contributed to fragmen-
tation.

-~Suggested that the Federal Government establish coordi-~
nating mechanisms at the Federal level for juvenile
delingquency planning and funding and devise an over-

- all strategy on how to approach the problem.

STATE LEVEL

As at the Federal level, Colorado's and Massachusetts'

planning and coordination of juvenile delinquency and youth

development activities were not centralized.
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Lack of comprehensive,
coordinated planning and programing

Preventing and controlling delinquency requires a
joint effort of law enforcement and social, welfare, and
other agencies. This would suggest the desirability of a
formal coordinating mechanism to integrate, through plan-
ning, all of the relevant programing. Colorado and Mas-
sachusetts had little planning across functional lines of
effort; health and welfare activities, for instance, were
normally not planned and carried out in conjunction with
law enforcement activities and vice versa. They need not
be in all cases, but when programs of both types of agen-
cles are supposed to affect similar problems, coordina-
tion is necessary, especially to prevent duplication.

Colorado

Colorado had four State agencies specifically respon-
gible for addressing juvenile delinquency. HEW had ap-
proved and funded three of them, each of whose objectives
included identifying and coordinating existing resources
for youth and identifying youth's needs and gaps in the
resources for those needs. The agencies were the Colorado
Office of Youth Development; the Advocacy for Children
and Youth, Colorado Coalition; and the Colorado Commission
on Children and Youth. The fourth agency, the Colorado
Criminal Justice State Planning Agency, received and dis-
tributed Federal funds from LEAA. '

HEW provided the three agencies with $311,810 in
1973, as follows:

Office of Youth Development $225,000
Colorado Coalition 64,590
Commission on Children and Youth 22,220

Total '$311,810

The Colorado Office of Youth Development was estab-
lished as the organizational counterpart of HEW's Federal
Office of Youth Development. Although the Office was to
establish a State youth services system administrative
mechanism and to support the development of a youth serv-
ice system in Denver, the Federal Office directed it to
concentrate its technical assistance effort in Denver.
As a result, §$160,000 of the $225,000 was allocated to
Denver and about 80 percent of the Office staff's time
was devoted to the Denver youth service system.
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The Colorado Coalition was established in 1973 and,
under a l-year contract from the National Institute of
Mental Health, was to develop a model child and youth
advocacy system for monitoring and caring for the needs
of children. The contract required the coalition to re-
main independent of State government, so it developed
a statewide child and youth advocacy system by creating
regional advocacy councils in 12 State regions. The di-
rector told us that, because the coalition is independent
of State government, its activities are not coordinated
with other State agencies which serve youth.

According to an official of the National Institute
of Mental Health, the project will not be statewide as
originally planned because, after work began, the coali-
tion found that the job was too big to do on a State
basis. However, the personnel training phase is expected
to be conducted statewide, as originally planned.

Presently, the coalition reports to the Institute
on one rural area, Delta County, and one urban area, the
city and county of Denver. The reports contain basic
social data, such as population by age group, educational
data, community information on housing, and juvenile jus-
tice information. The coalition's reports also contain
an inventory of needs and resources, including information
on education, foster care, day care, homemaker services,
runaways, drug abuse, vocational guidance, and the mentally
retarded and emotionally disturbed.

A Governor's executive order in September 1971 created
the Colorado Commission on Children and Youth as a result
of the 1970 Colorado White House Conference on Children
and Youth. It is to coordinate the efforts of Federal,
State, and local agencies and private programs dealing
with youth. 1Its major efforts have been in the mental
health area. It has conducted mental health workshops
at 21 localities to learn the needs of children and youth
and has planned a statewide conference on teenage pregnancy
and childbirth. . - ‘

The Colorado Criminal Justice State Planning Agency
is responsible for law enforcement planning throughout
the State. It distributes LEAA funds to grantees ac-
cording to a State plan. Under the 1974 State plan, the
State planning agency will award $5,748,000 in block:
funds for specific projects. Of this amount $1,215,500,
or approximately 21 percent, will be awarded to projects
for combating juvenile delinquency. For fiscal year 1974,
LEAA has alloca%ed $618,000 to the agency to plan for
activities to be funded with block grant funds.
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The State planning agency had one full-time delinquency
specialist on its staff but did not have any specific goals

or strategies for juvenile delinquency. 1Its policy was

to cover all areas of crime control equally. This cover-
age included, but did not emphasize, juvenile delinquency.

Other State agencies, whose programs might have had
an impact on youth and delinquency, had developed State
strategies for their functional areas. However, because
they were not mandated or instructed to do so, they did
not plan their activities with the intent to address any
specific aspect of the problem. Any favorable impact on
the problem was concomitant to the benefits derived from
their operations.

For example, the Division of Occupational Education

of the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational
Education is the single agency responsible for vocational
education in Colorado and for developing a State plan for
vocational education. The division does not have a strategy
for preventing or reducing juvenile delinquency. The di-
rector told us that, although the programs--identified in

the Interdepartmental Council's directory--for which he

received Federal funds could affect juvenile delinquency,

generally the effect was not known, since the programs

have not been evaluated in those terms. Division officials

were not aware of and therefore did not coordinate pro-
grams with any of the above-mentioned agencies.

Coordination of planning among the three HEW-funded
organizations and the State planning agency has been
minimal or nonexistent. The Office of Youth Development
had made no input into the State planning agency's com-
-prehensive State plans for the last 4 years, although
meetings had been held from 1970 to 1973. The number of
meetings, however, had decreased from 40 in 1972 to 4 in
1973. The Office was represented on the LEAA-funded

Impact City Youth Development Task Force in Denver. How-
ever, the Director of the Office stated that a significant

contribution was neither asked for nor made.

v The Office's regional program director said that of-
ficials ‘of the Denver Anti-Crime Council (see p. 41) ini-

tially were interested 'in reserving about $230,000 in
planning funds to coordinate the Denver youth service
system and the Impact Cities program. However, because
of differing priorities, the Council withdrew the funds.
The reglonal program director said -that this was a good
example of how Federal programs get locked into provin-
cial postures to meet legislative or program guideline
requirements. : ~
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He also said that, although the Office is to coordinate
the activities of State youth-serving agencies, nothing
tangible beyond the mutual attendance at meetings has oc-
curred. The State agencies which he believes should be
coordinated include the

~-Department of Education,
--Department of Social Services,
-~Department of Health,

--Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Educa-
tion,

-~The Division of Mental Health and Mental Retardation
of the Department of Institutions,

~--Colorado Commission on Children and Youth, and
—-Advocacy for Children and Youth.

The director said the following reasons account for
the lack of coordination between the Office and State youth-
serving agencies:

--HEW has directed the Colorado Office of Youth Develop-
ment to concentrate its efforts on the Denver Youth
Service System.

--No Colorado statute, executive order, or State mandate
sets forth the requirement for coordination, and no
sanctions are available to hold State agencies account-
able for not coordinating their activities with the
youth service systems. :

--The State legislature was considering reorganizing
the State government. ~ P

The director told us that Federal coordination of pro-
grams is needed, as well as a logical extension of the co-
ordinated youth service system concept at the State and
local levels. He said that Federal funding practices con-
tribute to coordination problems at the State level because:

-—-Some funds go"direétly from Washington to the State
and other funds go to the Federal agencies' regional
offices.

