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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
OF THE
NATIONAL EVALUATION OF PREVENTION FINAL REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes a national evaluation of the largest
funded delinquency prevention program in American history. More
than 20 million dollars went to 168 private sector youth agencies
in 68 cities across the nation. Approximately 20,000 youth were
served by these programs during the two-year study period.

This was the first discretionary program launched in the
prevention area by the O0ffice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (0JJDP). A basic 0JJDP program assumption was that
private youth agencies possessed the appropriate strategies and
capacities to impact youth crime. This policy assumption was not
supported by this evaluation. Rather, the research showed that
private sector youth-serving organizations reach a large number
of youth but are not realizing their potential to impact delin-
quency. These agencies urgently require theory development,
staff training, and technical assistance to direct their efforts
towards reducing delinquency. While private agencies may hold
great promise for delivering prevention services, their current
expertise and ability to work with delinquent youth should not be
romanticized. Continued federal-ievel leadership, particularly in
terms of research and innovative program models, may be required
to stimulate significant local efforts to prevent delinquency.
While the national program described in the report does not rep-
resent a model of federal program development, subsequent 0JJDP
activities have stressed a more theory-based approach to delin-
quency prevention through families, schools, peer groups and the
employment sector. The role of research in improving prevention
practice is also better understood by 0JJDP.

II. MAJOR FINDINGS

1. 0JJDP's national delinquency prevention program, the largest
such effort in American history (involving over $20 million for
programs, technical assistunce and evaluation), was implemented

on a foundation of factors which precluded a successful delinquency
prevention or research program. The "state of the art" in the
field of delinquency prevention itself has not provided clear
direction for delinquency prevention efforts. There are many com-
peting claims and continuing definitional ambiguities about preven-
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tion.

There was a lack of clarity in the 0JJDP program objectives.
The guidelines were confusing, ambiguous, and not specifically
focused upon delinquency prevention. There was insufficient
articulation of the expected program activities or program goals.
Although strategies such as direct services, community development
and capacity building were suggested, these were broad and their
connections to delinquency prevention were not spelled out.
Delinquency prevention was seen by 0JJDP and grantees as not
specifically aimed at reducing rates of delinquency, but rather
as promoting "positive youth development" among all youth in
selected target areas. This permitted grantees wide latitude in
the services they provided. For most grantees, the result was a
continuation of the types of services they traditionally provided
(primarily recreation), although they reached out to youth not
previously served by their agencies.

2. The major finding emerging from the data on direct services

is that the grantees, lacking specific federally mandated guide-
lines or explicit delinquency prevention theories, delivered the
same type of services that they had been providing for many years--
-under the new rubric of delinquency prevention. Although grantees
were offered a range of intervention strategies by 0JJDP (direct
services, community development and capacity building), grantees
chose to reinforce and expand their traditional direct services.
The dominant direct service provided was recreation, with more
limited resources directed towards other services such as counsel-
ing, employment or education. When community development and
capacity building were attempted, they were used to augment direct
services rather than to ameliorate the socio-economic or structural
contributors to youth crime mentioned by the grantees in their
project proposals.

For the most part, grantees lacked formal intake screening
procedures to decide which youth should receive what type of
service. Thus grantees .did not distinguish between those with
characteristics most common to youth who become delinquent and
those youth uniikely to be arrested or adjudicated as delinquent.
Grantees did not see such distinctions as important to their
projects. The lack of intake screening procedures resulted in
services being essentially self-selected by youth. Analysis of
project data indicates that age was the primary factor associjated
with service selection, with younger clients selecting recreation
and older youth more 1ikely to select employment services.

3. The 0JJDP Program Announcement did not require, and the
grantee proposals and subsequent programs did not reflect, a clear
statement of delinquency theory on which programs were based.
Projects lacked logically linked sets of program objectives and
service activities appropriate to meet such objectives. 'These
program design defects had several effects on services. Grantee
proposals envisioned a multi-service approach to counter a wide
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RESULTS:

national agency efforts discussed under Cbjective b.,
few grantees identified separate project components
that were specifically geared to build agency service
capacity or to broaden community support for future
programs. Most capacity building was seen as a means
to increase or enhance service delivery in current
_grantee programs. Four capacity building approaches
were attémpted: <coalition building, transportation,
volunteers and staff training.

