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Foreword

When Tllinois established the first juvenile court in the world in
1898, expectations for its performance were high. It gave to juvenile
delinquency a status of something less than crime. Youthful deviance
defined as delinquency was to be treated correctively, not by punish-
ment, - Stimulated by the promise of the Illinois action, the various
States in the Union established juvenile courts rapidly. By 1945
every State had enacted legislation providing for such courts. The
Federal Government had also passed a Juvenile Court Act, in 1938,
under which children and youth committing Federal offenses could
be handled in special courts. ‘ R

The juvenile courts, however, were plagued from the start with
the inability to define their goals, procedures, and jurisdictional
coverage. In addition, most of the courts were forced to operate
without adequate personnel and services. Thus, decisions about
children were made without adequate information; the dispositional
alternatives available to the courts fell short of the services necessary

. to help children adequately; children placed on probation went

without probation supervision and help; and medical, psychological,
and other forms of remedial assistance also were . generally not
available.  More importantly, even the legal rights of children were

often, abused, since under the parens patrice doctrine the juvenile

court was supposed to be working in the best interests of the child
through informal court procedures. In other words, while the stated
aims and intentions of the juvenile court were indeed laudable and
the objectives idealistic, the actual reality in terms of resources and
facilities was glaringly inadequate. : ;

Failure of the juvenile court movement to meet its initial promise
became increasingly apparent through the years. An exhaustive
study of juvenile court problems by the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, in addition to
legislative inguiries in various States and judicial concerns expressed
by the U.S. Supreme Court, compelled the Commission to conclude
in its final report in 1967: “It (the court) has not succeeded signifi-
cantly in rehabilitating delinquent youth, in reducing or even stem-
ming the tide of delinquency or in bringing justice and compassion
to the child offender.” v ‘
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Professor Edwin Lemert has a long and distinguished reputation
of research and scholarly writing on issues pertuining to juvenile
delinquency. In this monograph-he continues his impressive contri-
buhons toward an unglershndmfr ot societal processes involved in

hie definition and labelmcr of .deviant behavior. He considers the
school, the welfare deparrtment, the law enforcement agency, and
various community organizations as possible alternative mechanisms
for dealing with problems of delinquency. In view of the actual
capabilities and demonstrated performance of the juvenile courts,
Professor Lemert’s incisive evaluation of alternative social agencies
and institutions for more effective ways of dealing with children
who manifest delinquency appears especially timely.

However, the urgent need for mere effective and appropriate
alternatives to the juvenile court does not limit or distort Professor
Lemert’s analysis. While he recognizes the positive features of
schools, welfare departments, and law enforcement agencies as diver-
sionary agencies, he also notes some important shortcomings. Pro-
fessor Lemert bases some of his analysis of the diversion potential
of these institutions on his concepts of “primary” and “secondary”
deviar =e. He concludes that some features of the labeling and
handling provlded by these helping agencies may unwittingly confirm
the youth’s view of himself as'a dehnquent and thereby facilitate
deviant roles and behaviors. Thus, official action may in some cases
actually serve to confirm and perpetuate delinquency in a child
through a process that is actually designed to help him.

I'ollowing an appraisal of the potential of the aforementioned
existing institutions to serve as alternative mechanisms for handling
children with delinquency problems, Professor Lemert devotes his
attention to several alternative possibilities. The discussion includes
the develapment of youth service bureaus, the use of particular police
practices, and the development of specialized diversion agencies. In
addition, problem solving and conflict resolution techniques at the
community level are urded in contrast to trf\chtlonal diagnostic and
treatment services for mchvldumls. : :

Professor Lemert concludes his discussion on a point of cntu al
significance: the idea of diverting children from the official court
system must become highly valued in our society. Once diversion
hecomes a predominant social value, the pwcedmes and the organi-
zations to achieve it \\‘111 follow

Saleem A. Shah, Ph.D.
Chief, Center for Studies
“of Crime and Delinquency
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The Court is like a palace built of marble,
-made up of very hard but very polished people.
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Chapter 1. The Prnbylem

'This monograph is an effort to develop a series of models for
- diverting children and youth away from juvenile courts, so that
their problems which otherwise would be dealt with in a context
of delinquency and official action will be defined and handled by
other means. It is premlsed on the idea that an excessive number
of children are being processed by juvenile courts, that children
are unnecessarﬂy referred to juvenile courts, and that in many
" cases the ‘harm done to children and youth by contacts with these
courts outweighs any benefits thereby gained. Moreover, the inter-
action between child and court and unanticipated consequences of
~the processing of a child in many instances contributes tz or
exacerbates the problem of delinquency.

The reasons for this undertaking grow out of ma]or ahlfts which
have taken place in thinking. and public policy in regard to the
preeminent position of the juvenile court as an agency for dealing
with the preblems of children and youth. -¥ast changes have taken
place in American society since the bizth of the juvenile court at
the beginning of the present century-—changes which make reexami-
nation of the court long overdue, both as an institution and as a
working organization in a community context. One of the most
striking developments in the picture of child and youth problems
has been the great increase in contacts between youth, law enforce-
meént bodies, and- the juvenile court. For example, in 1966 between a
million and & million and a half arrests were made of persons
under 18 years of age, and it was estimated that 27 percent of all
male youths can expect to have been arrested beforethey have reached
age 18.* The proportion of those who actually become known to police
by this age will be much gLe'Ltnr because large numbers of youthful
“offenders” are disposed of by police without record or formal action. ‘

Approximately one-hal of police arrests of juveniles result in
their referrals to juvexnile courts. According to several community
studies, about one-fifth. of the male population will have been

_referred to juvenile court-hy age 18 3

If these are valid measures of semou.; youth pxoblems, then Ameri-
can society is in a critical if not moribund state. A preferred
explanatlon is that tlw difficulties in reality lie elsswhere, that there
is something badly Wrong with the agencies which apprehend,

1Alfred Blumstein, Systems analyeis -and the criminal justice system, American

Academy o} Political and Social Sctenccn, 1967, 374, 92-100, - Ly
2 0p.cit,, p. 99. ' '
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{ rder its control
" can have adverse effects upon youth uu\del ,

receive, define, and process problems

indeed, this largely ha . or 0 :
has be’en divected toward police activities and ju

in recent decades. Mpunting dissatisfacti

tioned by the far-reac ‘ ‘ :
iig United }étates Supreme Court felt it necessary for the first time

to Teview the work of juvenile c.ourts.‘ ;
"held that the wide powers of the juvenile ©

“Isaving a suspicion that its purpose was'to )

.

of children and youth. And

s been the tenor of the social criticism which
venile procedures

on and concern have been
hing decision in the Gault case, in which

Tn paraphrase, the decision

ourt have not appreciably

ime. that inconsistencies in its philosophy

; : and that
- AY . R

oross injustices may result from its procedures I Ww hflfCh yoxa:tth are

;unished more severely than adults for comparable otfenses.

Criticism of the J uvenile Court as an Institution

e wdt
Tt is unfortunate that the Supreme Court’s opinion i th;a (li“rmlll
o was reached in an atmocsphere more po’lbltlcal_t]}an scholarly,

1o ‘ : {nvite elimination of the

diminished youthful cr

4 . . : » . . . r
juvenile court. At best,/the decision was a gynthetic justification f(zo
extending » number ¢f rights of criminally accused persons |

i 1 v inion both concurred and dis-

juveniles. Justice Harlan, whose opini e i

sented, decried the absence of a rationale for the decision, "f the

ime in i » ue

same time emphasizing the need to determine the reqmrsmei;lts O'term
process of law, not by criminal or eivil criteria, but rather 1) :’;m
“oonsistent with the traditions and conseience of our people.”:

The central issue here . . . i8 the method by which t{)}roceflléraéior;
irements of due Drocess should be measured. . e pyro .?c s
ggcl:le'ssary cannot be deterlmined by1 .]ioflllafs(s)it;fglt;gr; :: t]o‘(l)‘ ]erxl;) :eclz)i o
ceedings either as cr'm}inn or as civil. mulas are L0 T eess
... The court should instead measure' t}lllec;ﬁ%?;;inzﬁz o e Pt the
gitiiiezggiic?ghoft (::lfz ;12;3(2()113;{3 ‘s‘;gltzm which the 'state has c.reuted.‘ ,
Justice Harlan missed the fact tllzmt'.tlle juvenile court 1s moreioe
o local than a State agency, but his insistence on the need to ;]X?,:l; Iiln
it as an institutional system 1‘@81)011.d1ng. to V.al‘lﬂ.bl.e p;*:e nse t imb
a geographical setting reflects 2 socmlogm.:ﬂ view: in e co B
decisionmaking and judiciaz’ outcomes in juvenile ~cour f '](_‘1
phenonmena of social organization the:;: than‘law pa-rl s.? : ;12
variation in such organization is cpnmdemble ; 111c1ee=:c17 tnls is ue
of the core difficulties in trying to understand t‘;he ]11;@131: ;?:ny
How to comprehend the protean local adaptattlons 01— > dist;nc-
juvenile courts and yet capture those fgatllf)es which ma \e.z i istine
tive as an institution is no mean t.a.‘sk. H eﬂmps .t}ns",‘(,arlxdle o be
~done by combining several loose])_r linked perrspect}va]s,‘. on ot
—its institutional differentiation, its efficacy as a working org

R
a In re Gault, 387 U. 8. I (1067), DD. 1-81.

4 .cit. * - : .
ﬁgirt:n C\icoure], The Social Organizqttan, of Jivenile Justice,

and Sons, 1068. Chapters I, IL

Ne“ York: 'John Wiley

tion, also as a treatment agency, its bureaucratization, the overreach

of law by the court, and its consequences as a deviance designating -

agency. : :

Institutional Differentiation

A perennial problem of juvenile courts, particularly as they are

seen by national, standard-conscious agencies, has been their failure
to differentiate according to the early model. Much of this has been
blamed-on the character of juvenile court judges, many of whom
took: conservative views of the court or else lacked the background
and special education to appreciate and fulfill its ideal goals. Many
courts had no probation officers, while others had to do with untrained
and poorly educated personnel; social investigation and written
reports were conspicuously absent, and access to specialized services
was limited or nonexistent. Years ago, Carr called attention to
these facts as evidence that “most courts have to be sabstandard.” *
The persistent failure of courts to differentiate is born out by a
1968 study which revealed that only 71 percent of juvenile court
judges had law degrees; and of “full time” juvenile coart judges,
72 percent spent a quarter or less of their time on juverile matters.
One-third of the judges had no probation officers to carry out work
of the court, and but a small portion could call on psychological
or psychiatric consultation services.? - ' o
Undifferentiated juvenile courts are much more numerous than
others, but over all they serve a smaller proportion of the population.
Their substandard quality appears to be directly related to the low
population density of the areas they serve, where sheer econoinics

or high per capita costs of servicing cases makes specialization
difficult or impossible. §

op ;

The Court as a Working Grganization

In looking at juvenile courts serving large population areas which
‘have reasonably adequate resources to differentiate along specialized,
professionalized lines, different kinds o Ei;fi)blems come to light, the
most important of which is an gverburden. As a juvenile court
differentiates, it develops a number of intprdependent relations with
local and State -agencies—police, sheriffs departments, boards of
supervisors, welfare departments, schools, hospitals, clinics, correc-
tional institutions, and professional associations. While such agencies
serve the court, they also make claims on it, one of the main:con-
sequences being that it receives. far more referrals than it has
resources to handle. Attempts are made to meet this problem by
concentrating on screening cases at-intake, but nevertheless their
_f ¢ Lowell (-!;rr, Most ¢ourts have to be substandard, Fedcral Probation, XIII, 1940, 22-23‘

7 Shirley McCune and  Danfel 8. Skoler, Juvenile court-judges in. the United States,
Past I, Orime and Delinquency, 1965, 11 121-131, 2 -
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volume means that much if not, most, of the manpower of the court
has to go into investigations and court hearings.