--Federal categorical grant programs are administered
by function, such .as health, education, welfare, and
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¢riminal justice, and each program has separate
policies, guidelines, and regulations,

~=Federal programs create competition for talent at the
State and local levels because of salary differentials
among programs and differences in the amount of pro-
geam funds,

-~Pederal programs have conflicting strategies. For
example, the youth service system concept is attempt-~
ing to coordinate existing services, while Impact .
Citieg projects are creating new services which may
duplicate those already available.

The Commission on Children and Youth had not been very
ol fective since its inception because of uncertainties about
its role, confusion over responsibilities in relationship to
such other agencies as the Office of Youth Development and the
Colorado Coalition, and its lack of authority within the
$tate government. The commission has not coordinated its
activities with other Colorado State agencies. The commis-
sion's functions are duplicated by the Office of Youth De-
velupment and the Colorado Coalition but much more so by the
coalition hecaugse it has been active in the same areas as the
comnission,

Massachugetts | >

The lack of planning across functional lines was also
evident in Magsachusetts. Of the 10 agencies which provide
aervices to youth, we contacted the Criminal Justice State
Planning Agency; the Departments of Youth Services, Mental
Health, pPublic Welfare, and Education; and the Office of
Childroen.

As in Colorado, the State planning agency's function
wis to advise the Governor on all phases of adult and
juvenile law enforcement and administer LEAA-funded activi-
ties through a State plan. For fiscal year 1974, LEAA
allocated $1,277,000 to the agency to plan for activities
to be funded with block grants. One of the agency's re- .
gponsibilities was to prevent or reduce juvenile delinguency;
it had two people responsible for planning in this area.

The State planning agency had developed juvenile delin- .
guency qoals which included support for the deinstitutionali-
zation of services and the design of programs to provide
youth with legitimate access to society. The agency's
planning director stated that its local planning agencies
are responsible Ffor coordinating criminal justice planning,
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including juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency project
proposals from local groups, if accepted at the State level,

become part of the State plan. The agency's director stated

the agency knows some of the needs of delinguent youth; how-

ever, additional research is needed. He said the agency has

not received research funds to identify the causes of delin-

guency and the needs of delinguent youth.

The Department of Youth Services' mission was to prevent
juvenile delinguency and provide rehabilitation in the form
of supervised residential and nonresidential care to of-
fenders between the ages of 7 and 17. Such youth were
either referred or committed by the courts. The Department
was also responsible for detaining youths awaiting court
action.

The Department's recently appointed juvenile delinquency
planner said he did not have sufficient time to plan because
most of his time has been devoted to trying to secure LEAA
grant money. The Department has, however, coordinated its
planning and funding for some juvenile delinquency activities
with the State planning agency and the Department of Mental
Health. In fiscal year 1974 the State Planning Agency awarded
$891,000 to the Department to help it reorganize. It also
uzssigned the Department a juvenile delinquency planner whose
chief duty was to help develop juvenile delinquency plans
for community-based services.

Since the Department's mission is to prevent juvenile
delinquency and rehabilitate offenders, these activities
are the first priority. The State planning agency, on the
other hand, is responsible for many crime prevention activ-
ities. 1Its juvenile delinquency planning specialist said
that juvenile delinquency was considered the lowest priority
within nine categories of assistance.

The executive director of the State planning- agency
stated that the lack of coordination prevents the problem
from being effectively addressed because each agency looks
at the problem differently. In addition to the delinquency
grants of his agency, similar grants were awarded by the
Department of Youth Services, the Office for Children, the
Department of Public Welfare, and the Department of Educa-
tion. He said that Massachusetts had no interdepartmental
coordination of juvenile delinquency efforts at the State
level and no comprehensive plan to attack the problem. - No
one was taking an overall view of the juvenile delinquency
problem to see what was needed.

The Office for Children was created to serve as an ad-
vocate for children and to coordinate and monitor children's
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services throughout Massachusetts. It is trying to do this

by working closely with line agencies to strengthen their
capacities to carry out their legislative mandates, to

develop their programs, to improve their management prac-

tices, and to more effectively coordinate with their sister
agenclies, Its activities are to also include the develop-

ment of standards and the licensing of day care, foster .
care, group care, and adoption placement agencies.

The Office for Children is helping such agencies as
the Departments of Public Welfare, Youth Services, Mental
Health, and Public Health plan for activites. However, it
is just getting started in its efforts. According to the
Office's Director of Planning and Project Management, the
State planning agency has asked the Office to become in-
volved in planning and evaluating some of its programs
locally. The Office has verbally agreed to help but has

e A

The Office for Children is set up to provi@e services
through an interdepartmental approach. It has in each of
ity seven regional offices an interdepartmental team of
profeasional staff members from the Departments of Youth
Services, Public Health, Public Welfare, and Mental Health.
The team is to receive referrals of cases that do not come
under the specific jurisdiction of existing agencies. It
prepares a service plan and first attempts to get an exist-
ing State agency to accept responsibility for providing
the needed services.  If this is not possible, the team
authorizes the expenditure of direct service funds from the
(ffice for Children.

In September 1973 a group of representatives--including
doctors, probation officers, teachers, and various State
personnel within a court clinic--informed the heads of
the Department of Youth Services, the Department of Mental
Health, the Department of Public Welfare, and the Office for
Childreen that:

"* % % phe absence of appropriate planning

on the part of the combined agencies sets a
model of delinguent behavior on our part that
is disastrous when amplified through the inner »
mochanisms of these severely delinguent prone -
and in our opinion, mentally ill people. Our f
buek passing is felt to constitute such a

delinquency encouraging attitude that is re-

flected onto the delinguents.”
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Lack of awareness

One of the reasons for the lack of planning for the
prevention of juvenile delinquency was that the officials
of the State agencies were not aware that their programs
might impact on the problem. Except for the agencies
and programs which specifically address juvenile delinguency,
the officials generally were not aware that their programs
could play a role in juvenile delinquency prevention and
did not administer them with that intent.

In Colorado, officials of the Department of Education
could not agree on whether the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act programs were related to delinquency preven-
tion. One official told us that the programs were not
conceived, planned, administered, or evaluated with the
intent of having an impact on juvenile delinquency, although
the programs could tangentially affect the problem. Another
official told us that the programs do affect delinquency
to the extent that they reduce dropout rates. A division
director of the Colorado State Board for Community Colleges
and Occupational Education told us that, if a correlation
exists between reducing dropouts or providing youth with a
marketable vocational gkill, then the programs would impact
on the juvenile delinquency problem. However, generally
the effect on delinquency is not known, since the programs
are not evaluated in those terms.

The Colorado Department of Social Services received
about $87 million under five programs the Interdepartmental
Council considered to be related to youth development and
juvenile delinquency. Both the Director of Public Welfare
and the Director of Rehabilitation told us that these
programs could affect the juvenile delinquency problem;
however, the programs were not administered with that in-
tent. The Department did not consider delinquency prob-
lems when setting program priorities.