1)

2)

3)

4)

With the exception of the coalitions and

Coalition building. With the exception of
one coalition project, coalitions were created
principally for the purpose of applying for
0JJDP funds. The formation of coalitions did
not, as pointed out earlier, result in signifi-
cant interagency 'planning and action.
Transportation services. Projects varied
greatly in the need for and use of transportation,
but in all cases where transportation services
were provided they assisted in immediate
service delivery, not future agency capacity
building.
Volunteers. Project data indicate wide varia-
tion in the nature and extent of utilizing
volunteers by grantees. While most sought to
involve target area youth or adult residents
in project planning and operations through
advisory boards, with a few notable exceptions,
these advisory boards provided Tittle input into
project direction. Advisory groups either
failed to function at all, or when they met
exerted minimal influence on program policies.
Volunteers were used by many projects to supple-
ment or assist paid staff through providing
direct services, transportation or fundraising.
Staff training. Staff training was the Teast
used capacity building activity. Although
project administration verbalized the need for
staff training, few project resources were
budgeted for this purpose. A number of factors
precluded effective use of training as a capaci-
ty building activity by grantees. These

included: (a) preoccupation with program :
implementation and management issues ?b) the N
lack of carefully designed programs with
identified staff skill needs and (c) the
separation of training needs assessment and the
provision of training services from program
design and operations. Training was provided

through a separate technical assistance grantee |

but was not avai'able until some six months
after programs became operational.
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and focused on prevention as the means for forestalling anti-
social behavior among adolescents and young adults. However,
neither the Act nor materials describing its Tegislative history
provide a definition of "prevention" , and the resulting ambiguity
has yet to be satisfactorily clarified at the federal level. The
0JJDP national prevention program, the subject of this study, must
be viewed within this framework of conflicting theory, varied
practical prevention efforts, and continuing lack of clear
definition and policy direction at the federal level.

Chapter 3 - Methodology

Designing and conducting a national evaluation of QJJDP's
prevention programs required breaking new ground in many areas
and frequent reassessment and redirection in response to many
technical and administrative constraints.

Neither overall 0JJDP
goals nor individual project objectives were well-defined,
problems compounded by the broad scope and diversity of activities
being undertaken. Furthermore, the designs or policies of many
projegts precluded the kinds of impact analysis originally
intended.

0JJDP sought two kinds of evaluation: (1) a process analysis,
that would describe hew programs were conceptualized, planned,
implemented, administered, and ended, and (2) an impact analysis,
that would measure project effects on youth, communities, and
youth-serving agencies, NCCD conducted process analyses at all
project sites and gave primary attention to this form of evaluation.
Impact analyses were attempted at eleven. project sites designated
for intensive study by 0JJDP. NCCD also was able to combine the

two types of evaluation data so that information about process

cgu]d be used to shed 1ight on why and how observed impacts came
about.

A key accomplishment of the national evaluation was the
refinement of an analytic model for process evaluation research
in delinquency prevention. Process information was gathered and

organized around the five elements of program development discussed
in subsequent chapters of the report. Context (the set of

conditions and assumptions which define the distinctive features
of the program); Goals (the measurable outcome of program activ-
ities); Identification (the techniques and criteria used to define,
select, and admit clients): Intervention (activities and services
provided); and Linkages (the relationships of programs with other
youth-serving agencies and social institutions). Data were
collected on each element for each project. The process evaluation
‘describes the interplay among these program elements, changes in

the elements over time, and variations among projects with respect
to these program elements.

Impact evaluation commonly refers to the measurement and

-9-

g T —— o ——

e T
e A R

BT

ST R

TR

Bt Lttt
ksl o P S i

RS2



assessment of prog
extent to which a project achieves its
onstrate whether movement toward these
from the project activities.
meaningful evaluations of this type ar
few previous delingquency prevention ef

evaluated.