It has been argued that the court’s case-processing meti.ods are ill
adapted to its tasks. 'Eor one thing a great deal of information
often is ccllected which gither is not used or cannot be related in any
specifiable way to the kings of decisions the courts make in particular

cases. Storage and vetrieval of information by hand-filing methods

‘frequently is inadequate to the magnitude of its work. There is an

absence of methods for monitoring and assessing the work of the
court, nor can it forecast the direction of its movement with any
accuracy. One result is that cases are not disposed in line with 2
continuous or clear policy; policy of the juvenile court~aften is a re-
flection of inconsistent demands being made upoun it atja particular
time by particular agencies. Salient among these is the effort: of police
to coopt the court in their jobs of maintsining public order. A com-
parison of the working of the juvenile court with that of the modern
business corporation makes it appear poorly managed, inconsistent,
duplicative, and costly in effort.? :

The Court as Bureaucracy
The necessity of processing large nun bers of cases with diversified
problems transforms juvenile courts into hierarchical organizations
with divisions, departments, specialists, and routinized procedures.
As such, they take on the qualities and problems of bureaucracy.
Cases ars passed from functionary to functionary and from one
department to another, hence, decisions often are reached in piece-
meal fashion or in consultations between various levels of authority.
While there is a strain towards rationalized procedures, nevertheless
responsibility tends to be diffused, and conflicts between individual
workers or between divisions are endemic. Group interaction within
the court, routines, contingencies, and organizational requirements
profoundly affect the fate of cases. SR
What in the early days of the juvenile court was envisioned as &
quasi-personal relationship between a child and a judge or between
a yeuth and a probation officer turns into a _;el@tiq;;shipbétﬁeen a
child or youth and a large, complex orga,niz&tioh.ﬂ Given the over-
burden of cases born of external demands on the court, the exigencies
of its internal operations make it extremely difficult or impossible
to predict that the interests of the child will be those of any partic-
ular member of the organization or of the court as a whole. Until
recently, juvenile courts failed to make any adaptations to this crucial
problem, in part because ideal aspects of the original model of the
court as a protectorate of children obscured its significance and in
T8 Robert Vinter, The juventile ¢ourt as an -fnstitution, Z‘I'ankk Force Report: Q-';wenilc

Delinguency and Youth Crime, President's Commission -on Law Enforcement énd the
Administration of Justlce, 1967, Washington, D. C.; pp- 8420, ;

gart(;l because recognit.idn of this kind of problem would compel
hun faum,en’c:,pl changes in the design of the court itself. The problem

.l-as.t rther ramifications, best seen in questions about the inherent
imits of law as o means of social control.

The Court as the Overreach of Law :
o Many .of the dlfﬁclﬂ.t.ies of ‘the juvenile court revolve around its
utmlmct.el as’an enterprise o;‘iginally designed to use the power and
:;1 : 1gr1ty of law to chueve énds not amenable to legal means. These
:1c‘ures were fmt:,lclpated_ years ago by Roscoe Pound in his class:.ic
f}.ﬁge}rﬁ 3:11 t}fle hmtl.ts of effective legal action. In it he noted that
of question comes to the fore in epoc whe ’
mes to pochs when efforts ar
m-;detio cause law to coincide with morals. When this happens th:
:;1; (1:]7;((; u:zl ~be<c.onlles t;he unit of law and wide discretion is given ©0
magistrates (judges). The limits of: legal sancti in n |
intangibleness of moral dutie e s e
mor s, which although of great publi
“Sf‘ncen;), .defy public enforcement. As cases in point, Pofrrld obferv{alg
:1\]’};;& ;)énhgatloni for the care of health, morals, and education of
i1ldrén—even truancy and incorrigibility—were comi
ol ldrén- : : ,‘ ity—were coming under th
jurisdiction of juvenile courts ‘VV];:e oot 2
U .~'When these matters i
t courts they necessarily d e
to cour arily delegate the work of enf
administrative agents, such as probati P s ity
dm ] , such -as probation officer: i
achieve these ends is questiona%le.” o whese QaPQCIt}”t‘O
t;hﬁ)%}:ﬁzg? l].:*’ound ren;ai_ned favorable to the juvenile court idea
g his career, he was aware of its inher 3 ings
In his estimation there w 0 mai o e
; here were two main threats to the juveni
both inherently forms of the overreach of law: ’ ]@Venlle o

.

i}t} r,ex;mins to spe{xk of two.movements in current thinking which'may
m;-:z I;:n t::hte contllrllue;‘l.development of the juvenile court. One is the
o reach the causes of all delinguen dso i :
of juvenile delinguency. throu e antiomal Do
Juven] q ; gh programs of official national a i
ang lo&al welfare agenciesv subordinate ‘te. or allied with thenfgnmes
o 1:301'113; »asptect of current thinking is the move towards «absol.ut'is'n;
. l()vgl. The supject fae affects every agency of government
Vs ind;:}:;) v;as tl;; exercise of discretion with reference to the interests
. iduals. Especially the movement for a wid ini i
eriminal jurisdiction may eéasil i e e teta e
g ¥ be carried so far with mi
that administrative criminal tri ot i e
X J ribunals and the juvenil ts
.pushed back or fall ¢ q ‘ imi urts of the be
A~ back into ordinary criminal courts of the old

) A‘crvltical ,retrospective on the establishment of the ﬂrst juvenile
g]ourts reve:.ﬂs* them to Fl}mve been less a carefully planned.innovation
than the climax of a raneteenth century reform movement to rescue

“children. from  “d ity ¢ i i
depravity and immorality” of lower class urban

9 Roscoe : Pound, TLe limits of '
i ! ‘of effective legal action, T -
tt;:c ll’cmw:ﬂvanfa “Bar Association, XXII, 1916, 221—2?:9 .wenfl/ Se?[("l?él ventie conbt g
(130 Rn\\'n preprintéd in Crime and Delinquenc) 10 ]96’4 490-5(')4 Be venlle conrt end
oscoe ?oupd, The juvenile court and the Iuw'}, p, 503. ' '
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' its i i reformers
environments. Another part o:£ .ﬁs Jmpetusblc;iul?ee w{ :;n;f i
who turned to the juvenile court }dea ]as an (:r ! 01 é i e
the evil of child Inbor through using the cou : o enforce compulsory
education laws. In its early history it w}a; no fmusiia] for the connt
to be pressured to take custsdy Of.chl‘ (mﬂ:n1 ‘].fe(r O oo
parental conformity in matters of divorce, adultery,

3 v Y, \ 1IS
i A ces and welfare worke
. Some of the early controversies between judges

i j 5 In some
‘ i i rvative judges in s
d arou es sues, with conserv ] . o
X d around these issues, . cons o5 In, some
}Qvt?z:r?c?es ;1sino' their considerable discretionary power :
st sing t
d o 11
zeal of reformers. o S
The juvenile court’s emergence in Illinois 1sc_ﬂ;7ec} a dm;xgen I;tatutes
’ hari izati X vhich ha : g
for private charity orgamza!]ons tllele?I ;\ jich had s o Snaes
iﬁng them control over delinquent chi (11en o ¢t T e
& hi S i ntrol over dependent an
i oo ot '1}1101“’1113' :Si)efﬁ 32 Combining jurisdiction over
ildren were sustained on appes 112 ( ng paon ove
'cﬁﬂtcllllrie classes of children in a “socmhze.d.com.t th;oxf:c:{lﬂieg v
':iLn 'ﬁ‘mture provided the much sought legmnmtlo'n' 0 : ide‘fﬂ .o
( { L
the moral reformers. Unfortunately tllede;ilv}illoii e hat
; 14
Ingueni i thereafter be defined ¢ i _
de! nt -children would : : . fed
3 elml(égged” proved false; in practice the reverse ofi;an f\\ 3s];‘,;'qu,enc }:
ors ] i 11 under the pall of de
: neg ‘ ren fell. under :
dependent: and neglected clu'ld i olbuncer fhe Pl o Celitdue
and in many cases were subjected to the same :

The Omnibus Nature of Delinquency

B il were
Designations of delinquency m the ﬁrst' ]qve-}mue (;ouz;ngxss ;; e
radical -departures from traditional principles tq n; tg >-Sesxon
e 1 law which parsimoniously appiies ,s:ullc io o conduct
amifoct iolating narrowly defined laws and ]eayes u 1"‘
mamﬂ?SHY ror €L‘nivz la‘w; Barly statutes describing ]uvemle.de lin-
e Prévelr‘:‘ibus in nature, drawn with the intent. of brmgl?g
the widest 1 m;ﬂ;le gamut of <hild and youth problems Lmder f:le
t?e Wldést PO’.S{‘I e ~';nbraced juvenile law vid]ators? but“ pl.'edehn;’
i 0}5 hw.welll?y later statutes added those with ) del_ln?ue-rlle
:;luecrll' ci:SLi W]m;le the statutory phmsing_ 1}11dfar.xx:ll1§:‘l1 ]ujeﬁ: o
tendenc %S ed their almost unlimited ]urlSdlCthlt 198 j'a] >
sourLs ?s{]m ency is generally described as: (1) actions which i
Wldel}';%geg glgtéul{s wguld be punishable as crimes; (2) actions or
.commit i ; _

in ial children’s offenses
states of being anplicable only to minors—special childre ‘

L - 3 ' it ’ ‘
I 4%‘ 3 2 ) b} I Ll = =] 1
§ \ l i 3 l < y 1 «f 1 e
‘ ' | "
1 Pdwin M. Lemert, Social Action and Leﬂal Ohaﬂﬂe, Chicngo : Aldine P\lblishiﬂg Co
el 4

g {(illllup‘ter‘;ii’tgl.ﬂfitc Ohili Severs, Chicago v Aldine Piiblishing Co., 1969, clxgpter
32 Anthony g ’ -

6

~ When pushed for Justification of what they do,

Oriminal Law and Criminglogy, 1960, 51, 31,

unspecified acts or states such as truancy, incorrigibility, immorality,
and being in danger of leading a lewd and lascivious life,. o

The passage of time has seen the elimination of long lists of
-outmoded acts and morally hazardons conditions from juvenile court
laws in some States, but reliance on nonspecific jurisdictional
categories hag continued, including “runaways,” “beyond control”
of parents and school authorities, and actiong ‘Fendangering morals
and welfare,” In eight States delinquency is not, defined, but is Teft
to the discretion of the juvenile courts themselves,s

Substance and Shadow of Delinquency .

Nationwide the substantive meaning of delinquency has to be
restricted to the body of similar findings between jurisdictions ag
to what constitute law violations by minors, Otherwise, definitiong
are artificial, arbitrary, and conventional.4 The meaning of delin- -
quency is relative, and peculiar to time and Place. It must be dis-
cerned in the routine perceptions and practices within the court as
effected by externa] claims of agencies and individuals making
up its overburden.