State officials in Massachusetts made similar re-
marks. Only officials of LEAA's State planning agency
and the Department of Youth Services, both of which serve
delinquent youth, regarded their programs as specifically
related to juvenile delinquency. Officials from other
agencies which deal with youth do not see themselves as
being involved with juvenile delinquency. For example,
an official of the Massachusetts Department of Mental
Health stated that the Department is concerned with the
mental health of all youth, but it does not consider
itself as being involved with juvenile delinquency. An
official of the Department of Public Welfare said that,
although the Department had some residential treatment
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care programs which could be treating potential delinquents,
it did not generally consider any of its programs to be
related to juvenile delinguency. An official of the De-
partment of BEducation said that the Department's programs
woere oriented primarily toward educating children and young
adults and that any juvenile delinquency prevention or con-
trol efforts would be incidental to that.
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Few of the State agencies we visited evaluated their
proqrams to learn how they affected the juvenile delinquency
problem. The State planning agencies in Colorado and Mas-
sachusetts contracted for their program evaluations. The
pvaluations of the Colorado State Planning Agency's programs
ghow the impact on Jjuvenile delinquency mainly through
changes in recidivism rates. 1In 1973 the Massachusetts
State Planning Agency contracted with a private agency to
evaluate 15 of its juvenile delinquency projects. According
to the ditector of evaluations for the State planning agency,
the evaluations were descriptive and not oriented to results.
The dicector stated his agency had nct determined whether
its projects were successful in reducing or controlling
juvenile delinguency. Projects continue to be funded solely
because they appear cost effective and thus discontinuance
cannot be justified.

The Department of Youth Services in Massachusetts has
evaluvated some of its juvenile delinguency programs. Since
1969 it has evaluated the effectiveness of programs spon-
gored by several agencies from which it purchased services.
1t has stopped purchasing services from two agencies as a
result of the evaluations. The director of evaluations
stated that results are usually disseminated only within
the Department.

LOCAL LEVEL
benver

Approximately 175 agencies were serving youth in Denver
in 1973, Before that, many of the agencies were not aware
that others offered similar services. Many had not worked
together, Officials of nearly every local agency we inter-
viewed sald the Federal Government contributed to the frag-
mented approachs; most said the reason for this was its
funding but not coordinating many small categorical programs.
They overwhelningly believed an overall Federal youth strategy
was needed, Categorical grants often carry many restrictions
as to how the funds must be spent. Nearly everyone said that
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the availability of Federal funding, rather than need, often
suggested local priorities.

LEAA had one and HEW had two federally funded efforts
to coordinate the activities of the youth-serving agencies.
One of the HEW-funded projects, a citywide youth services
system, did not normally provide direct services to youth
but was designed to coordinate activities to bring about
greater efficiency and better services to youth. The other
HEW-funded project and the LEAA~funded project were trying
to coordinate the delivery of services to youth.

In July 1973 the Denver mayor created the Mayor's
Commission on Youth to coordinate the youth activities in
the city. The office of the mayor is the grantee and co-
ordinator of the HEW-funded commission, which is the city-
wide youth service system in Denver. The commission's
primary mission is to prevent juvenile delinquency through
youth development by coordinating the city's existing
youth-serving agencies to provide more efficient and effec-
tive services and to facilitate favorable institutional
change at the administrative level. These actions are to
increase youth access to socially acceptable and personally
gratifying roles, reduce negative labeling of youth by social
institutions, reduce youth alienation, and develop needed
direct services for youth.

The other HEW-funded project, the Westside Youth Develop-
ment Project, was established to coordinate the delivery of
services to all youth and thereby prevent delinguency and
divert known delinquents within a specific location in Denver.

The third major coordinating effort in Denver was op-
erated by the Denver Anti-Crime Council. It has developed
a network of nine youth-serving projects that received about
$1.7 million under LEAA's Impact Cities program. The pro-
gram is an intensive planning and action effort to reduce
the incidence of stranger-to-stranger crime (including homi-
cides, rapes, aggravated assaults, and robberies) and burglary
in eight cities by 5 percent in 2 years and 20 percent in
5 years.

The Council's projects differ from those funded by HEW
in that they primarily serve youth who have already been
apprehended. Three of these projects are youth service
bureaus that receive delinquent youth, primarily from the
police and juvenile court, and refer them to one or more of

‘the remaining six agencies in the local LEAA network or to

one or more of the other agencies serving youth in Denver.
The youth are tested by the youth service bureau psychologists
or test data is gathered from the schools, juvenile court,
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police, or welfare office to assess their problems and needs.
The bureaus become advocates for the delinquent youth and
clocely followup on all referrals made to other agencies.

Problems in achieving coordination

) The Mayor's Commission on Youth had difficulty achiev-
ing cocr@xngtion in Denver. To prevent juvenile delingquency,
the commission used a systems approach to institutional change
in yhlch agencies had to work together. Cooperation was not
pasily acbieved, however, whenever the commission had to tell
the agencieg to change their approach in dealing with youth.
The commission recognized this and spent much of fiscal year
1974 trylng to bring agencies together and familiarize them
with each other and with itself. The commission hoped that
the agencies would eventually formally agree to work together.

The commission's task is compounded by its lack of legal
authority over certain agencies. Many are nonprofit corpora-
tions that are not responsible to the mayor and thus do not
have to work with the commission. It has to operate through
persuasion, which often achieves results only after develop-
ing a'solgd trust relationship. 1In addition, the Colorado
Congtitution has separated the schools and courts from polit-
ical control, and they too are not responsible to the mayor.
Consequently, the commission must also use persuasion to
achieve coordination with the schools and courts.

' Agide from getting the agencies' assurances that they
will work together, the commission's primary accomplish-
ments.in fiscal year 1974 were (1) completing surveys
identifying youth needs and agencies that offer services
to youth and (2) developing task forces dealing with some
of the most pressing needs--employment, recreation, run-
aways, and truancy. Although the survey of agencies has
been completed, the commission has not published the re-~
su%t@ibgcauggiit_does not feel all of the information re-
ceived is rveliable. Although the recreation, runaway
and trouancey task forces had each met several times duéing
our survey, no problem~solving proposals or guidelines re-
sulted because they had not been in existence long enough.
?he emylogm&nt task force, however, had developed and was
implementing a plan aimed at working with employers, job
development agencles, schools, and youth referral agen-
cing to try to provide summer jobs for 400 high school
youths.

Planning for youth activities in the city was not

g@n;ralixed. The commission and the Denver Anti-Crime
Council were two of the major agencies involved in citywide
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planning for youth development and delinquency control. Each
agency was aware of the other agency's activities, but coordi-
nation of their activities was limited. According to a com-
mission official, each city executive agency had its own grant
writer in addition to the grant writers for the numerous pri-
vate and State agencies. The council's assistant director
said that the council was limited in its freedom to cooperate
with the commission because the council and its projects were
concerned primarily with "impact" crimes and offenders, not
all youth. He said he did not coordinate his activities with
HEW, HUD, the Department of Labor, or the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

The delivery of services for predelinguent and delin-
guent youth in Denver has had some systematic coordination.
However, no significant coordination has occurred in the
planning and funding of youth activities. The 175 agencies
still individually plan activities and receive funds for them
from whatever Federal, State, and local sources they can
find.

Boston

Boston had over 200 public and private agencies that
could deal with youth and therefore affect juvenile delin-
quency. The two primary city agencies were the Youth Activ-
ities Commission and the Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory
Committee. Others included the Boston Police Department,
Boston School Department, Boston Juvenile Court, and Action
for Boston Community Development.