Virtually every type of constrain
evaluations was confronted in this 044
search guidelines presented very wide-

yation, with little background information on T
jectives. Grantees were

praogram assumptions and evaluation obj

not selected for funding because O
meaningful data for research purposes.

ram outcomes. Its key purpos

e is to assess the
specified goals and to dem-
goals actually resulted

The conditions necessary to yield

e difficult to meet and
forts have been rigorously

t undermining rigorous

DP program. 0JJbP's re-
ranging issSues for eval-
he 1ink between

§ their ability to provide

Even more importantiy,

ified for the evaluation did not mirror the’

program results sought.

juncture was the evaluation goai'to measure impac
though most grantees did not interpret the

cy even
include accountabiiity for preventing

There were also many practica

impact evaluation. official crime data
delinquency recommended by 0JJDP for use i
standardized crime data specific to the target are

could not be obtained. Self-reported
attitudes of par i
lected, but only one of the 11 sites
impact study was able to implement a
used by NCCD to measure these factors

Impact evaluation clearly ran a
vices to youth among site personnel.
and the project staff's interests of

confused about the purposes, goals, and metho

and sometimes asserted that assessment methods
ticipants. Data collection efforts suffered from

to project par

ticipants also were identified as data to b

The most striking example of this dis-

ts on delinquen-
ir mandate to

delinquency.

1 obstacles to conducting the

were one measureé of

n the evaluation, but
as usually
delinquent pehavior and the
e col-
selected by 0JJpp for the
Client Impact Questionnaire

poor second to providing ser-

The needs of the evaluators

ten were at odds; staff were
ds of the evaluation,

could be harmful

lack of full cooperation from project staff.

The evaluation s
questions that fit within one cf the

development. Impact-reiated research questions fi

the element concerning -goals so that

addressed b
data collection procedures were
+ion. A Management Infnrmation Syst

all sites producing data on clients a

information was gathered through qua
such as interviews, field observatio
documents. Quantifiab?e data on som
survey questionnaires. Data on all

communities, and agencies) were coll
specifications of evaluation data ne

-0~

oth process and impact evaluation concerns.
developed for each research ques-

taf¥f specified a number of major research

five elements of program

these questions actually
Specific

em (MIS) was implemented at
nd services. Much of the
litative research techniques
ns, and review of records an
a jssues were obtained from

three levels of jmpact (youth,

ected and analyzed. The
eds and sources, methods, an

t neatly within

d

d

timing of data i
gathering we ;
Data Manu g re assembled 1in _ .
A EELE wzle(lzggg%engiizrch instruments agagggépigstgi;gn and
thei N er a careful se
r reliability and validity. Each ne:rggszngmggtaazegsgentTof
C evel-

oped was field test i
A ed . -
Francisco Bay ares. in communities or youth agencies in the San

The re
0JJop PosedSEZQEZC?a$1HOt able to answer all of the qu i
technical reasons aid %e223Ut P?OQram impact, for a 3a$i2l;nsf
design. Howeve se of features of t 0
. r, NCCD was abl A he overall pro
model, and despi able to refine a ogram
> pite the man b process evaluatio
conducted a . y obstacles, process : n
analysed inttie1 project sites. The wealth of 3;21“§t’°".was
report represents a rare base of dZta$?Zg1pe2 e
informa-

-tion on the statu
. s a i s o
prevention programs.nd workings of a significant number of

Chapter 4 - Context

.Each of the pro .
grams in the 0JdJ .
program : DP del .
dergtand¥§3 ;EggzgtbﬁelZ? context. Three Lﬁggzngieggeﬁiyt{°"
orientati opment are the hi o un-
ion of the program; characteristiéztg;yéhgagﬁgggugg ane
osen

as project targets; and t
’ h i ]
ctaff based Ehotr activiti:si:heoreticai,assumptions on which project

Historical Back
ground and 0 i :

range of : : rganization i .

program. 0232:;?:218??f2?2d5?]eCtEd to part?ligszz1?g.th2 3333558

previously, their fi red in the kinds of programs th

structure nancial bases and resou ey had run

throc mai;’cggg formal philosophies. Grantrgsg;dgrganizational
gories of agencies: national agencigir;a?adg b

red with

their local affili

; iates; collab ;
newly-linked organizati aborations of a i

. niza . : gencies, : .
regional focus. izations; and agencies with a ruraTogi]Zpegigiz1ng