In courts where sosial work philosophy and psychiatric ideologies
Prevail, the shadowy nature of delinquency determinations is
furthered, or perhaps validated, by the idea that wrongdoing is g,
symptom .of underlying bathology' of the berson or of his family
situation. This “pathology” is inferred not so much from conduct
as from “patterns” op “tendencies,” judged to exist or intuited by
probation officers, social workers, or elinica] consultants. From their
view, it may be more urgent to take or retain official control over 4,

youth who has committed g, benign offense than one guilty of a law
violation: e '

The Court as a Treatment Agency

In actuality ]'uveniléh courts as a whole have not been receptive
to psychiatric ideology ‘and social work ‘methods. Pressures on the
courts to mete out punishment to delinquents and the inclination of
Probation officers to see themselves as surrogates of law and com.-
munity Interests have determined otherwise. Conceptions of treat- -
ment held by probation officers are much more likely to he:
“correctional in mnature and communicated from within their own
field. The desire to do “treatment” ang ethusiasm for novel ideas
of therapy are often met with among probations officers, but then
countered in the same - breath by the occupational complaint that
caseloads are too overwhelmingly large to allow time for treatment,

judges and proba-

13 Goniparative Survcy of J%wénile DelihquencJ/,V_Pci‘rt‘ I, North Amert‘ca, UNESCO, No,

58, IV, 2-4,

4 Manuel Lopez-Rey, Juvenile delinduéney, madadjustment‘and maturity; Journal of
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i ki ispositi of their
tion officers are likely to describe the working dlqus;ttci):: OF thett.
cases‘ as treatment. or in more candid mqmenfs‘lgco,,l )
expedients for disciplining unruly.youth. e s o

‘About one-half of all cases recen{ed ll?y ]u.\t. R
sed o i [ Wi - o, formal disposttion—: words,
missed or continued \\»11;11011@ a ﬁp.m p 01 ition I el Justifcn.
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perpetuate it in secondary form.'® It does so by redefining normal
problems of children and youth as special problems requiring legal
action and restraining controls. In a real sense it “causes” delin-
quency by processing cases of children and youth whose problems
might be ignored, normalized in their original settings, or dealt
with as family, educational, or welfare problems. Prima facie
supporting evidence for this conclusion comes from studies of
so-called “hidden” or “unofficial” delinquency, which show that a
high percentage of college students and high school students have
committed acts similar to those of boys who were wards of juvenile
corrts or inmates of correctional schools.’? o
One difference between college students and juvenile court boys,
also between high school boys and those in correctional schools, was
that the officially processed boys had committed more actions
definable as delinquent than their counterparts. This fact might
allow the conclusion that the processed youths represented cases in
which normalization of their actions had been tried and  failed.
However, close examination of these studies indicates that when both
frequency and seriousness of infractions are considered, there is a
good deal of overlap in the distributions of -cases of- official and
“unofficial” delinquency. This is most readily seen in the Cambridge-
Somerville study in which a comparison is possible between youth
who became juvenile court cases and those who did not. The former,
the “official” cases, disclosed & frequency range of from five cases
per youth to over 323, with a median of 79 for a five-year period.
During this same time the range for the frequencies of unofficial cases
was from zero to 266, with a median of 30. Twelve and a half percent
of the official cases fell below the median of the unofficial cases, while

21.3 percent of the unofficint cases were above the median of the
officially processed offenders.® ‘

The ‘areas of overlap between official and unofficial delinquency
can be assumed to embrace primarily the-special children’s offenses
and those in nonspecific- categories of “delinquent tendencies.” It
is in these areas that the process of redefining normal child and
youth problems: into those requiring court intervention 1aeets with
the least resistance. However, as will be shown, criminal statutes
also may be stretched or so interpreted to accomplish the same end.-
The difference between official and normal delinguencies lies in

n
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‘the girl’s presence had ealled her mother a whore, mainly because she
wis associating with an. Tiidian, the two having ‘gone to San Francisco
the night in question. The girl was badly disturbed, brooded about the
remark, finally phoned her grandmother to.demand a face-to-face
explanation in her house, where the alleged “assault’” occured, Further
questioning made it fairly clear that the court action was one of a
long series of harassments to remove the mother and girl from a small
house owned by the grandmother. ) '

The importance of vested interests in routine exaggeration of crinfle
charges involving youths is best seen in auto thefts, which in many
cities malke up the lion’s share of ‘court cases involving boys. Most of
these are “joy riding™ offenses rather than taking with the intent of
converting the property of others to personal use. The vehicles
usually are abandoned after a shiirt period, and recovery rates are
quite high. Yet because of the crucial .importance of automobiles
and because of the special interests, of insurance companies in these

matters, probation officers in many jurisdiction charge the maximum-

statutory offense.?* Here law typically goes beyond its province to
make maximum findings because juvenile courts are not constrained
by strict rules of criminal evidence. ‘

Stigmatization

Juvenile court proceedings originally were held to be civil in
nature, confidential, and to be concluded without creation of a record.
Events proved them to be punitive, correctional, and stigmatizing.
in effect if not in intent. This came about from persistent opinion
and pressures from groups that saw the court as a means of repress-
ing crime. The location of juvenile courts within the regular system
of courts, their close relations with police departments, use of jails
for detention, and dispositions:depriving children of their freedom
all sustained the punitive and stigmatizing features of these courts.

Stigmatization is a process which assigns marks of moral
inferiority to deviants; more simply it is.a form of degradation
which - transforms identities and ‘status for the worse. It is both
implicit and explicit: in formal procedures in the court. Intake inter-
views, and those in subsequent investigations, often are inquisitions
seeking admissions of guilt or of complicity in offenses necessary to
meet legal requirements of petitions, or to obtain evidence in other
cases. Detention means loss of freedom, removal of personal posses-
sions, subjugation to arbitrary security rules, and surveillance-—in
some juvenile halls by microphones and closed circuit television.
Girls, on admission to detention, may have to submit to routine pelvic

examinations, with the implications of possible pregnancy or venereal
disease. . : S

% Jerome: Hall, Theft; Law and Soc
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their inmates were children committed for conduct that would not

have been judged criminal for adults. Similar studies brought out

the fact that 48 percent of 9500 children in State and local detention
- programs had no record of criminal acts.® . . -

~ Secondary Deviance )
One of the great paradoxes of organized society is that agencies of
social control may exacerbate or perpetuate the very problems they
seek to ameliorate. In so, doing they foster conditions of secondary
deviance. Such deviance evolves out of adaptations and attempted
adaptations to the problems created by official reactions to original
deviance.?* From this point of view the sanctions, dispositions, or
“treatment” imposed by the juvenile court personnel too often simply
add another series of problems to original problems of parents and
children, then further stigmatize the failures to cope with the new
problems. The specifics of this process lie in the reactions made to
‘'special status which sets wards apart and special conduct standards
which hold them accountable in ways not expected of other children.
Probation exemplifies this process, wherein a youth is forbidden to
associate with persons he regards as his friends, a girl is barred from
seeing her boy friend, or a child is ordered not to see an “unfit”
‘parent. ; ' ‘
A teenager placed in a foster home is expected to obey orders of
people who are strangers; the boy placed in a.ranch school miust
tread a marrow path hedged with rules, many of which are drawn
up with his potential deviance in mind, A youth may violate rules
with perfectly good motives—to show lojalty to friends, to visit with
a parent, or to look for employment. In other cases a boy may take
leave from a ranch school because of problems beyond his power to
solve. Yet the court typically defines such actions as “failures” or
disobedience of its orders, which become legal justification for more
severe measures whose effect is to move a.minor farther along the road
to. correctional school. Probation officers or judges sometimes are
e 2378 b the time of a disposition that it is destined to “fail,” yet
they will say that they have no choice when it comes to the more
fateful dispositions which follow such failures. :
' Delinquency as a Process , o
Becoming delinquent is not a simple aggregation of the effects
of juvenile court experiences, but rather a process in which parents,
neighbors, teachers; school officials; and police as well play significant
roles.. No less important is the subjective response of “self reaction”
which- children and youths make to these significant others. While

o William - H, . Sheridan, - Juveniles who .commit non-eriminal- acts :
correctional system ? Federal Probation, 1967, XXXI, 26-30.

Why treat in a
2 Bdwin M. Lemert, op.cit, k
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becoming delinquent is by no means 2 unilinear process, frequently
it discloses & cumulative reinforcement of prob]em;’-‘;:ﬁt‘mf'ronting o
child in different social contexts. Parents may be loveless, punitive,.
or rejecting toward a éhild, or they may place him prematurely on
his own resources. The child may be Jabelled as the “bad one” or
black zheep of the family ; neighbors may focus hostility on such a

* ¢hild and make him a scapegoat. Teachers may add another facet: to

the child’s' disrepute with the destgnation of troublemaker, or a vice
principal may insist that the child be removed from his school,
Finally, the police, who are the main source of juvenile court: refer-
rals, form stereotyped judgments of the child based upon fragmen-
tary information of his family or his school record.

While there is no agreement on the pregise way 2 child becomes
delinquent, much indicates that the proces consists of predominant
interactions.in which the child’s sense of integrity and moral worth
are placed in question. This is most likely to happen when relation-
ships of trust vital to personal growth are attenuated or changed to
those of distrust. When this occurs, wariness, cognizance, and sur-
veillance replace the easy mutual acceptance of trust. There is little
offort to normalize deviance or to see it as a problem amenable to
ordinary solutions.

Deviance which subsequently gets defined as delinquency repre-
sents efforts by children and youth to defend their autonomy and
somehow preserve character in the face of degrading interaction.
For children this includes a lot of testing and retaliative behavior,
often idiosyncratic in nature, which invites problematic definitions.
For the adolescent, deviance is more apt to be shaped in peer group

audiences which cerve to validate character claims or “rep.” It is
not wnusual for this to turn into character contests involving both
police and juvenile court officials. The subjective aspects of this
process have been analyzed well by Werthman e]sewhere.? Here
the main concern is with the special attributes of the institutional
context which pose character problems for the child.

The place of the juvenile court and that of the police- differ in
several fundamental ways from the family, neighborhood, school, and
welfare agencies. Whereas the latter are organized primarily around
presumptions of trust, the reverse is true of the police; they institu-
tionalize distrust, suspicion, and inquisitorial methods. Distrust is
problematical for primary groups but, conversely, trust is proble-
matical in police and court organizations. ‘When police and probation
officers cultivate trust, it is likely tobe for instrumental reasons, and it
easily deteriorates into exploitation. This is in contragt -with the

% Car] Werthman, The function of s6eial definitions in the development of delinquent

careers, Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, op.cit., Appendix J.
155-170. : ‘ .
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zﬂ:’?gl the n011conf?rm1ng child may still find agbasis for :cciguflh’e
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thé&w::ten;sg gf the fateful nature of juvenile court précessin on
-~ Ji)on (; judges and pr(_)baflon officers helps explain the iargeg'lfé-
. of cases that are dismissed, continued, or assigned to infof‘mal'

zt;p:lf;lsmn. From what has been said it seems plain that the bulk -
1 cases should have been previously normalized or defined as .

problems other than delin ‘
s 0 an delinquency. However, their presence
f:ﬁ:::i:;% :.)hroxag}l to disposition reflect eﬂ:‘orts, of courtlz) perso(fneﬁsg
1 wn dilemmas. They provide means to satisfy"

° th : isfy the extrane-
ous claims making up the overburden of the court, 3 vaI:;a::I;:s

presumptions of treatment, and to quiet public demands for repress-

ng deli b1 :
CO; g n%l'mncy. A.t the same time some protection and individualized
eration are given children and parents. “ ‘ '

Implications for Public Policy

N ?:xg:]l]z;fm]n of t:',lhejuveni]e court. from several perspectives leaves

it pa clear that too often it seeks to do thi :

it undertakes ambitious ta i e e Tt oo
3 asks without availabl it fails

to apply means at hand t e

: ' at hand to clearly defined ends. M

juvenile court aggravates:man it tri e e

j aggravates many problems it tries to ameliorate

in an undetermined number of cases; it furthers delinquent car’e::'lsd’

Questions of public poli i I

, ic policy raised by these criticisms a 1d:
t(;)d;xglgtt]}er soméa of the actions of children and parents ;zxtzzf)(;leit

nition as delinquency or unfitness should not oncei
nenproblematical and either ignored e it ot b? cauhiin
of the inevitable, ver r ignored or }vrlt;ten off simply as part
£ y- day problems of living and i )
whether many -of the i g o s ()
£ problems now considered as deli
ludes to delinquency s Pt s il e
» ‘ ency should not be defined as famil i

welfare problems, and diverted- om the jun Cﬁiucatmna], to
e o ; o ed away from the ]uvemle’ court into

ing‘];e ﬁr]st q}ue'ss‘tion resolves itself into other questiohs mainly relat-
g to what kinds of youthful actions and family*sitl’mtions should

“be 1 inati
cu]tused tod mdl.(e.such determinations. The diversity of American
- the;ﬁ:re (mf. sh]ft:,mg public opinion makes substantive answers to
se questions difficult. In general terms, however, it api)ears that ‘

the emphasis should be on conduct and its manifest consequences.
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Other critéria obviously applicable are those of recurrency and injury
to self and others. The stance of the juvenile court should be non-
intervention; the standards of proof should be high; the burden of
proof should rest on thpse seeking intervention. o
" The second question comes with cases in which a serious problem
. esent, but there is good reason to believe that it
“can be worked: out in- other than the authoritative setting of the
‘court. Here the special laws applicable only to children should be
closely reexamined, with a view primarily to their abolition or
substantial revision in that direction. Leaving aside the emotionally
charged topic of drug use by minors, the time is past due for over-
hauling lave governing the use of alcohol by -minors. The same is
true for laws dealing with the curfew, the possession of knives, and
some forms of theft. Truancy, runaways, incorrigibility, beyond con-
trol, and lewd or immoral .conduct all refer to problems which ac-
cording to our line of thinking are least amenable to control by law
and the most likely. candidates for other kinds of social control.?¢ For

these problems are almost always matters of arbitrary definition; in
o wide range 0

£ instances they reflect normal reactions of maturing
youth to arbitrary authority or other intolerable conditions. Finally,
in an equally impressive number of cases they are simply a guise for
transferring or tqumping” problems from one institutional setting
toanother, concealing reasons which are unclear, indefensible, or
both. ‘ ’

Changes in public policy aimed ab narrowing the jurisdiction of
the juvenile court and limiting the range of problems definable as
- delinquency can be formed by appellate rulings, legislation, and
finding new ways of administering the law. Tn the past, appeals
from juvenile court decisions have not been influential in constraining
unswise action by juvenile courts, and it remains to be seen what the
“full effects of the U.S. Supreme Court ruling in the Gault case will
be. It is-more likely that relevant changes will have to come from
State legislation and Jocal admiinistration. Yet there is risk that
passage of statutes to restrict the volume of cases reaching juvenile
couris may miss their targets if they do no more than describe new
substantive bases for jurisdiction, for the reason that complainants
as well as juvenile court personnel are likely to rationalize or define
their problems in whatever terms the new statutes state. More effec-
five constraints lie In new procedural or adjective law. .