The Massachusetts legislature established the Youth
Activities Commission to prevent or reduce the incidence
of delinquency in Boston. It operated five LEAA-funded
vouth Resource Centers which tried to maximize referrals
from the police, courts, and schools and reduce recidivism
among juveniles and act as a focal point for community
delinquency prevention efforts. According to the director
of the Youth Activities Commission, 50 to 70 percent of
the clients at the centers have been arrested previously.
The Youth Activities Commission also conducted a number
of special projects and summer programs aimed at delin-
quency prevention and acted as the conduit for funds from
the State Department of Youth Services to various private
social agencies for delinquency prevention programs. In
this capacity, it was designated prime contractor and is
responsible for the general administration of these pro-
grams, including monitoring, evaluation, and fiscal ac-
countability.
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The Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory Committee is LEAA's
planning agency for the city of Boston. Its strategy is to
fund programs that provide services that existing institu-
tions, such as courts, police, and schools should but are
unable or unwilling to provide. The committee is designed
to effect changes in these institutions' attitudes toward
predelinguent and delinguent youth.

Programs and funding

~ Because of the number of programs that could affect the
delinquency problem and the diversified sources of funding,
we were not able to determine the total Federal, State,
local, and private resources affecting delingquency preven-
tion and control in Boston. However, the following are
indicative of some of Boston's activities.,

The Boston Youth Advocacy Program is the Mayor's Safe
Streets Act Advisory Committee's juvenile delinquency pro-
qgram, Tts main emphasis is to try to divert juveniles from
the justice system. For fiscal year 1974 LEAA, through the
State planning agency, granted the Advisory Committee a
“total of $660,895., In addition, the State provided $36,105.
The Youth Advocacy Program provided overall funds for eight
projects.

In addition to operating five Youth Resource Centers
throughout Boston, the Youth Activities Commission con-
ducted a number of special projects and summer programs aimed
at delinquency prevention. We estimated its local funding
for fiscal year 1974 at about $1.9 million, including $711,000
from the city, $271,607 from the State, $865,000 from Federal
agencies, and $22,000 from private sources. In addition,
the National Institute of Mental Health in July 1973 condi-
tionally awarded it a categorical grant of $1,180,177 for
developing and coordinating a juvenile drug program. It
has yet to receive the money. (See p. 47.)

The State planning agency has awarded the Boston Police
Patrolmen's Association a grant of $37,895 for a recreation
program., It consists of a summer camp where disadvantaged
youth can meet police officers in a relaxed atmosphere. It
also awarded the Boston Police Department, through the Youth
Activities Commission, a grant of $31,263 for a Police Liai-
son Project. The project is a joint effort of the depart-
ment and the commission, and caseworkers and juvenile of-
ficers work together in helwing youths obtain needed services.

A Boston Scheool Department official advised us that, be-

canse most sghool programs could have an effect on delinquency,
it 1% impossible to determine the amount of Boston school
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system funds used to prevent juvenile delinquency. HEW,
however-—-under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act's
title III--awarded the Department $50,000 and $60,000 for
fiscal years 1973 and 1974, respectively. The funds were
for a crisis prevention program that was to include delin-
guency prevention.

Through its Model Cities program, HUD provided $170,855
for two ongoing projects, a drug abuse project ($71,698) and
a youth development project ($99,157).

The Office of Economic Opportunity has swarded the Ac-
tion for Boston Community Development $558,wl6 for youth
programs. These programs, involving varic:is services, op-
erate in 11 neighborhecods throughout Boston.

Many private social agencies, such as the Boston
children's Service Association, work with children and
youth. One program, Project Juvenile, deals specifically
with delinquents. It offers such services as tutoring,
medical and psychiatric help, counseling, and emergency
placement for youth who have apperred before the Boston
Juvenile Court. In fiscal year 1.974 the Massachusetts De~
partment of Public Welfare gave the Assocliation $603,872
to conduct this project.

The United Community Services, in conjunction with the
Massachusetts Bay United Fund, funds over 200 agencies of-
fering various services, some of which can impact on the
juvenile delinquency problem. The agency's total income
for 1972 was about $10 million.

The Tufts-New England Medical Center operates the Anchor
Worker Project which offers intensive counseling to troubled
youth. Each child is assigned a caseworker who counsels the
child and refers him to needed services. For fiscal year
1974 the program received a total of $255,000 as follows:
$90,000 from the Office of Youth Development in HEW, $70,000
from LEAA, $12,500 from the Department of Youth Services,
$12,500 from the Office for Children, and $70,000 from the
Tufts-New England Medical Center. Officials consider the
program to be a long-term delinquency prevention effort.

Problems in achieving coordination

Boston had no comprehensive coordination in the planning,
funding, monitoring, or evaluation of juvenile delingquency
and youth-related projects. No single organization had
identified available resources for youth, youth needs, and
gaps in the resources and developed one Or more strategies
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. Individual

45



agenciss have, however, worked with others in Jjointly funding
delinguency projects and in coordinating planning efforts,

Several agency officials believed that the Federal
Government's fragmented approach to delinguency preventicn
and control contributed to the fragmented approach at the
local level. For example, one said his office was not
aware of all Federal funds available to combat juvenile
delinguency because a nuzbzr of Federal agencies are in-
voslved. Another saild that diverse Federal funding sources
tend to encourage local project directors to take a paro-
ehinl view toward the delinquency problem.

No single city agency had formulated comprehensive
plang to address Boston's juvenile delinquency problem.
Moot efforts were made on an ‘individual or one-shot basis.
for instance, the Youth Activities Commission did seek
funds from and had submitted to the Advisory Committee
quvenile delinquency prevention or control project proposals.
They maintained contact to avoid duplicating projects,

According to the Advisory Committee's Juvenile Delin-
quencey Grants Manager, Boston has a need for a concentrated
attack on delinquency. He believes a central planning
ageney would (1) reduce the number of grant requests sub-
mitted to various Federal agencies, (2) reduce administra-
tive expenses, and (3) make more funds available for direct
services to juveniles.

The Advisory Committee coordinated to a limited degree
with some c¢ity, State, and Federal agencies in planning
and funding juvenile delinquency programs. Officials at-
tempted to establish comprehensive planning with the State
rlanning agency, but the effort, for reasons unknown to them,
was subfequently terminated. The Advisory Committee has
jeintly funded juvenile delinguency projects with various
vty agencies and maintains contact with the Youth Activi-
ties Commission to insure that projects are not duplicative.

The Boston School Department has received HEW grant
money for its Crisis Prevention program, but it does not
tormally coordinate with anyone in planning, funding,
monitoring, or evaluating juvenile delinguency projects.
similarly, Boston Juvenile Court's chief probation officer
stated that, despite the court's implementation of the
wpartment of Public Welfare's Project Juvenile and its
cooperation with the Citizens Training Group project person-
nel in referring youths, the court does not cooperate with
anyone in planning, funding, monitoring, or coordinating
uvenile delinguency projects.
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No concerted effort was underway to identify all -
available youth resources, youth needs, gaps in serving
youth needs, and possible duplication. However, individ-
ual agencies, including the Youth Activities Commission,
the Advisory Committee, and private social agencies, have
identified residential facilities, detention facilities,
alternative education programs, job placement programs,
family counseling, vocational training programs, and legal
services as some of the more pressing needs of delinquent
and predelinguent youth. According to Department of
Youth Services and Advisory Committee officials, few of
these needs are being adequately satisfied,

An Advisory Committee official acknowledged the need
for additional research into the causes of delinquent

- behavior, the number of juveniles involved, and the serv-

ices best suited to remedy the situation. Officials of
the Youth Activities Commission also believe that re-
search is needed, particularly at the neighborhood level,
on the needs of youth and the causes of delinquency. Of-
ficials of several private social agencies also indicated
a need for additional research.