Although no comm i
on historical

were appa . rical pattern
numberpbfr2325cgzg gi?;§ §¥rains of progra; ;?22?0326e32?22385
for youth : rily provided recreati @8
deve]opme;twgglgiZZOthir set of agencies had ;ogilagggortu?‘t‘es
to prevent de]inunﬁcy ewlzgge;:n projects specificai]ysgz;?;ned
more gener . =ad, grantees w :

general goal of encouraging "positive vouth devalopmentr.

nt".

The am imi

issues of cgngzrnt1m}ﬂg’ and duration of federal fundin

money was provided to ere were ongoing complaints that % wei?

Unrealistic EXpectatio;zno?hihgrojec¥s properly and thatogadggtlgd

availabl results

expectedetgucgzncecgzlgn?1moge?t two-yea:op$§j2§¥e$:§$l;o;ethe

artic e delinquency? Ay ,

P STarly Eroubiosone at the outset, were a chromic probiem thi
em at

-17-



led to uncertainty and frustration among staff. Most project
personnel, particularly those emphasizing "one-to-one" direct
services, believed they were understaffed. Most reported that Tow
salary levels made it necessary to hire inexperienced and under-
qualified personnel. Few programs budgeted funds for staff train-
ing. High staff turnover was a serious problem at many sites.

There is 1ittle question that financial considerations were
a major factor in drawing projects into the prevention effort.
Although the existence of these funds offered some new opportuni-
ties to youth service agencies, the money was regarded as a mixed
blessing. Fears were prevalent that involvement with 0JJDP would
alter established agency images, jeopardize the continued partici-
pation of regular clientele or funding sources, and force atten-
tion to higher-risk and possibly more difficult clients.

Community Characteristics. Wide diversity in community
settings was found between projects as well as within them.
Grantees served some 68 targeted cities encompassing 118 target
areas. The sizes and numbers of communities served ranges from
multiple agency collaborations focused on target areas the size of
New York City (target area population-2,000,000) or Dallas (70,000)
to rural projects focused on several communities with total populia-
tions less than 6,000. As intended by 0JJDP guidelines, the target
areas did show clear evidence of social and economic deprivation:
high crime and delinquency rates, high indices of various health
problems and Tevels of physical deterioration, low income levels,
and high unemployment. But these similarities blur important
differences not adequately responded to by grantees in their

planning efforts.

Although preparation of grant applications required that
agencies assemble a considerable volume of information on their
target communities, projects gave Tittle attention in planning to-
the communities where they were based, either as service units or
as contributing factors to delinquency. This may account for the
fact reported in the Intervention chapter that there were few
significant differences in the types of services offered despite
the diversity in target areas where projects operated.

Attempts to alleviate the causes of broad social problems
were not envisioned by the 0JJDP program. No grantee adopted an
approach that tried to directly confront possible causes of crime
as a major strategy for preventing delinquency. Nevertheless,
broad community social problems often played an unexpectedly
large role in shaping project activities. For example, some
project plans were confounded by the power of ethnic neighborhood
lines and the client attitudes that this territoriality reflected.
To further illustrate this point, most projects planning to deal
with youth employment were constrained by a critical lack of job i
opportunities for adults or youth in the target area.

Theoretical Context. Goals should provide the framework
around which program approaches and strategies are tailored. They
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The value of specific, realistic, achievable goals for dir-
ecting program development was not fully appreciated by project
staff or 0JJDP. Project staff were unsure of agency goals and
how their own activities would help achieve those gecals. They
were thus deprived of measures to assess their accomplishments
or-to help plan future program directions. For agencies new to
delinquency prevention, unambiguous, well-understood goals could
have been critical. Goal-setting in many cases was Seen more as
part of the "grantsmanship game" to obtain funds than for prac-
tical or theoretical value to the projects.