Such procedural requirements include intake screening, detention
hearings, bifurcated hearings, sharp separation of findings of fact
and information related to dispositions,v"oﬁiéi.al records, advice as to
Tight to commsel, provision of counsel, and limitations on dispositions

o ee Sol Rubln, Tegal definitions~of offenses by children and youths, Tlinois Law

Fores, 1560, YWinter, ,512{;23; Alfred Kuhn, Soclology and socisl work—challenge and
tuvitation, Roefal Problems, 1957, 4, 220-228. S ) ’
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offects on bt Icules,} among, them ‘delays, complications, and i
juvenj]e'co’ul.t 1} areas where this has been occum-iﬁgééﬂifb h?-
'cloger'to tL kins(i nghzxalg}pgeTa', general result is to mbve‘t}(ie coll'lrltz
loser to a gotiated plea-bargaini - justice similar
| toa . ted 1 ; ng justi
which has evolved in adult criminal couxg'ts 27 g Tustice sonflar fo that
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{;h: rous ¢ ti;(znsedm juvenile court, changes which combine tol ?12;1
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e Po{veff qlrlllénzlltv).’ populatlons to real or fancied ab%ses ?)%
polis powe ;11t1 o civil rights issues. The other is the swellin
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The situation regardi
o jmbq,]m‘,we oxilnlegla‘ulimlg the enforcement of narcotics laws is one
ibalanize, in which the stringe i ‘
of imbalane gency of penalties has outstri
or assiqnmé;;n gf the offenses. The threat of prison makes en apIi):;d
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e o8 Tt o alancing the scales of justice. Hence, the
, ators seeking to stamp out the “drug evil” mmy,well
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nanticipated effe i
th cts of making the j i
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legalistic, more like a criminal court. g the Tuveale conrt Tnews

However, this seems unlikel ros-
law and i ely to happen solely through changes i
Lo o ilrllmc;iz;jﬁi 11;5: of counsel. Su.ch a view overplay: the ilﬁﬁisnlcz
oc e In brodu 'n:e(;: 1danges, particularly more positive and con-
Shepotive o dgub{-,ful t;qtto 'lelfsen the overburden of tlie juvenile
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2 See Edwin M. Lemert, op.cit.
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Chapter 1. The School Model

The model which makes the school the prime institutional focus
for defining and chinneling'.child and youth problems rests on the
idea that next to the family it is the major socializing agency in
society. With the disappearance of neighborhood and community
influences, the school becomes the chief democratizing agency for
the divergent populations of our society. Because it has contact with
the child for a long period during the day and is given prolonged
legal jurisdiction over his educational fate, it often is assumed that
the school is the logical place to deal with extramural as well as
intramural conduct problems. This is emphasized by the strategic
positioning of teachers to perceive emerging problems of students,

and the in locus parentis authority of school personnel to take action. -

More recently the belief has grown that schools must take more re-
sponsibility for preventing delinquency attributed to special problems
of population groups disadvantaged by submission to what is viewed
by them as an alien and unresponsive system.
© Yet there is an empty ring to all such thinking, for substantially
little seems to have come of it, either in the form of organizational
innovations or new philosophy to comprehend youth problems under
the aegis of education. For a design which formulates much of what
is now defined as delinquency as problems of education we must turn
to other societies. : ‘ '
Russia provides an informative example of a large industrial
society which has elected on ideological grounds to subsume child
and youth problems primarily as those of socialization. Origins of
this lay in decisions of early Russian leaders to concentrate on youth

- to gain support for Communism and to ‘huture massed-based values

and habits required for rapid industrialization of a backward feudal
society. A definite political cast was given to education and to the
importance of sacrificing individual interests to those of the state.*

At the close of the revolutionary ers of 1917-1921, Russia was
plagued by a million or more homeless and rootless children and
youth, many of whom roamed the country committing crimes and

Y- other depredations, and spreading venereal disease.* Responsibility

for reclaiming this population was jointly assigned to the Commis-
sariats of Education and of Justice, While many of these youth were
seen’ as special problems ‘with criminal aspects, it was anticipated
that the problems in time would disappear or merge into the more

1 Beatrice King, Russia Gees to School; Londoh : New Educational Book Club, 1948, p. 9.

2 Ibid., Chapter 3. -
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al problem of Sovietizing yduth. To a considerable dagree this

out by the general ascendancy of the educational principles

gener

was borne
of Anton Makarenko,‘wh_ich he evolved out of his experiences with
v

school colonies set up :f”i' déli;;iqﬁbn,t‘s;. Lo

Makarenko founded the ‘idea, central to Soviet;- philosophy, that

woducation is by the collective, through the collective and for the

¢ “upbringing” directed to the total

< collective. It is o process of

of children, uniting ‘mental, moral, physical, and aesthetic

personality
education.! Two ‘chief means are employed: (1) the cooptation of

peer group influences and controls- and (2) the marshalling -of a

variety of organized influences and -resources outside the schools

to assist them in coping with disciplinary problems. :

Student organization begins as early as the fourth grade inrSoviet
schools, and is managed to bring any children who “breal discipline”
into confrontation with their classmates (the nucleus collective),

t suffice, before the student council which represents

or if that does no
“ the whole school. There the student meets frce-to-face criticism and 18

expected: tc develop solf-criticism as well: Wall newspapers also call
sonal shortcomings of students. Youthful’ monitors

attention to per '
carry on surveillance of the student body to insure compliance with

school rules, which are highly explicit and are standardized through-

out the entire nation. , . :
Student problems not amenable $o peer group controls may cause

teachers to contact parents, or bring them to the? ttention of the school

director. The Komsomol, Young Pioneers, youth organizations,

parents’ groups, tenants’ organizations in housing projects, factory

groups, and trade unions all can be enlisted at various times and In
various ways to help find: golutions to children’s problems. Besides

this, every schoo] or chil dren’s home is associated with.a patron enter-
prisc on which it can make claims for assistance. There is a standing
rule that no.child can be expelled from @ school without permission
of the district or pity,commission on affairs of minors, which must

make plans for, his continuing education. Consistent: with this policy,

transfers vbetween.scyhoolsngwe. easy tomake, 1. oo

Problems-of youth arising outside of the school, such as vagrancy
and thievery, fall to the immediate authority: of the militia, who
have options similar to ‘those,of American police: release the child,

take him to his parents, or place him in detention for a m
ng this time the Qommis‘sio_i}ygn A iT .
professipnal and lay ;}mmbe’gs,' with ‘teacher, howeyer, for chair-
man, decides what shall be done with or about tgh‘.echirld.,. The chief
objective ab all times is to keep the child in the home and avoid the
stigma of appearance i court.. A formal link between the Comn-
apena. Leyin, Sovigt Bducation Today, New York; Monthly Review Press, 1964.
«Toliznbetlt Moos, " Noviet Education: Achicvement and Goals, ‘N’ew“Yo.rk, Gouncil of

Americn‘n-Sovlet Friendship, 1967.
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airs of Minors, w'hilc;h has both -

1960, pp. 425 f.

mission and the schools i de F
is made-by Children’s
G R y Child :
orllkc: ’ilﬁdzsf ;Glﬁcally with nonattehdance ml;(zll'lns’e‘:lrila?zectors’ o
mign ; : . . it = . .
‘emplihsi;g onres eexgeclz'ted in this kind of system, there is diminished
minors. ' Only '-glsft‘ alized legal “procedures to deal ‘with ab o
Commission om A f(;r‘co]lectnfe ;I}ter‘venti’dn and dispositions ;rr:nt
Division of Intera allrg of I"Imors does the Youth Department grf t{le
may not be pro: al Security take charge. Children under 12 e
16) moy be lzri :ticuted? ;vlu‘lg those between 12 and 14 (more rd‘ iy
murder, and decst(l)‘nly for specific offenses of theft, violence :s: nt}lg
prosecuted in Ord_oylhg state property. Youths 14 and o o
| MeADOLS. These‘_:;}émy b‘{ourts, except for petty thefts aﬁdyzisgm
courts. wre subject ,t(_) armng: in the so-called ;icomradefé
Limitations of the i 3 g | | o
| HHnatio e information to be h ‘
in action make niortatiol e had about the Soviet
e e s o o e e S0
to governm . cutt. However, some sources, su “oa lebter
reality. Api)ljr;fas media, indicate discrepancies bet,we:rl11 izzfel‘itter?
ing necessary cor yi's chool directors do expel students wit;hout{-,L sools
forred o lagor srfl[) lance 'from.higher authority ; others: are ‘tlS%k-
tendance. Conse chools without. followup supervision to 1 vo at.
‘fot alwqj S fnﬁeque?m]y the eight-year minimum e‘duc'itimsﬁre aF-
into di ﬁzulti(:asow(;g; .Y.Outlis also may evade enlploymetllto?:ilda‘c‘lV;:"lfi
Lo aule . casional ; letters. t Pr : L-ana arl
speak of cases in which, timely coll o Pravda and Ko ;
have océ,m-‘;:iis 1;1‘1 Whl?ll timely collectivist intervention Ziiﬁ;of ﬁam
better in raral %ﬁfﬁ lis S‘Ol'nbe' reason. to believe that,the Systém' W(:)rliz
etter in rural than in urban areas Fi hre T
noted wit, an areas. Finally, problems-
parents 1\\%121}; so-called Cstiliagl,” the sons Oj; fmllzsznlil}é{glre blee'n
to be éliieldec'i lflxl-zn;v e ﬂn't with western ways, and who mreelfkaiss
tidn,“’ from corrective action because of their parenfs’ pfég

 In American e NSV L
merican. eyes the Soviet system of youth controls looks lilg
) .Jooks like

a merger of pedagogi
: 5 pe {1,0'00'1(3&1 ’1nd .
distinctiv agogical and community organizati -
enes . rganization techni :
issues, directi;yh?f1 lllln.lakmg youth problems preeminent] ~q1(1)gl§_st..1t‘;
Foatue stems. £ro Izotf:l% | ofliic;al _state morality. Anot.hir’p mlulqcl?e
S BRI, AP _dual nature of Sovi ; e
~ U ie S
W}’hlcl; insures that a Communist ‘P'u'ﬁyb izerfxbsoclalﬂ(l)rganlzatlon’
share authority witl R W ber will- i
is a way oful:fug;lt h each and every important agency ofﬁl;ifaolrm;% 7
with aiding the Sllng aotion among the network of groups chaz 1'13
flict between age chools in coping, with their 15rob1é;s ’O\;féx"t(, oo
comimanties 15 ;: chEﬁgrests and resistance so apl)areﬁi;.iﬁ Ame foan
- L J3 - o o
servient to ¢ énti'ﬁ ! :lly to occur beqwse police are bdliticail rﬁn
‘ al authority and there is no separate COI‘IAéé{' i
' arate correctiona.