Several city and private agency officials stated that
city, State, and private agency activities duplicate and
overlap each other; however, they did not consider it
serious, since delinquent and predelinguent youth's needs
are great and the resources limited.

Current plans for formal coordination

Two current attempts to formally coordinate juvenile
delinquency activities in Boston are the Treatment Alterna-
tives to Street Crime~Juvenile program and the Fields
Cotner Delinquency Task Force Committee. Neither was
operational at the time of our fieldwork.

In December 1972 representatives from the Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, the Massachusetts
Office of Human Services, and Boston's Coordinating Council
on Drug Abuse met to discuss a Boston proposal for a juvenile
drug abuse program. The discussion centered on whether money
available under the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
program, an adult drug prevention program, could be used for
a program to treat juveniles. As a result of the meeting,
the Special Action Office instructed the Boston representa-
tives to develop a national pilot program for juveniles
titled Treatment Alternatives to Streét Crime-Juvenile. The
Youth Activities Commission was selected to manage the grant.
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15 developing the program, officials of the Youth
reriyitios Commiscion found that many juvenile drug users
wirrt« alno delinquents; it then revised its proposal from
a purely juvenile drug diversion program to a juvenile
delinguency prevention program,

The Speeial Action Office informed the Youth Activ-
1t 1en Commisoion that the project's source of funding
wesln ohansged in May 1973 from LEAA to the National Institute
it Mental Health, On June 4, 1973, the Youth Activities
Compionion submitted a §1,180,177 proposal to the Special
hetion ffiee,  On July 19, 1973, the Institute conditionally
awarded the fall amount.

tinder the proposal, Boston has developed and proposed
tey imploment a coryviee delivery system for juveniles. In-
formation on scorvicegs and needs was solicited from over
il public and private social organizations and interested
imdividuale,.  The program is intended to £ill a gap in the
wpariability of gervices for Boston's youth. Another pur-
peaces 165 to take the best knowledge of youth service proce-
duaren amd palicies amd use it in a valuable and cost-
senod 101al demonstration of youth services.

Speeitic qonls of the program are to reduce entry
st reontry into the juvenile justice system, coordinate
amd make best ouse of existing services, avoid duplication,
and minimize the potential discrimination inherent in many
grrvrcent aeod to define "target population” (which labels
porential nervice recipiente).  As of May 31, 1974, the
prrogram had net been implemented,

Anather planned effort which may have some impact on
thie juveniie delinquency problem is that of the Fields
varger Delinguency Task Force Committee. Dorchester is
rhe mingle lavgest community in Boston, and it has a serious
javenile delinguency problem. The Fields Corner neighbor-
tood area has had various delinquency prevention programs
gt dif{ferent times, At the time of our fieldwork, an
eontiwated 21 qgroups were providing services to youth, 13 of
whish united to form the Task Force Committee to better
voordinate their efforts and to advance joint planning
atd decinionmaking.  To do this, it has applied for a
S, 600 qrant from the Advisory Committee to be used to
hire an andependent researcher to determine the extent
tio which existing services are meeting needs. The appli-
rationt wan being processed at the time of our fieldwork.
The Task Force Committee intends to identify each member's
renources and, on the hasis of the research data plans,
to narvow existing service gaps by comprehensively coordi-
matina their juvenile delinguency efforts.
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The Federal and local juvenile delinguency efforts in
Boston were summarized in a letter from the director of
the Delinquency Prevention Program, Tufts-New England
Medical Center Hospital, to a Senator in 1973. It reads,
in part:

"Funding for programs to meet this problem
[juvenile delinquency] has been fragmented
through several federal agencies. There is no
single agency with adequate funding to develop
coordinated and integrated services for the
children and youth who have developed anti-
social modes of behavior, much less services
that attempt to prevent and intervene early

in delinquent behavior. The lack of such a
commitment by the federal government is re-
flected at the local level.

"We believe that this situation holds true for
all services to children. Health, welfare,
education, rehabilitation and social services
for children are scattered through many govern-
mental agencies, often leading to fragmenta-
tion, duplication and poor coordination. Too
often the children who need these services

the most do not receive them or, at best,
receive them in a hit or miss fashion. We
have had the experience more than once of an
agency informing us that certain parts of a
proposal for funding integrated services to
children belongs to another agency or that

no funds are available. * * * We would like
to recommend a commitment on the part of our
government to fund adequately comprehensive,
integrated and coordinated services to
children througch a single agency."

CONCLUSIONS

State agencies receive substantial amounts of Federal
funds for programs which could affect juvenile delingquency.
However, there was a general lack of goals, strategies, or
priorities as to how to prevent or reduce juvenile delin-
quency.

There was very little evidence of a conscious, com-
prehensive, coordinated effort by State agencies to deal
with delinquency. Much of the lack of coordination by
State agencies is caused by the lack of coordination by
the Federal agencies which administer these programs.
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In Colorado the Federal Government contributed to the problem
hy providing funds to three agencies with similar objectives
and activities.

The greatest impact on the juvenile delinguency problem
in made at the local level where the community's resources
are used to serve youth. In launching a coordinated attack
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency, the basic areas

for action, as suggested by the 1962 report of the President's

commitbee on Juvenile Delinguency and Youth Crime, appear to
be as valid today as they were 13 years ago. The committee
believed that, among other things, planning and programing
werne inadeguate and should be improved if a significant im-
past was to be made on the problem. The same factors still
nreed to be addressed more effectively.
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CHAPTER 6

NEW LEGISLATION PROVIDES FOR IMPROVEMENTS

The Federal Government has largely relied on a variety
of antipoverty, social and welfare, education, and employ-
ment programs to help improve and upgrade the standard of
living and, at the same time, hopefully attack the root
causes of juvenile delinguency.

Specific efforts to address the juvenile delinguency
problem have been limited to either planning and funding
programs outside of the justice system or programs within
the justice system. They have not been used in conjunction
with each other because of the legislation of the Federal
agencies involved. WNo effective mechanism has been de-=
veloped for planning and funding programs and projects
across functional lines.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of
1974 (42 U.Ss.C. 5601), enacted on September 7, 1974, if
properly implemented, should contribute significantly to
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency and im-
prove the Federal Government's coordination of such efforts.
The law provides increased visibility to the problem and a
focal point for juvenile delinguency activities in the
Federal Government by creating an Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention within LEAA. This will be the
first organizational unit that can identify existing and
needed resources, identify and set priorities, and develop
strategies to implement a comprehensive attack on juvenile
delingquency. Also for the first time, specific efforts to
both prevent and control juvenile delinquency will be one
agency's responsibility. This should provide for innovative
prevention programs. :

The law also establishes within the Office a National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention
to provide ongoing research into new technigues for working
with juveniles, to serve as a national clearinghouse for in-
formation on delinguency, and to offer training to personnel.
who will work with juveniles. ’

_ To make the executive agencies more accountable, the
law provides for a series of reguirements which should help
focus Federal efforts more precisely and increase Federal,
State, and local officials' awareness of their roles in
the prevention and control of juvenile delinguency. The

LEAA Administrator is required to submit two annual reports
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to the President and the Congress-—-one analyzing and eval-
wating Federal juvenile delinguency programs and recommend-
ing modifications to any Federal agency's organization,
manpgement , personnzl, standards, or budget reguests

to increase juvenile delinquency program effectiveness

and the other containing a comprehensive plan for the
programs. The President, within 90 days of receiving the
report containing recommendations, must report to the
Congress and the Coordinating Council detailing the action
he hag taken or anticipates taking.