0JJdDP's guidelines and reporting requirements were not ade-
quate to guide projects in establishing or refining goals. O0JJDP's
goals were very general, were not directly tied to reducing delin-
quency, and left unclear what standards would be employed to
assess goal achievement. 0JJDP wanted to:

- increase the number of youth from target communities who use
youth-serving agencies .

- increase the number and kinds of services for youth n target
communities through better agency coordination .

- enable target communities to respond more effectively to the
needs of their youth

- enable national, regional, and lTocal youth-serving agencies
to serve youth in target communities better (capacity
building) ‘

- increase volunteer participation in and broaden community
support for delinquency prevention activities

- to disseminate information about successful prevention
projects for replication through national youth serving :

agencies.

That the goal of preventing or reducing delinquency is missing
from this 1ist signals the federal program's overall outcome.

A number of agencies simply took 0JJDP's 1ist of desired re-
sults as their own goals, without qualifying them, tying them to
any particular strategy, or grounding them in any program modeils.
It seems apparent that many grantees did naot consider their role
to be planners and practitioners of carefully thought out exper-
mental programs to reduce delinquency. Rather, they considered
the basic "blueprint" for theory and models to be in 0JJDP's hands,
with their role to deliver the program to 0JJDP's specifications.
Accordingly, there are few signs that participation in the 0JJDP
effort produced lasting effects among the grantees such as re-
orienting grantee goals, philosophy, or priorities with
regard to delinquency. That few prevention projects will survive
the termination of 0JJDP funding is a reflection of this
observation. It is probable that agencies' goals remained
largely in tune with their traditional agency missions.

From an evaluation standpoint, many projects floundered through-
out the life of the grant without adequate goals to guide them.
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virtually all youth, and special procedures for attracting youth
likely to be delinquents did not emerge. With a few exceptions,
programs did not develop diagnostic procedures to identify speci-
fic client needs. Usually, youth decided for themselves whether
to participate in the project and choose for themselves what

services they wanted.

In effect, the projects chose by default a "passive" selec-
tion system by which youth chose the project rather than the
reverse. Such identification procedures meant that grantees
were not effectively reaching youth most at risk of engaging in
delinquency (skimming). For example, average client age was
quite young, (13.3 years), not surprising because the most
commonly offered service, recreation, was most appealing to the
younger clients. Clients in older age groups were more interested
in employment and vocational services. This suggests that to
reach the older youth who are more likely committing delinquent
acts, (1) programs need to recruit older clients than they tra-
ditionally had, (2) shift the emphasis of their services and
(3) contend with an age group that staff considered to be harder
to work with and control.

A passive selection system also allowed informal or uninten-
tional selection criteria such as agency image, program accessi-
bility, or race or class differences, to strongly affect what
kinds of youth approached the projects. The fact that very few
truants or drop-outs sought project services may reflect this
problem. Although problems in school were considered by many
program staff to flag the need for project services, few special
outreach efforts were made to recruit youth experiencing diffi-
culties in school.

Only 4 percent of clients were -involved with the juvenile
justice system upon entering the projects. Data indicated that
these youth were more similar to officially delinquent youth than
were the other project clients as a whole, again raising questions
about skimming. .

The kinds of clients selected for project services -influences
potential program impact. Recent research suggests that only a
small percentage of youth in urban areas are chronically delin-
quent and are responsible for a major share of the more serious
delinquent acts. Their findings imply that direct service pro-
grams would be more effective in preventing delinquency if they
reached those youth instead of the much larger group of youth not
involved in chronic delinquency. Since limited resources enable
agencies to serve only a small percentage of target area youth,
identifying and recruiting the appropriate target population to
maximize program results seems particularly important.
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into economically depressed job markets; advocacy work to open

up new jobs for youth was rarely attempted.

Age was the strongest variable in predicting services that

youth would receive. For the young, this was

older youth, employment; for those in
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for an average of two hours each.
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the middle, counseling.

in project activ-
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by both staff and clients; staff were consist-
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The third intervention strategy, capacity building, was the

least well-developed of the three. Capacity

through four approaches:

building was realized

coalition building, transportation

services, volunteer recruitment, and staff training.