profession oriented to i
| Sior ; o a special “abnor { artic
i ‘ to a speciz ’b’no;.ma‘l pedagogy.” Participation

5z, F, ‘ ' g :
George, et al., eds,, Clanging Soviet. Sch

ool, Cambridge, Mass. : Riverélde‘ Press
p )
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theft as an offense may have been lessened because

£ workers and lay people in the problem-solving process also ivorks
of ! )

s VL
* against assertion of special interests.

cal misconduct i lized
] v to te f outhful misconduct is normanze
T sunted in t(:a %Ilshé..g.;ggwever, it is worth note that drunk-

ond discounted in th , ; . The general importance of
. o . ) me. e genera P ' A
eaness in youth is not trea§ed as a .cri g ocialism is anti-

thetical to private property and thereby tends to ellmlnatesz w };Eé;

e £ potential vietims and cornplainants. In any case, P iy
013.55 . t a serious charge unless it invs)l.v?,s st:‘Lte [proper }; ;
e 3 is }?:ndled administratively by the militia. Theft }lls ne\‘r1 r
Oﬁglr:xiﬁ;et;.sas a symptom of emotional conflict, but rather as the res
ex _ ,

i i ' a more uni-
of insufiicient education. Apart from serious crimes of a

‘ inst the state
versalistic nature (assault, rape, robbery) and those against .

i hich
Russians seem to regard such behavior comparable to that W

1 pre jalization and
Americans calls delinquency as nermal problems of social

education. , t . t
The American Contras .
| Ar‘ilerica'n’ society as @ whole stands in sharp conﬁrs:}s‘t IfoofR:-,lliiig
in the limited responsibility schools have for the s;; u ;)atiw v
a d youth problems. This is not to say thfxt; the 1&8 or' touté;l alue
zrfl egucation L anace g‘eretrlllnlar;lllg’reltsgﬁ)sols a:e periodically
. for social problems. Furthermors, periodically
5?::::?; ff)(; ‘delihqu}e)ncy, along vaith parents and other ms_tltutlo ;

. S M < carried strong con-
. oo erime cominission Teports X
President Johnson’s crime COt as causes of delin-

‘ ticular] schools,
; :on of schools, particularly slum sc ’ el
iz,:;(?;?ong(;curren ‘t,:ritical themes “arg t:hiti nss(:t};?:();ltiml::{kmgeri:{;
' 1 buildings and equipment, and tha otional matet’s *
perfo’r;t?}’m%‘;‘ aregill adapted to the ba?kgxzounds .Of ,izzx;zx; d(;nts. |
2§§;dren slum children, and those of mqu;t;:i liax(:;etl e;wy e ens
endati allevi hool-caused dell _
‘ dations to alleviate sc aused del: ‘ .
Becxf;:;zzﬁs generality about them-—more money, 1:31)1'{)\&% g:siv ig}
i)nfotéaching, elimination of racism, or, inanely, to “dea

) avior problems in the schools.” ¢ o e )
belll;: l:;ep knows'if more generous apprbprlatlong, 1mp_r(;:ie;11 'lt)ii;;gzz
educati moving children here and there to restore r ) bolanse
?ducﬁtlon_, Or'll have any effects on delinquency, partlcl.llar y (()1 i
o sch?'()ls 1:"71‘ ygh which the schools contribute to the ultimate adjudi-
pro.cesseit rotlilgs as delinqu‘ents; Policy in the grand style leave.s :)x;—
Gal?loh 3 yo’u’ estions of how to normalize the conduc_t, of m;)x; : ;

tpuched t-he fq:s ectives aré needed on the nataure of child p.ro’r 1«::;

mhz;zl},otslmset:ings,;aﬁd which choice of particular means is likely

m S ' o ,

to solve them. L )

~Task Forc R @ el Yy an

ml.s':l::lk :xéfl’i:wnel‘l}’:::;c::\l::: “:n(? ‘i‘:;‘ll:;ctiaﬂ_on

Appendices M, N.

( i tdent's Com-
Youth Crime, The Prgu
of Justice, washington; D.C. ,1967,
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Normalization and the School

A developing industrial society must depend on schools to help

raise the level of mass habits necessary to maintain its technological
advances, Hence there is not complete freedom to redefine delin-
quency out of existence. The idea of adapting teaching content and
discipline to the needs of special groups as a way of normalizing
behavior to such an end must be entertained cautiously. The more
realistic question is what patterns of action and values represent the
irreducible ethical minimum required by a changing society, beyond
which adaptations to variable minority and individual needs is allow-
able and desirable. S

Much of what is known about American schools indicates that there
is an ubiquitous concern with moral aspects of student behavior
which makes for individious distinctions conducive to deviance.
Research has shown that teachers, in comparison with others, are
more likely to rate students according to dishonesty, disobedience,
disorderliness, aggressiveness, sex activity, and inefficiency in learn-
ing. Teachers also rate boys as being more problem-prone than girls,
revealing their preferences for compliance and unassertive con-
formity from their pupils. New and inexperienced teachers and
those near retirement age perceive more problems in their classes
than other teachers. Significant differences appear between moral
standards of female and male teachers, with the latter more apt to
judge their students according to maturity and dependability. Teach-

ers stand quite close to police in attitudes towards the importance of
‘order.” : :

These facts become more telling when it is recognized that between
80 and 90 percent of teachers are females, many unmarried, with a
high turnover, which leaves a clustering of the young and inexperi-
enced and the old and tired pedagogues in the schools. It is prob-
able that selective processes have prodiiced a teaching class over-
sensitive to moral problems, inclined to make issues out of matters
which might well be overlooked or left to the tincture of time ‘to-
cure. Even-if individual teachers are not order:prone people, the
opinions of teacher peers and the expectations ¢f their administrators
may make them so. The conception of the teacher as a character
model to whom personal responsibility for her students has been dele-
gated increases her sensijtivity to misbehavior which comes to the
attention of persons and groups outside the schools, -

A great deal has been made of the middle class cultural origins of
American school teachers and some have described their moral pre-
occupations in terms of an entreprenurial ideology or “Protestant
7Mary A. Whité_ an‘d Myron W. Harrls, The S’bhobl Psychologist, New York: Harper

.and ‘Brothers, 1961, Chapters. 8, 9 R.B. Khleif, Teachers as ‘predictors ‘of juvenile
délinquency .and psychiatric disturbance, Social Problemas, 1964, 11, 270-282,
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759 Cicourel pad JohD. Kitsuse, The Bducational De
Bobbs-Merrill, 1963 B L
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als, like teachers, are less likely than lay persons.
L

il be defined as special rather than normal,

ci’aion Makers, Indiﬁhnpolis :

lems will prevail. Cicourel and Kitsuse distinguished three types
of deviant high school careers as they emerged from routine defining
practices: (1) academic—typified by a kind of underachiever-over-
-achiever dichotomy, (2) psychiatric, for those emotionally disturbed,

-and (3) delinquent.” The problem designated and affirmed in action.

more or less determines which kind of career student-deviants will
be directed toward. Hoswever, these are not objective clinical decisions

for they get heavily weighted by administrative considerations, as in-

dicated by conflicts over who should make decisions about special
referrals: the clinical people, or the school administrators. A, sub-
terranean issue in these conflicts frequently is that a teacher, princi-
pal, or both has determined to rid the school of the student. This
same kind of conflict is at times seen in disagreements between school
personnel and juvenile court people as to whether the latter should
take jurisdiction, Charges of “dumping” school problems emanate
from one quarter, countered by accusations of “softness” and leniency
from the other.® ‘ S
All of this leaves 'a question as to whether students have their
problems. or careers defined in clearcut, albeit invidious terms, or
whether the overriding symbolic influence is not the conflict between
teachers, administrators, and clinical people in the school, and be-
tween the schools and other agencies as to how particular students’
problems should be defined. Rumning through such disagreements
are contrasting themes of determinism versus free will; ‘one absolves
the youth of responsibility for deviance, the other holds him morally
accountable.’* According to some, such organizational “dissonance”
feeds anxieties of the client class or it may invite manipulations by
which they circumvent authority. -

On balance, it is more realistic to say that conceptions of student
problems held by diagnostic and remedial specialists in the schools
tend to be subordinated to the strategic and administrative needs of
the school as a whole, centering in the authority problems of the
teacher-student relationship and the embattled position of schools
in the community. Schools try to protect their authority by insula-
tion from pavents and the comimunity, in the course of which formal
ties with other agencies are avoided. Specialists within the school
system tend to be coopted and their outside contacts remain tenuous.*?
In critical cases they have little power fo make their views felt. On
9 Aaron Cicourel . and  John Kitsuse,  The - social organization of high school. and

deviant adolescent careers, in XDeviance, T'lie Interactionist Perspective, Harl Rubington

and Martin Weinberg, eds., New York, London : Phe Macmillan Co., Colller Macmillan,
1968, pp. 124-135.

1 Rohert ‘€. Taber; The judge and the
tion Yearbook, 1944, 41-43.

1A, K, Nelgon, Jr, Orgapizational Qisparity In definitions. of devmncé. and  uses-of

authority, in Schools in a Ohanging Soclety, Albert J. Reiss, Jr., ed,, New York, London :
The Free Press, Colller Macmillan, 1965, Chapter 2, ) i ’

13 Alhert J. Relss, Schools in a Qhanging Society; op. citQ, Chapter 1.

schoals, National Probdtion' and Paerole Assocfaj
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theother hand the threat of the classroom teacher to resign or ask

for a transfer to another school can give great weight to her values.
There is a common"ground on which conceptions of problem students

entertained by teachers and ¢hose of school-attached specialists meet,

~namely in the implication of failure and inadequacy. Designations
“such as “slow learner,” “emotionally disturbed,” and “acting out”

used by the specialists and the more commonplace terms like “hope-
less,” “screwy,” “little thief,” or “no-good punk” when applied by
teachers to students all convey the idéa of characterological defects.
Whether such labels are “self-fulfilling prophecies” is a moet point.
More likely it is their convergence, validation by penalties, and their
incorporation by the students themselves which are the antecedents
to delinquent eventualities. It must be borne in mind that students
respond to feedback on their own behavior and draw confirmation of
failure from self-made comparisons with other students. Self-re-
sponses to labels and official reactions to these responses both are
important in understanding the career aspects of delinquency.

The Slum School as a Special Case ,

There is a kind of informal structural recognition of categorical
moral order imposed within schools. “Good” classes are sometimes
assigned as rewards to teachers for loyal service, and “bad” classes
may be given to newcomers or less adequate teachers, or perhaps to
those with special aptitude for intimidation. Curriculum adaptations
in the form of “tracks” or “streams” also encourage informal organi-
zational distinctions having moral overtones. The ecological differ-
entiation of schools within the whole school system also has detectable
implications for the moral order of education, most conspicuous in

slum schools.
Slum schools are marked by a high proportion of minority ethnic
populations and those from families of low economic and educational
" status. Entering students are less prepared than those in other
schools to acquire even elemental knowledge. In this objective sense
they have problems to begin with. Disciplinary problems in such
schools are.rife and have received much discussion. Important here
is the fact that such schools bave reputations which selectively de-
termine what kind of teachers will accept positions there and how
long they stay. The preconceptions they take with them to such
schools dispose ,them to respond accordingly, most. frequently that
they will be teaching problem childven, Teachers often grow de-
moralized because so much time must. be devoted to preserving order,
or because daily they see the lack of results of their pedagogical
efforts. They may become cynical, withdrawn, or mechanical in their
performance, look for n better job or wait out their time. Teachers
blame students ‘as being uneducable or a “bad lot,” while students
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gystem” and lave fairly elaborate procedures for referrals and
admissions. Altogether in 1959 there were 22 units and annexes rang-
ing from day schools tb special unifs for children within psychiatric
hospitals. Chicago’s two special schools, Montefiore and Mosely, are
Jess differentiated than those in New York, and in the case of Monte-

. Gore seems to be tied closely with the Family Court. Direct referrals

come from school transfers or from welfare dgencies®

A compromise arrangement midway between the retention of
deviant students in regular classes along with recognition of their
problems through provision of special services, and total sepamti_on
in special schools, is the institution of special classes. These can be
for slow learners, truants, delinquents, and others with residual
problems making them unresponsive to ordinary classroom methods.