In the reports to the President and the Congress, the
LEAR Administrator is also required to submit information
in each of the first 3 years which would, in each year,

~~gnumerate specific criteria to be used to identify
specific Federal juvenile,delinguency programs,

«=ldentify specific Federal juvenile delinguency pro-
grams, and

==identify the procedures to be used in submitting ju-
venile delinguency development sigcements by Federal
officiales whose programs the Admipristrator has iden-

If Federal programs are to be coordinated, specific

progroams will have to be identified as significantly helping

to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. If not, vir-
tually every Government social and welfare, education, and
employment program will need coordinating. Once relevant
programs and agencies are identified, all appropriate of-
fieclals should be notified that planning for youth develop-
mont and juvenile delinguency prevention and control should
be addressed,

provisions have been made for improving the coordina-
tion of PFederal juvenile delinquency programs, policy, and
priorities. The law establishes a Coordinating Council on
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention as an independ-
ait executive branch organization of persons who exercise
significant decisionmaking anthority in their respective
Fedoral agencies. It authorizes staff and funds for
adecuntely carrying out Council functions.

The law plso ostablishes a National Advisory Com-
mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention
whose duties include making annual recommendations to the
LEAA Administrator on planning, policy, priorities, opera-
tiona, and management of all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs,. Membership will include both government and
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public representation to help insure broad expertise as
well as new views on methods to combat juvenile delingquency.

. Thg law authorizes new programs of delinguency preven-
tion, diversion from the juvenile justice system, and
community~-based alternatives to traditional incarceration.
I§ also requires LEAA's State planning agencies and re-
gional planning units to include representatives of
01t1zeq, professional, and community organizations related
to delinquency prevention. This will help insure that not
all programs will emphasize law enforcement and that pre-
vention programs will be developed to prevent juveniles

from entering the justice system rather than preventing
recidivism.
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CHAPTER 1

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

The Juyenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 was enacted a few months after we completed our review.
ponnequently, it was too early for us to determine how the
exeeative branch was implementing the act and, on the basis
af nuch an ansessment, to recommend to the appropriate of-
fi#1alo ways to improve implementation.

The Congress, however, clearly expressed its intent to
pxereinn oversight over the implementation and administra-
r1on of the act, “Therefore, although we do not have any
apiecific recommendations to make, w@gbeligve the Congress
may wich to consider and discuss several interrelated issues
withh the execotive branch.

HATIONAL GTRATEGY

The CongreSs may want to examine the way LEAA is
deyelnping a national juvenile delinguency strategy. Many
faetors nhould be considered in developing such a strategy,
bt perhaps the most basic is the emphasis that ghe Nation
shenilsd give to delinguency prevention or rehabilitation
programa,  Should the emphasis be on preventing childrgn
from vommitting delinquent acts or on reducing recidivism?

conniderable effort, in past years, has been aimed at
pevlusring recidiviosm for both adults and youth. Because
o idiviom among juveniles is extensive, past efforts.at
redugcing it need to he assessed to shape future planning
Sl programing,

Alne important is the consideration of how and when
Government shonld intervene to prevent delingquency. '
gShould primary efforts be focused in the schools or in the
home ot should special institutions and organizations be
eptablished to address the problem? At what age aroup
ahould progtams be directed? How should resources be
motiil ieed?

In exanining LEAA's actions to develop a national
ntratedgy, tho Congress may wish to discuss with LEAA ques-
tiong similar to those noted above. It is probably unreal-
intiv to expect that such a strategy could be developed to
the point where other Federal agencies' and the States’
figeal year 1976 iuvenile delingquency funding decisions
could be based on such a strateqy, especially since no
ageh »lan oxisted before the 1974 act was passed. Such a
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strategy should be developed, however, during fiscal year
1976 and should affect fiscal year 1977 funding decisions.

The Congress may want to investigate the means used to
develop the national strategy, including the methods devel-
oped to determine needs and priorities at various levels
and the type of analyses and evaluations made of Federal
agencies' programs. = The Congress could appropriately study
the criteria used to identifyestvenile delinquency charac-
teristics and prevention and those applied to Federal juve-
nile delinquency programs.

COMPREHENSIVE STATE PLANS

The State plans, which determine how most of LEAA funds
will be spent on juvenile delinquency, will have to be
closely related to the national strategy to achieve a coor-
dinated effort to combat juvenile delinquency. Therefore,
the extent to which the State plans reflect the national
strategy will depend, in part, on the timeliness with which
the national strategy is completed.

The State plans must be comprehensive to insure that
all pertinent issues are addressed and that all available
resources are used best and most effectively. The Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, requires
the State plans to include priorities and comprehensive
programs for improving juvenile justice before they may be
approved. However, LEAA has not given the States specific
guidelines for developing this portion of the plans.

The guidelines the States do have are very limited and
require the State plan to include a summary page giving a
page reference to all pertinent text and data relevant to
the State planning agency's and other State agencies'
juvenile justice activities.

LEAA and the States are developing guidelines to
improve juvenile delinquency planning; these should affect
how fiscal year 1976 funds are spent. The Congress may
want to examine the adequacy of the States' fiscal year
1976 juvenile delinquency plans in terms of meeting the
requirements noted in section 223 of the 1974 act and the
extent to which they reflect the national strategy at a
time that would permit implementation of any needed im-
provements before fiscal year 1977 plans were developed.
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COORDINATION

The Congress also may want to examire the extent to
which LEAA is able to effectively implement certain pro-
visions of section 204 of the act, such as (b)(2), (4), and
(£y, which basically give LEAA authority to coordinate and
direct certain juvenile delinquency-related efforts of
sther Federal agencies. LEAA's effective use of such au-
thority and other agencies' acceptance of it is essential
if Federal efforts ate to be truly coordinated.

The State plans submitted to LEAA for approval must be
comprehengive and address the need to coordinate State and
local efforts. This should include providing for coordi-
nation of juvenile delinquency programs in such areas as
cducation, health, and welfare. If not, most funds will
probably continue to be spent in a relatively uncoordi-
nated way, as in Colorado and Massachusetts during our re-
vioew.

- Such coordination should become a reality for fiscal
year 1977, once LEAA has developed a national strategy and
the States have made funding decisions based on comprehen-
sive juvenile delinquency plans.

FUNDING

w0 i e

A basic issue which could be addressed is the extent
tn which the executive branch will request and allocate
funds to adequately implement the act. The Administration
did not request any new funds to implement the act for
either fiscal year 1975 or 1976. Limited funding would
almost preclude adequate implementation.