0JJpp did fund a number of agency coalitions on the

that agencies joined by common interests could reduce duplication

of effort and conflict over funds, clients, or "turf".

data showed that agencies were joined mainly

Research
by common fiscal
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agencies. Overall, collaborations did not have a significgnt
impact on the service operations of their members.

her means of improving coordination was thg development
of moﬁ2$tp$ograms by nat?ona] agencies for_rep11cat1on g?t!ocalo
sites with technical assistance by thg qa?1ona1. In ad !d]gnthe
funding Tocal affiliates' program activities, 0JJDP prov11§ A
national agencies with an opportunity to establish an explic
delinquency function.

i i ' i tise

The national offices were able to upgrade_t@e1r exper
in j i i i i lity to give

uvenile delinquency, and increase tbe1r abi . .
%2cﬂnica1 assistagce to their local affiliates. This new expe;t1se
appeared to stem from exposure to research and consultants rat ir
than as an outgrowth of close work with the experimental projects
at Tocal affiliates.

Tishing 1inks between grantees and other organizations
dea]iﬁth?t%syou%h was one of the Teast developed.aspect?.o; the
projects. Contacts were quite scarce qnd mostly 1nforma ’t e¥ the
were developed systematically or §usta1ned over time. Most o :
links were made to obtain facilities or to gain client refeqrads.
Schools were of critical importance in both areas;they §uppt;e
space and resources to many projects, a means to pgb11c1ze t e
program to youth, and, often, helped foster community acceptance.

tant 1inks were made with other organizations such as
pub]igmgnging agencies, churches, gnd government-funded emp]oywent
agencies. Such linkages were not without costs to. the progzams,
some staff reported making serious compromises to aqcommoda e
policies of other agencies that were central to project success.

Few projects made more than peripheral linkages with the
juvenile gus%ice system, as they were re]uctaqt to serve yOUthJDP
from that system. Many staff were under tbe impression that _
did not want them to deal with already delinquent youth. Man%
staff felt that their limited resources would bg used up by the
more extensive needs of delinquent youth. Ironically, staffh
believed that delinquent youth had access to services throug
the juvenile justice system. Other staff were concerqed.that
working with delinquent youth woulq hurt their agency's image.

Chapter 10 - Policy Implications for Delinquency Prevention

The idea of preventing delinquency is excessively ambitious '
if not pretentioug. There is a growing gap.betwegn po11cyjm?kers
hopes and what can be accomplished under this notion. Socia
scientists have not isolated the causes of.Juven11e de]1aguency
and even if these were known it is.not obvious that anything i
could be done about them. Many writers argue that delinquency
associated with industrialism and other social trends (e.g.
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Poverty and racism) of such scope that they cannot be easily
sorted out or remediated. Given this perspective it is naive to
believe that highly generalized youth service programs introduced

into heterogeneous target areas will significantly curtail
delinquency.

What is needed more than Jumbo federal programs are policy
and administrative procedures to encourage innovations in
delinquency control through research and development on a
modest scale. In particular, future prevention efforts should
be tied to the goal of reducing rates of official delinquency in
clearly defined target populations. Primary prevention is
too vast a goal for 0JJDP to accomplish through its own
direct funding. O0JJDP's role should be to help other federal
agencies understand how to best direct their resources and
policies to have an impact on youth crime.

Direct service prevention efforts should focus on youth
already enmeshed in the juvenile justice system. Prevention
Programs must develop better systems of referrals with the
Juvenile justice system, schools, and family service agencies.

Community development strategies should be attempted that
incorporate planning and advocacy approaches that leverage
existing youth service resources to delinquent youth. Community-
focused programs should attempt to alter policies, practices,
and procedures that propel youth towards the justice system.
Capacity building efforts should emphasize training and staff
development among youth workers. A1l future 0JJDP prevention
Programs should mandate and pProvide support for resident and
youth involvement 1in Program planning and management.

There is scant evidence that small-scale programs to
provide economic and cultural opportunities for under-privileged
youth actually prevent delinquency. But it is a sad commentary
on our society that such Programs have to be justified as a
means of preventing delinquency. A far better rationale is

that all children and youth are entitled to positive growing-up
experiences.
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