The- consequences of differentinting special ‘organization within
school systems for the- control of deviance cannot be easily assessed.
Cavefully controlled comparisons between special and regular schools
lhiave yet to be made and may not get made. Judgments are compli-
cated by the heterogeneity of the students sent to special schools,
o condition unlikely to be corrected or changed as long as disagree-
ments continue between administrators and behavior specialists as
to who should have the final word on referrals.

There is, however, some evidence that specialized classes and
schools accomplish some good in lessening truancy, vandalism, and
difficulties with teachers®* Voluntary attendance, the scaling down
of expectations for students, individualized instruction, and with-

from competitive situations have the effect of

drawal of students
changing their immediate environment, within which many problems
can become normalized. The selection and training of teachers,
higher pay, and changed expectations for them as well as their
students do much to prevent. problems from being converted into
puthority issues. There is also. 2 possibility that administrators are
Jess inclined to vefer Qifficult cases to police or court authority, or
at least become more discriminate in so doing, simply because the
¢harter of their organizations differs from that of regular schools.*
The questions to be raised about specialized sehools and classes
turn less on their feasibility than on their costs, broadly conceived.
Reduced class size, specialized stafting, and separate :idministmtion

raise financial costs substantially above those of regular schools,

wwPdward. W S;nlken, Chicago’s speeial. school for social adjustnient’ Federal Proba:

tion, 1950, 20, 31-306. ) .
1 Paul Hoover Bowmill, Tffects of teyised school program on potential glellnquents,
Annals Bf Americun Academy of Political and Social Seience, 1959, 322, 53-61. :

18 Los Angeles County supports gpecinl schools comparable to those of New Yark and
Chicago, bhut thelrs 18 8 consnltative rather than an operational relationship with the
county schoolsykt.cm. Apparently these schools cooperate with o number of agencles in
making n-speelnl affort to counteract the overreach of law and ‘to find nonlegal means
of  denling with truancy, expulsion,

‘ and drug abuse, Information from David Bisno,
Deputy Direcetor, Department of community Services, Log Angeles County. ’
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such as New York, this has centered around reports of vandalism,
disorders, and assaults in the schools themselves; ‘elsewherg, com-
munity groups have theen aroused by publicity given to police
statistics showing drastic increases in rates of delinquency. -The

rationale for support of special programs in schools which comes
P I

out of these collective anxieties frequently has been that of prevent-
ing Aelinquency. This is a catéhword of admitted utility which
unfortunately lacks clarity. It may jmply an objective of reducing
recidivism among official delinquents or the imposition of restraints
on gang conflicts. But such programs also get organized or extended

into so-called “early jdentification and prevention.” The ultimate

in such early detection and prevention was rveported in New York
City, where it was plandly asserted that portents of deliniquency
could be discerned among children in kindergarden ! '

When schoé]s get, drawn into social action designed to prevent
delindfuency, the resultant._ad hot organization tends to reflect the
structure of values and conflicts wwithin the school system. Despite
the participation of behavior spesialists in the sereening Process,
teachers and administrators are the ones most likely to dominate
Qecigions about students considerpd “at risk.”” For example, in one
such program in Detroit, one-halt of the membership of the steering
committee were from the Board ojf Tducation, while the action teams
in the schools had as chairmen gssistant principals. Two teachers,
an attendance officer, and a school nurse made up the rest of the

team®” , ‘
 The strategic positioning of teachers in these projects is closely
tied to an accepted belief in their acuity as delinquency predictors.
‘An important fact which is overlooked in enthusiasm for the
teachers as prognosticators of evil youth is that they characteristi-
“cally overpredict delinquency. Th‘gis came to light in the Cambridge-
Spmervillekst;udy in which 55 percent of those judged to be pre-
delinquent by teachers and policeﬁ stayed free of trouble.’ Similarly
_in o Minnesota study it developed that of approximately 15 percent
of students forecasted by teachers as predelinquent, less than half
actually became delinquent,*® TFinally, no less important, teachers
vary tremendously in the propartions of their charges for wwhom
they prophecy delinquent. caveers: some find none at all in their
classes, while others identify as high as 100 percent.® It is not-at
all clear that teachers malking delimquency predictions ave responding

d Gam‘mnnity“;'I’rojbct for ii‘cducing D'ﬂinqucnt Behavior,

R ;
17 e Detroit School an
olt GQommittee on Children and- Youth, 1956.

_“Detroit Bonrd of Tdueatiofi and: Detr
it Bawin Powers and TTelen Witmer,

New York: Columblit University Presg, 1951 : ¢ : :
19§, R, Hatlinway and . D. Ironachesi, ;1.41101;1::‘;{{1 and Predicting Ju renile Delinquency

tolth the ALALPT, Minneapolisi 'ITninrsiﬁy of Minunésoty Dross, 1953, w88,
R [y, C, Reckless: S, Dentz, and B Ky, The self conmmu-ut"i:‘i’poh\nﬁul delingueney
and potentinl non:delinguency, American- Sociolagical Rervicw, 1957, 22, 566-570. -
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»George ©. Boone, op. cit.

“

32

to a school model. It has, or had, a dense, heterogeneous population
of Central and Southern European origins, many of whom are
Slavic descendants. The Negro population remains low, 5 percent,
and parochial school populations are very substantial. There is
no family welfare agency in the community, which suggests the
possibility that the Bureau may have filled a void, or conceivably

benefited from weak or absent competition from intrenched interests
of conventional welfare agencies.

The Passaic Bureau essentially achieves the goal of putting youth
problems into a nonlegal context; and thus it may be said to divert
cases otherwise destined for official court processing. Keeping
truancy and student insubordination as clear responsibilities of the
schools is an important means to this end. Arranging restitution
through Burean auspices is another way 'uf encouraging normal
community problem-solving in cases of property destruction. ¥iow
far the work of the Bureau reduces the volume of youth proplems
through direct normalization, writing off, as it were, minor deviance,
or raising community tolerance for it, cannot be determined. Stress-
ing early detection and prevention, whick apparently is part of
Bureau policy, works at opposing purposes. ‘

One firm conclusion coming from examination of the Passaic
model is that any plan to locate a comprehensive diversionary system
in the schools must work out a relationship with police which, while
subordinating them to an educational organization, still leaves
them - sufficient sutonomy to take action to protect community
interests when critically necessary. Likewise, the ubiquitous suspicion
of more conservative community elements that an educational system

of dealing with errant youth is a cloak for leniency must be
counteracted.

[

The Climate of the Times

Although the schools have a strong appeal as potential sites for
organizing efforts to channel deviant youths elsewhere than te court,
there seems to ke an unwillingness on the part of administrators
to become too deeply involved. This is understandable in the light
of the many serious handicaps, economic and otherwise, which schools
suffer in carrying out what might be called their normal functions.
Finding solutions to these difficulties has been greatly complicated
at the present time by the conversion of schools into battlegrounds
for warring groups within the community and Nation. Indeed, in
many ways American schools are second only to government as
arenas of political controversy. Too often the quality of education
has been lost sight of in frenzied efforts to gain dominance for

special views, which has happened in the intense controversies over
racial desegregation. . - '
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Chapter Ill. The Welfare Model

The welfare model for diverting problem children from juvenile
courts in essence is an administrative agency, public in nature. While
it is responsible to a national or a State Department of Social
Welfare, it is primarily local. Its work is carried out through a
board or a council, whose members may be elected or appointed, in
such a way that they will represent groups or interests within the
community. The council has full authority to malke decisions about
the disposition of cases coming before it, and its members themselves
may undertake to provide services. In more developed form a profes-
sional staff conducts investigations for the council and takes cases
under supervisipn. : :

In purest form the welfare model completely replaces or functions
in lien of a juvenile court. This, for example, is the arrangement
in Scandanavian countries, such as Sweden, which has no system
of juvenile courts. In modified form the special welfare councils

‘share authority or jurisdiction over childrens’ problems with juvenile
Yy orj Y ]

courts; this will be the situation in England when new legislation
there is put fully into effect. Jurisdiction over children up to the
age of criminal responsibility may be plenary or it may be qualified
in instances of serious crimes, such as‘murder, which must be tried in
criminal courts. Councils also may share jurisdiction with regular
criminal courts over older youth, )

There is a strong element of positivism in the welfare model,
expressed in the idea that for children below the age of criminal
responsibility, the application of measures to overcome problems
of neglect, waywardness, and violations of laws should be part and
parcel of a comprehensive child and youth welfare sérvice. Justifica-
tion for the administrative cast to the welfare model comes from the
necessity to construct, staff, maintain, and supervise a variety of
childrens’ institutions. Along with this there must be procedures
to select and regulate foster homes, and facilities for the examination,
observation, and specialized treatment of more complicated cases
must be established.  Finally, administrative organization is needed
to uphold standards among workers given responsibility for the
supervision of children.

Problems Inherent ih"th‘é@?e}fare Model
Several problems more or less inhere in the positivist philosophy

‘and state-organized character of the welfare model. First of all

a child welfare board takes a range of actions which necessarily
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ather than:legal in nature . . Celfare
thanot'l1er kind of tIa)x'oblem lies in the 1'e1atlons¥ups of chlldu zh Haro
bodies to the courts in those cases in which clnldrgnl O]fngl i e
committed seripus law violations involving persona v;lf«u«e > s
st'mti'ﬂ p'ropeuty losses. Here the issue 18 whethert 2 ;d p(r T e
34 € k ‘ a

copi 1 1drens’ problems can represen
for coping v 0% ?hﬂdlg.nsfpx ictims, and maintain respect for law
i ' 50¢1 of victims, ¢
interests of society an

well, ‘ 1 work
® A final set of questions revolves around the pmposesqu s?Icl b 1;

A .y 3 B
the current applicability of its techmiques and its 15 :ﬁg e
socieby.' While the relevance of social work to prouebeen f dopore”
ncy and neglect of young children has pretty wel Ageryin
?;mit(;d thenutility of social work m working with ¥ 1
4 ] . v
violators is subject to debate. » '
Origins of Child Welfare Co;m(lzl.lls1 o and youth
: ] s of childr
inisteri he needs and problems ol ¢ en.
Mllllsgermg t(')cet; of State #welfare organization historically };'{s
under the auspi f State > B eaently
W g enmark.
peen confined to Norway, S\\} eden, and D blic e
this pattern has heen the sulgject of collls,. deh ble p
i : islation in England. . .
and parliamentary 1eg1§11 ion 1 db' nndanavion countries
Child welfare councils originate t11n g 'time o oo

' W he same .

arovnd the turn of the CEl‘ltUI ¥, about S e o o Serg

social movement for establishment of juveni o cou b on betwern

As i : e was no direct CO ~ )

As far as is known, however, there was frect conmee e ios went

the two developments. Just why the Scar}ca ¢ ‘1 O o of

in one direction and America 1. anotherblst 1110t‘ dc e Of. e i,
| k i i i h sides v  £14

inl justi as in the air on botn th

cial justice certainly was in th ‘ . . Alan s
?1(1)1(1 t'h]ere were groups in Ilinois which wanted dlspomt;:nimlzionSI
over wayward children delegated to private w:lfarsfotlﬁ; ations.

i i s that supporters , ,
Likewise, some evidence suggests th PtI:,d s o tion com-
suvenile court movement hoped or expec 11 o e
3nitt‘ees (later juvenile justice commissions) would assume 2
: . 3 3 . ? o ;
role in working directly with children’s Xloblgcn;smd Seandanavi
{ Jifferences between America all an

t may be that the diffe mer . v

cm]i be f}x’ttributed to the greater concern with juvenile delinquency

£l 1 lmpter 5.
' 1 Anthony Platt The G’l”ll Savers Chicago: Aldine Publications Ing,, 968, C
{ ]
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and its possible institutional treatment in the latter countries;
Americans in contrast were more perturbed about the sorry plight
of children in jails and youth in prisons. Another important under-
lying difference was that the age of criminal responsibility originally

was higher in Scandanavia than it was in Illinois, where the first
juvenile court came into being.