For example, some State criminal justice planning
agencies (which are responsible for developing other LEAA
plang as well as plans under this act) apparently are not
able to develop adegquake, comprehensive plans for spending
gther LEAA funds. Yet thess same agencies are also required
to develop more plans since the 1974 act was passed. Plans
may be noncomprehensive because of inadequate funding of
planning efforts or because of the way LEAA and the States
have worked together in terms of common purposes and aqreed
objectives. But the 1974 act gives specific, more extensive
emphasis to juvenile issues which may well require addi-
tional funds for adequate accomplishment.

Accordingly, the Congress may want to examine the

extent to which the executive branch is willing to request
funds to implement the act. Since juveniles account for
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almost half the arrests for serious crimes in the Nation,
adequate funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention Act of 1974 would appear to be essential in any
strategy to reduce the Nation's crime.

Section 544 of the 1974 act amends the Safe Streets Act
of 1968, as amended, to require at least the same level of
financial assistance for juvenile delinquency programs from
law enforcement appropriations as was expended during fis-
cal year 1972. Because of the Administration's proposed
budget cuts to LEAA's program, the Congress may want to
look 'for the fulfillment of this requirement during any
hearings held on the funding issue.
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DEPARTHENT OF JUSTICE

ﬂ By letter dated April 4, 1975, the Department stated that
it generally agreed with our findings regarding the need to
address the problem of coordinating the many Federal, State,
and local programe which could affect juvenile delinguency
proavention and control. (See app. I.)

While recognizing its responsibilities to improve coordi-
nation as a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Provention Act of 1974, the Department pointed out two condi-
tions which may impede its efforts.

The Department has interpreted "New Federalism" to mean
that it is "restrained from imposing substantial guidelines
and definitions other than those implementing statutory re-
quirements and statutory standards upon State and local law
enforeement and criminal justice operating agencies." It
d1d note, however, that it attempts to utilize more indirect
means, such as funding incentives and training, to encourage
moyement in this direction.

~ The second condition relates to the aggressiveness with
which the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) actively en-
courages coordinated planning through its funding and over-
Sight responsibilities. The Department stated that it looked
forward to the assistance of OMB, in its role as an over-
Slaht body, to support its efforts in implementing any na-
t1onal strategy to resolve juvenile justice issues.

‘This observation is very important in terms of how ef-
tﬁﬂt}V@ly LEAA is able to implement certain provisions of
gection 204 of the act, which basically give LEAA authority
to coordinate and direct certain juvenile delinquency-
telated cfforts of other Federal agencies. This is an area
that we suggested the Congress examine. (See b. 56.)

. Regarding actlons already taken to implement the act,
the Department stated that LEAA had begun developing a na-
tienal strategy for the effective coordination of juvenile
delinguency activities and had established written objec-
tives for implementing and administering the act. Because
LEAA was faced with the complexities inherent in develop-
ment of o new office without an appropriation, it created
a Juvenile Delinquency Task Group and gave it responsibility
tor both on going LEAA juvenile justice activities under the

Crime Control Act of 1973 and planning and developing
activities associated with the implementation and adminis-
tration of the 1974 act. The Department spells out in
some detail actions already taken by the task group on
pages 63 to 65.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

On April 3, 1975, we discussed our findings and con-
clusions with HEW officials responsible for administering
its juvenile delinguency prevention program. They generally
agreed with our findings and conclusions.

They pointed out, however, that coordinating juvenile
delinquency efforts is difficult and requires cooperation
at all levels of government, particularly at the local
level. They also expressed concern, based on HEW's pre-
vious experiences, about the ability of LEBA to effectively
coordinate Federal juvenile delinquency programs unless
there is a commitment at the highest levels of the Federal
Government to develop specific goals in the area and agree-
ment in the legislative and executive branches as to the
emphasis the goals should take.

The officials also noted that since enactment of the
1972 amendments to the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968, about $35 million has been expended
for developing a comprehensive network of youth services
in the communities, linking together public and private
agencies and organizations. At the same time, HEW has
sought changes in the practices, policies, and procedures
of these agencies and organizations to make them more re-
sponsive to youth's needs.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

On April 4, 1975, we discussed our findings and con- .
clusions with an appropriate official of OMB. He stated
that OMB generally agreed with our report. He also stated
that, as indicated in his statement issued at the time he
signed the 1974 act, the President supported the need for
policy centralization and better coordination of the Fed-
eral Government's juvenile delinquency efforts.

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Colorado and Massachusetts State and local officials
generally agreed with our findings and conclusions. 1In
addition, Boston officials also noted that more attention
could be directed to coordination at the local level, but
that without more Federal interest in and support of this
type of effort, real achievement will be difficult.
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CHAPTER 9

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviswed the activities of the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the Departments of Labor; Housing and Urban
bevelopment: Health, Education, and Welfare; and Justice to
determine the type and extent of Federal efforts to prevent
and control juvenile delinquency and the attempts made to
coordinate these efforts. Blso, we reviewed the impact of
Federal activities in two States and cities. Work was done

at the national level in Washington, D.C., and the regional,

tate, and local levels in Boston and Denver.

We interviewed officials and reviewed records at the
5 Federal agencies and interviewed officials at 2 Federal
reqgional councils, 14 State agencies, 29 city agencies,
and 17 Federal grantees. Our fieldwork generally was done
bntwnen January and July 1974.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

Address Reply to the
Division Indicated

¥ and Refer to Initials and Numbcr A P R 4 1975

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division
U.S. General Accounting Office

- Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter is in response to your request for comments
on the draft report titled '"Ineffectiveness of Federal Attempts
to Coordinate Juvenile Delinquency Programs."

Generally, we agree with the report findings regarding
the need to address the problem of coordinating the many Federal,
State and local programs which could affect juvenile delinquency
prevention and control., Furthermore, the brief historical
overview of juvenile delinquency prevention and control progress
presented in the report indicates that the Department will face
a difficult challenge in its efforts to create a nationally
coordinated approach.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of
1974 authorizes the establishment of mechanisms within the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to attack
the coordination problem; but the Department foresees two
conditions which may impede efforts in carrying out the pro-
visions of the Act. These are:

1. The limited role of the Federal Government
in establishing uniformly-defined natlonal
criterial and

2. ‘The aggressiveness with which the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) actively
encourages coordinated planning through
its funding and oversight responsibilities.
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The {irst condition presents a serious policy problem.
T Department has interpreted '"New Federalism"” to mean that
it §u restrained {rom imposing substantial guidelines and
de-finitions other than those implementing statutory requirements
andd statulory standards upon State and local law enforcement
andd eriminul justiece operating agencies., For example,
interpretation of exacetly what constitutes a "juvenile' or a
Juwenile delinguency program varies among States and juris-
ictions within States,  An essential first step to coordinated
planning is agreement regarding appropriate terminology.
Althouph the Department is not authorized by law to establish
sueh uniform definitions, it does attempt to utilize more
tndirect means such as funding incentives and training to
cneonrage movement in this direction.

The second condition refers to a recurring theme throughout
fhe report that fragmentation of effort on the State and local
feeviel I direetly related to fragmentation of efforti on the
Federal level,  The GAO report asserts that the Department of
fhenith, Bducation and Welfare's Interdepartmental Council to
Conrdinzte All Federal Juvenile Delingquency Programs :
... hits o not met its mandate,"  The Council's efforts to
Lriug about sustained inter-agency cooperation were impeded
by the Jack of adeguate staff and funds and because the
(‘ouncil was not ecertain about the authority it had to coor-
dinate Foderal offorts in the juvenile delinquency area.

Wee Jook forward to the assistance of OMB, in their role as
an oversipght hody, to support our efforts in implementing
any nationnl strategy to resolve juvenile justice issues.

Through the authority vested in it by the Juvenile Justice
and Delingquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), LEAA
has initinted a concerted effort to resolve many of the problems
that have traditionally limited Federal efforts to coordinate
gJuvenile delinguencey programs. LEAA has already begun develop-
ing o national strategy for the effective ccordination of these
aetivitios, ,

Written objectives have been established for implementation
amd ndministration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Ireevention Aet ol 1974, These objectives provide for develop-
ment of the capability within IEAA to organize, plan for, and
conrdinate LEAA and Federal efforts aimed at supporting programs

Cthat will foster improvement in the juvenile justice system

APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

and aid in the prevention of juvenile delinquency. These
objectives also provide for development of a plan to establish
a National Institute of Juvenile Justice and implement all
other provisions of the new juvenile delinquency prevention
legislation. 1In addition, special emphasis will be placed

on the development of standards for juvenile delinquency.

On August 8, 1974, a task force was established to develop
plans for integrating the new office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention into LEAA. Task force membership included
high level representatives from every division in LEAA.

Because LEAA is also faced with the complexities inherent
in developing a new office without an appropriation, a Juvenile
Delinquency Task Group has been established. The Task Group,
under the leadership of a newly appointed Acting Assistant
Administrator, consists of LEAA personnel who were working
in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
prior to the enactment of the new juvenile delinquency legisla-
tion. The Task Group has been delegated the authority and
responsibility for both on-going LEAA Juvenile Justice
activities under the Crime Control Act of 1973 and for the
planning and development activities associated with initial
implementation and administration of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. In addition, the
Task Group has been delegated the responsibility for coordi-
nating its functicnal activities with other LEAA offices and
other Governmental agencies to avoid duplication of effort and
ensure effective program delivery. Ten of the fifteen individuals
on the Task Group are professionals, and the group has been
allotted five additional temporary professional positions.

To date, the operations oi the Task Group have included such .
activities as:

1. Development of Guideiines. Guidelines are

o being developed in a variety of areas under
the new legislation. The need for guidelines
can generally be broken down into those which
are required immediately and those that will
be necessary for the proper implementation
and administration of the new Act on a con-
tinuing and long-term basis. Among the
guidelines required immediately are those
(a) specifying the mechanism needed to meet
the fiscal year 1972 level of funding as
required by the new Juvenile Delinguency Act,
and (b) assuring representation of individuals
on the State advisory board who are knowledgeable
of juvenile justice and youth programs.
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Doeveelopment of Fiseal Plans. Essentially, two
1iseal plans have been developed to fund new
guvenile justice programs. One involves $20
miliion of LEAA fiscal year 1975 discretionary
fands, and the other involves $10 million of
LEAA Tinenl year 1974 reversionary funds,

Pablic Law 93-415 authorizes $75 million to LEAA for

tmp tementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
At of 1974, No new [unds have been sought by the
Depaurtment as the President, when signing the Act
into law, indicated he would not seek new monies
dut- to his policy of fiscal contraint. However,
prodiminary discussions to reprogram $10 million
ol reversionary funds for juvenile justice pro-
prams are eurrently underway among the Department,
OMB and the Congress. The reversionary funds

are antended to supplement the approximately

G20 million in discretionary grant monies
budgeted by LEAA in the juvenile area during
Pyseal yeur 1975,

Actions are already underway to implement the
plan invelving LEAA discretionary funds. The
primuary thrust of this plan involves the dein-
stitutionalization of status offenders. This
sflort is designed to have a significant and
punitive impact on the lives of thousands of
youths who are detained and/or institutionalized
sach yvear for having committed offenses which
wonrld not be considered ceriminal if committed

by an adult.

It in contemplated that the above plans will
provide the necessary impetus to launch the
Juvenile justice program and enable the
orderly and efficient use of funds under the
new Act without requiring major amounts of
carrent voear funds or committing the Adminis-
tration to substantial additional funding

in future years., No effort can be made to
bepin a State formula grant funding activity
undoer tine new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act until funds are provided under
the new legislation.

Pevelopment of a Work Plan. One of the first
abjectives ol the Task Group was to develop a
work plan for fiscal year 1975. This objective
entailed reviewing and integrating the existing
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juvenile delinquency work plans of LEAA's Office
of National Priority Programs and National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

4. Information Dissemination. As a means of
disseminating information pertaining to
provisions of the Act to affected and/or
interested parties, a slide presentation has
been developed. The slides have been used to
orientate both central office and regional
office personnel of LEAA, the Executive Com-
mittee of the State Planning Agency National
Conference, and several public interest groups
that have requested information about the new
legislation.

5. Transfer of Functions from the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) to LEAA.
There have been several formal meetings
between the staffs of HEW and LEAA to facili-
tate the effective and orderly transfer of
program responsibilities from HEW to LEAA
in accordance with the new legislation and
to lay the groundwork for further coordinat-
ing efforts.

In addition, the President has appointed 21 representatives
to the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention as mandated by the Act. The members
of the Committee are scheduled to hold their first meeting
April 24-25, 1975. The Interdepartmental Council established
in the HEW Act and charged with the responsibility to coordinate

~all Federal juvenile delinquency programs has been replaced under

LEAA's legislation with the Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The first meeting of this
council has been delayed due to the recent turnover in the
President's cabinet. All relevant material has been sent to
the Office of the Attorney General.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report.
Should you have any further questions, please feel free to con-
tact us. ' '

Sincerely,

Assistant Attorney Genera
" for Administration
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF

THE_DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE_AND THE

e

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

O I K5 X

RESPONSTBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

ATTORNEY GENERAL:

From - To

e oty e

Edward H. Levi Feb. 1975 Present
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975
Robert H, Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 . May 1973
Richard 6. Kleindienst <

(acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972
John N, Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION:

Rirhard W. velde Sept. 1974 Present
Donald E. Santarelll Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973
Vacant June 1970 May 1971
Charles H., Rogovin Mar, 1969 June 1970

AND WELFARE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE:

Cagpar W. Welnberger Feb. 1973 Present
Frank €. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973
£lliot L. Richardson June 1970 Jan. 1973
Robert H., Finch ‘ Jan. 1969 June 1970
wilbur J. Cohen Mar. 1968 Jan. 1969
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
HUOMAN DEVELOPMENT: :

Stanley B. Thomas, Jr. Aug. 1973 Present
Stanley B. Thomas, Jr.

{acting) ‘ Apr. 1973 Aug. 1973
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Tenure of office
From gg

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE (cont'd)

COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT:

James A, Hart Sept. 1973 Present

Robert M. Foster (acting) May 1973 Sept. 1973

Robert J. Gemignani ' Jan. 19740 May 1973
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