The Norwegian Child Welfare Council

The pristine model for child welfare councils was formulated by
legislation in Norway in 1896. This drew ideas from a survey of
foreign reformatory systems published by Bernhard Bertz. This
writer was particularly impressed by an administrative-type cor-
rectional agency in Hamburg, Germany, made up of laymen, plus
representatives of local government, school authorities, and the
board of public assistance. The agency had power to commit
juveniles for reformatory training. Cases in which parents refused
to give consent to this procedure were sent for consideration by local
guardianship courts.?

The Norwegian child welfare boards incorporated the main
elements of the Hamburg system, but without its duality, or condi-
tional jurisdiction. Boards were to be composed of a clergyman,
‘a medical doctor, a legally trained judge, and four other members
to be elected by the communal government. The council chogses its
own chairman, who frequently is the judge, especially in rural
districts. Any case in which the council considers legal matters
(hearing evidence) requires that the judge preside as chairman.
The council possesses full inquisitorial powers and may call on the
police for assistance in its inquiries. The only concession made to
the rights of parents is a’ requirement that when their objections
or reservations are stated in writing they must be considered.?

The Swedish Child Welfare Council

While the child welfare councils of Sweden were modeled after
that outlined in the 1896 Norwegian law, they go further in the
direction of administrative authority and autonomy. The Swedish
law does not require presence on the council of a member trained
in law; it does no more than say, “if possible,” there should be one
so qualified. The council consists of five members, one a pastor of
the Lutheran State Church, one a public school teacher, and at
least two chosen for their special interest iri'and dedication to the
care of children and youth. Usually all members are elected by
the Communal Council for a term of four years; they serve without
pay, or at most, receive atsmall fee for their services.

2Qla Nyquist, Juvenile Justice, Cambridge Studies in Criminology, London: Macmillan
& Co. Ltd., 1960, pp. 145-150,

3 Lowless Youth, M. Frye, et al, eds., International Committee of the Howard League
for Penal Reform, London: George Aller and Unwin, 1947, pp. 212-220.
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Tn 1956 there were 1037 such councils .in th'e c(.)unt:1,"3‘&,1)0rgar‘tlllz(;esc(l3
and supervised in 24 larger adm%nisstzgggfdcrl;sf{}llzts:,s.ocmf\% hese
is the administrative bureaucracy in . o o et
Administration, which is comparable to the Umt; AprE
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. A goo '1par 0 o o
is carried out by child welfare consultant:s and cltl)l (3§ ctare: risdictior;

The distinctive feature of this'system is the Q s;su e I]lté isdition
of child welfare councils over children belq:w age : },1 nommcils rorn
can be sent to court. They must be referred 1’50 tle 1c5 e s
theroe be treated primarily as welfare problems‘. ] ou ﬁs 5018 e
and those 18 to 21 may be diverted frgm conrts to the chi o

i i ion of the public prosecutor, to whose office
zﬁzmﬁz gzssl;:nglséﬁtﬁntﬁals for I;routh in these older age categories
areyheld a,pdrf; from those of adults, and even though }?}?&Zﬁfﬁi
found to be proved there, they may still be reffarre}a?sl. to a 0114
council. Ontlines of the system are shown in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1*

SWEDBN'S SYSTEM OF HANDLING JUVENILE AND YOUTH OFFENDERS

N
AgE ‘COURT OR AGENCY DISPOSITIO!
A
Child Welfare 1, Dismissal ‘ ]
Jateris ouncll? 2l Superviglon in own home and general "pln(-ievex:lt};g ‘
(Under 103 1,087 in number " mensures” stich ns o warnlng to the child an
idmonition to the puréxts

it
rivate boarding home

4. Supervision in ; o

3. Supervision in home for boys (or g ber)®

¥ ! _‘ Thild Welfare F—-J\ 5 I training school (22 in number)
(}5?‘,"3!1;) \'“{:ouncn‘ ?) %%‘:x?ﬁtn‘f ‘::(:- other lgsntutlon for specialized care

B
1, Dismissal
Court 2, Referral to Child Welfare Council

4, {;{obntlon

3¢ Tmpi 4 K " instd-
b ¢t (primarily in “open” adult in

v {lﬂggritszsn?l‘:xlﬁusex)(glruted from adults. Used oniy In

exceptlonal cages)

r(leogué;) Ch%‘n‘;ﬁ{“{H—v Snme ns A, above® ‘]
(] .
E ‘ . Same us *'B,’" above
Court? 3 i pridon (1 to 4 years)s

) v ki s 1fare council. The

i 1" is the neime generally applied to this social wel e

111&:\;0.1“11’1(()1\1‘?1,1&\%“0?%ncrgué]:&nciis" mey, aceording 1o law, hc?vever, be applied when the agency
ig dealing with youth, l.e, thosa about 15 to 18 years of age.

4 y of first instance, .
;8;‘1%12;:;%2‘!11%‘:‘23}::?%15} ~’3§111§1 Welfare Council and the Court depends on the decision of
the prosecuting nuthorisy. ule first brought before court.
Y iz eroup are ag a rule first broug
;g?z}lct;}n%g%n?ﬁribﬁgtlisoggnf cEll.‘ahl)mg schools is the most. common disposition of the

) bs age group 18 to 21 years, '
co“u(ggi‘llgef:g@%)nl‘«tﬁ'uﬁxingplnstitutlons for this age group only.

3 . elt.
*Jourze : Ola Nyquist, How Sweden pandles its juvenile and youth offenders, op. €

‘-610. Nyquist, How Sweden handles. its juvenﬂf} and yo
ton, 1956, XX, 36-42; Social Servicea for Ghililren an
Stockholm : The Swedish Institute, 1948, pp. 3-16.
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It should be noted that provisions for referral of youth offenders
15 years and over to child welfare councils before or after court
hearings actually are an extension or further application of the
original legislative plan, which was designed for children below
the age. of criminal responsibility., This change took place in 1954
and resulted in a number of problems, because personnel and facili-
ties were inadequate and because controls over the councils and
services were extremely decentralized. While these problems have
been overcome in recent years, others remain which seem to be more
or less inherent in the structure of the system.

There are no detailed research studies revealing how child welfare
councils operate on a day-to-day basis. The manner in which allega-
tions are made, by whom, how witnesses are heard, the quality of
evidence and its evaluation are unknown factors, as is the nature
of the volunteer supervision of cases. Nor is there any information
on factors underlying dispositions, which -are determined by vote,
with a majority prevailing in cases about which the panel disagrees.
While such a system may work well enough in a small homogeneous
commune, whether the same is true in urbanized areas of Sweden
still needs to be examined. T'wo definite criticisms, however, have

been made by a qualified observer: (1) the welfare councils are not

well suited to handle cases of more serious youthful offenders, and
(2) procedures of the councils involving the removal of a child
or youth from his home are sufficient abridgement of personal rights
so that they require legal proceedings and the decision of a court
rather than the discretionary decision of an administrative agency.®
An indication of the degree to which the administrative pattern of
the child welfare councils skirts this problem comes out in code
phrasing of the official attitude to be assumed toward the presence
of attorneys af hearings. Although they may be present, . . . if the
council shows lack of skill or judgment or is otherwise unsuitable
he may be rejected.” )

Interorganizational Conflict

The assertion that child welfare councils are not well suited to
handle more serious offenders is supported by evidence of conflict
with public prosecutors in cases of youth 15 to 18 years of age,
for whom there is overlapping jurisdiction.. In certain types of
minor offenses the prosecutor may simply waive prosecution and
he is not thereafter concerned to see any further steps taken by
the council. At the other extreme, in very serious offenses where the
issue becomes one of crime prevention, he may forthwith proceed
to prosecute. The difficulties come with a third class of “middle

5 0la Nyquist, How Sweden handles its juvenile and youth offenders, op. cit, p. 41,

¢The Child Welfare Act of Sweden, translated by  Thorsten Sellin, Stockhelm;
Ministry of Justice, 1961, p. 15.
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range” cases, in which the prosecutor must consult with the child
welfare council before making his decision to waive or not to waive
prosecution. Conflict often arises, primarily interorganizational in
nature, from infra-legal sources. Although the law nowhere specifies
their right to do so, the prosecutors tend to impose conditions on the
child welfare councils. If they do mot agree, then the prosecutors do
not. waive prosecution. ~ ‘ :

The actions of public prosecutors in disputed cases have their
roots in their commitments to protect society by preventing crime
through the use of deterrent measures. Hence, while they may be
willing to have a youth benefit from the special measures available
for use by the child welfare councils, the prosecutors may want
some degree of punishment added to them. For example, the prose-
cutor may request that a warning be issued by the council as a condi-
tion to waiving prosecution. There is, however, no assurance that
this will be done. The council may proceed differently with each of
three youths involved in a common offense, two being subjected to
supervision, while the third is dismissed, whereupon the prosecutor

may elect to prosecute the third.?

Probably the worst effects of the conflict are seen from the point
of view of the delinquent, for the actions taken by the dual or over-
lapping sets of authorities are inconsistent, confusing, and difficult
or impossible to predict. They produce what some organization
analysts have termed “cognitive dissonance,” a condition likely to

undermine or nullify the goals of both agencies.®

The young people who are granted waiver of prosecution by the Public
Progecutor obtain their trentment either from staffs of the Board or
arrangements made by them, Somedtimes even the decisions about the
waiver of prosecution are communicated to themn by social authorities
and not by the Public Prosecutor. In that way the young delinquent
who has difficulties in understanding the complicated system gets
utterly confused. He does not understand the ‘connection between the
measures carried out by the Board and the waiver of prosecution
which is granted by the Public Prosecutor. 1t is furthermore possible
that the social authorities start by using some preventive measures
which are at their disposal if; after getting the report from the police,
the members of the Board are of the - opinion that such an im-
mediate use of a measure ig adequate. Two or three months later
the Public Prosecutor may have made his decision and found that
from his point of view the only adequate means to be used in combi-
nation with waiver of prosecution is to take the young delinquent into
custody and place him i1 a treatment center.

An analysis of the interorganizational conflict between child
welfare boards and prosecutors’ offices has shown that. it generates
from a variety of very fundamental differences between them. These

7 Britt-Marl Persson Blegvad, A case-study of interorganizational conflicts, Secandanavian

Studies in Griminology, 1068, 2, 20-40.
8 Ibid., 36f. :
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181::: ;:o do with SO(Eii?.l structure, recruitment and training of per:
o ;5 , IELeEIiOf dGCISIOI;o makers and conditions of deciéionmalfiné
e ¢ prosecutors’ offices . are highl ionali i
archical, state organizations, wh th O e ot o
. ereas the Boards are pluralistic, lo
and loose in their aims a;Id i D aettivh 1 &
| - procedures, - Public prosecution is a
male profession which draws for i i bo topor middle
DT¢ ; or its recruits from th i
and middle classes. In contrast e ot
es. ast, the Board staff tend i
females of middle clas -orki e D Y
ass and working class origins. B
well disposed toward waive S eoution for b e e
, aiver of prosecution for treat
but not so prosecutors, who" i sty Dot
: vho must set aside their accusat ive
‘techniques and values to  mi e T e
, -to: play a mixed role which i i
that of a judge-prosecutor. In maki s mrome oy
. In making their decisions, prosecut
- . . ¥ ) o
are normative and past oriented, i.e., toward past crim;nli:l activit;S
< 3

The provision for waiver of i
> provisic : prosecution was widely used i
:(]),llrll?):tu;i ;(tis mtl;rgdlflctlon in 1944. The number of };ases s: ]?;:1?1(}:3
, rupled from 195C to 1958, at which point ;
off and began to drop. Parallelin : v e
. gar . : g this, the percenta f all
which waivers constituted bega b. The o wwas o direct
n to drop. The chan i
result of a policy shift m'xd: in th D e
ult o b _the Head Prosecutor’s office, f
which it was announced i i i hat welfare
, publicly in a circular lett

boards showed excessive leni i ing with oa e
: A riency in dealing with ¢ Lioomi
in the background of ‘this cha forger sovia] chunges.

ckgr . rge were larger social changes—
ia:g:tsitant;?l_ 1ncx;aase in crime generally, anﬁ the appearange of

ics offenses for the first time as a serious problem. A '

gxtenswa leglsl'ative discussion and debate on Izhe issu.e tg:)xl){ar;;t:g
1 ome changes in the ]z'uv; were made, but it is deubtful Tf the under:
ying sources of the difficuliies have been or can be eliminated.’®

In summary, it seems clear that the Swedish welfare boards a
well ad:.mp.tefd to handling juvenile offenders under the age of criminn;
respon51b111ty.' Cases that would otherwise be labelled and process ad
as those of crime or delinquency are -dgfined and treated als) welf ;
g‘roblems, without formal distinction from neglect and depe/ndeni::re
m?Sb‘Z}}ll:t' extent the p.revail‘ing. arrangements normalize yout.hfl}l’i
" deterrx;lionre (;de ]:za:;s ;It;c:s %n(n(.le;lit:st, of everyday existence cannot

. ¢ of a right to counsel leave ibility
t.;hat- statt? control over youth may be assumed withm:t zlglleewlf)?;;t;lil'::y
justification, and the presence of Lutheran pastors on the Bo"t‘rdy
suggests to tl'le sogiglogist that extraneous moralistic consideratlion:
(tmn affect their decisions. On the other hand, cultural factors peculiar

o Sweden may lead to discounting kinds of juvenile sexual activity

® Ibid.
10 Idem.
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this, however, are special legal procedures fox{t?O}:,tlj?:]ln({frm]l?:]f;ﬁ:;
ance, which may make for. helghteneﬂ sensi ’1v1 ¥ od gy
among minors. All of; this 1s speculatlve, ho_\\ everi) ant t; & o
only to point up some of t]}e kinds of questions about the

system needing to be investigated. 7 * diven

Tn the strictest sense the Swedish wcflfare'boards ar; no I}Yiih
sionary institutions, for there are mo ']uvenﬂe cqurts roTnu\:‘ocﬁ-
cases are diverted. Furthermore, the kinds ‘of measures oi d 11)1 r.ts
tions they employ give them the resemblance of ]uve:ute zoedai
purticulai']y when it is noted th'at youths may be ser}~ o]fpe -
homes and to correctional training 'sc.hools.. How far 'Wet’ tartions
social work values pervade t]]e. rfdmlmstrfmon qf sucl‘x‘ms 1 wilomes
is not known. Flowever, supervision of children t.heil oxtVI} lclose
or in boarding homes may be prgsumed to be carriec ’1(_‘)]‘1‘ 1::1 close
conformity with social welfare philosophy and gola:'st.. uosf c;grse
the truly distinctive feature ofz the Boards. In :;( (;3 1011‘,lS  course S,
a truly diversionary function 18 per_form‘ed by the Boarc . m‘the
of offenders of 15 to 18 years: diversion, however, 1s 110
regular court system. ‘ . '

1 proposed new departure for conversion and diversion g}f (;1{33;21-‘

quency into the realm of welf‘fu'e px:oblem.s, “stmkmg 'muEn lose!
to situations in American society, 1s ‘t‘akmg? plac]e in o Sgstem.
England, like American States, already le1§ a ]uyen‘l e c01’d rgr Lo é
which in recent years has come under criticism. G10u.125 1e dlires
been seeking to modify the structure of the ¢ourt.ancl 1fs pl:(::::s oS
so that children now being formal.ly found guilty of crl

be dealt with as “care and protection” problems.

: English Juvenile Courts

o | : .
Although England has had juvenile courts or analf)gousA pro;:edu:;ie
almost as long as the Uhited States, they have been much ({{lﬁed
legalistic, on the whole resembling scaled flo\_vn and mo‘bl'l.t :
cgm"mu} courts. Until recently the age of criminal 1&;30;1:1 nl] ;d)e
has been low, so that youth as young as ten yemi e(()luf ho made

o stand trial, with the expectation that they will deien ‘

B ves L. fos i camine witnesses against
selves, i.e., testify in their own behalf, cross examine wit = ; b] st
om. Al 1 ' 1 oal a
them, and argue merits of their cases. The dominance o lebil a <
connmmity—pfofection values was gunrantee(?. by formal (i:mr%'re
and findings of guilt. Only after such findings were made ;}7 °

* g k . .
the juvenile courts directed to “take into consideration the we. ‘ar
of the-child” in making dispositions. . C
i ish j i s must be
The conservative form of the Enghsl} ]uve:m]e cour s be
attributed to a deeply rooted cultural orientation toward preser .
tion of “immortal rights of “Englishmen” hard won 1n historica
’ " . . - o
battles asainst arbitrary rule. Close born with this was a strong
t g
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belief that court proceedings have important educational and
indoctrinating functions, They are believed to instruct youth and
inculcate respect for law. Finally, this form represents a perpetua: .
tion of o more traditional juvenile court gained from the enduring
adherence to a grass roots kind of justice in which appointive

lay magistrates played conspicuous and important roles.

The movement to change the English juvenile courts seems to
have been a post World War II phenomenon, the full ramifications
of which are not easy for an American observer to fathom. How-
ever, it is a fair estimate that English propesals to change existing
institutional provisions for problems of children and young persons
have had definite political overtones, following along the cleavages
between the Labour Party and Conservatives. In the eyes of many
persons’ the juvenile court stood too strongly for older walues of
English society ill suited to its changing conditions. The qualifica-
tions of magistrates are a case in point. Appointments tended to
go to landed gentry, titled persons, successful business and profes-
sional people, or to upwardly mobile individuals well committed
to upper cluss values. Their perceptions and comprehension of the
problems of working class children and youth whose cases they

“hear and dispose at best were tenuous and often colored by their
prejudices and values. The extensive use of fines against an already
impecunious class. of youngsters, and a counting house attitude
toward their collection was another smouldering grievance. Finallly,
while not as pronounced as in the United States, growing tension
existed between: police and working class persons.™

In contradistinction to England, Scotch proposals to change the
juvenile courts emanated’ from highly conservative persons, but
their content proved even more radical.*? This in part may have
been due to the confused state of juvenile justice in Scotland, which
had four different procedures or court systems for handling offending
minors. The more immediate and explicit dissatisfactions with
juvenile courts in both areas were with the established practice of
charging and trying children who were quite young and immature
by modern criteria for crimes which often were petty in nature,
e.g., theft of a quart of milk, taking coins from gas meters, riding
in subways -without payment, and shoplifting small items from
stores, such s glue for building model airplanes.

Open dissatisfaction with English juvenile courts began to be
voiced in the 1950s. Clearly stated criticisms and a variety of ideas
for altering the juvenile courts appeared in a series of reports and

ltering the ] i | D

1 This is based on data collected by the author during a- two-months study of the
English juvenile courts in 1967, supported by a grant from the Institute for International
Studies, University -of California, Berkeley,

12 Alistair R. Brownhe, The Kilbrandon Report, Oriminal Lato Review, 1964 (July),
501-504,
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government papers, beginning with the Ingleby Report in 1960. This
placed a central emphasis on fundarhental contradictions in principles
under which the English juvenile| courts operated, which impelled
them to take jurisdiction on one ground, then make dispositions on
totally different grounds.® - : :

. The wesakness of the present system is that a juvenile court appears

to be trying a case on one partigjilar ground and then dealing with

the case on some quite different jpround. It results, for example, in

a child being charged with pettq} theft or other wrongful acts for

which most people would say ng great penalty should be imposed,

and the cageending in a disproportionate sentence.

Other specific criticisms made of the English juvenile court were
that the magistrates are not chosen with an eye to special qualifica-
tions for understanding and disposing of childrens’ problems, and
at times they are admittedly confused about their purposes. Further,
the system of putting responsibility for his own defense on the
child or on a parent does not work well, and the lack of representa-
tion by counsel means that magistrates at times have to guide cross-
examinations or take them over entirely. Lastly, while dispropor-
tionate sentences dispensed by the magistrates’ panels theoretically
can be corrected on appeal, for which counsel was assigned, appeals
were not very often taken. ‘

‘While members of the Ingleby Committee recognized the problems
of the juvenile court, they were unable to overcome an abiding
conservatism. It was recommended that the age of criminal respon-
sibility be raised somewhat and that jurisdiction over delinquency
and care and protection type cases be combined. But in essence the
principles of. strict legality and extant juvenile court organization
were reaffirmed. The tangible results of the Committee’s work
were the raising of the age of criminal responsibility from 8 to 10
years in 1965 and the initiation of greater consultation between
police and Childrens’ Departments in local authorities.

It remained for the Kilbrandon Report and a government. white
paper to propose fundamentally different organization, procedures,
and rationale for ameliorating childrens’ problems and delinquency.
The former boldly advocated abolition of Scotland’s topsy-grown
juvenile courts, with the argument that criminal procedure is in-
appropriate to handling of juvenile offenses, which, it was stated,
are due to “stresses and strains of develdpment,” primarily of family

origin, In place of juvenile courts, juvenile panels were to be created
under o new department of social education. The ideal advanced
was to treat all problems of children under age 16 on an individual
basis in the light of full information as to the child’s personal
and environmental circumstances.

A
13 Report of the Committes on Ohildren and Young Persons, London: H.M.S.0., Cmnd,,
11901, 1960. )
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The juvenile panels would consist of three lay persons appointed
by the Sheriff to serve for three years, chosen for their special knowl-
edge and experience with childrens’ problems. Referrals to the panels
Would_be in the hands of a legally trained official competent to decide
legal issues and represent public interests. He would also act as
legal adviser to the juvenile panel and administer its business.
Parents were to be allowed to attend hearings, without, however,
tepresentation by counsel. Cases in which the facts were contra-,
veru.ad would ‘bs tried by ordinary procedures in sheriffs’ courts
(which already have jurisdiction over certain kinds of juvenile
offenses). A distinctive part of the Scottish plan, similar to that
of Swedish Welfare Boards, was compulsory power to administer
treaFment, if necessary by placement in an approved school or in
an institution. The Kilbrandon Report, contrary to the Ihgleby
Report, gave approval to police liaison schemes, chiefly as a further
means of directing community support to the families of errant
children.*

The same forces which apparently led to the appointment of the
Ingleby Committee sustained continuing efforts to break awéty from
the. established modes of dealing with delinquency. In 1964 the
Bmti?h Labour Party published a compact statement criticizing
Enghsh criminal justice, along with a proposal to abolish the
]u\'er}lle courts. In their place it was recommended that there be
Ifa{mly Service Committees with civil jurisdiction to assume respon-
sibility for the delinquency of children under the age of 16. Coercive
powers were to be assigned to a Family Court, to be invoked when
voluntary. agreements with parents and child could not be reached
or when it was necessary to remove a child from his home. This
court also would receive delinquent youths age 16 to 18 years.
Offenders age 16 to 21 were to be processed by a Young People’s
Court.*®

A somewhat more concise formulation of the Labour Party plans
were preserited in a government paper, The Child, the Family and
the'a Young Offender. This urged the appointment of family councils,
primarily of professional social workers who would receive referrals
of dc?linquency cases under age 16, conduct investigations, and decide
on dispositions in consultation with parents. If agreement could not
be worked out or if the offenses were very serious, the case went on
to a Family Court, which could make any disposition now avail-
able to a juvenile court, except in specified serious cases, which would
be tried in assizes.?®

14 Report of the Committee on Childrén and Young Persons, 1964, Edinburgh : H.M.8.0,,

~ Cmnd. 2306,

16 Crime—A  Challenge To Us All, Labour Party Report
ort, S S8ex ¢
Gram Beoms 1964 onlS 8o, A Yy port, Southwick, Sussex: The

19::67'748 Child, the Family and the Young Offender, London: H.M.5,0., Cmnd. 2742,
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Criticisms and resistance to the enactment of recommendations of
the Kilbrandon Report and the government white paper were quickly
forthconting, mostly from the magistrates and the probation service;
whose immediate ihterests were at stake. The Kilbrandon ideas
impressed some as assigning excessive powers to an appointive
administrator, and to others the role of the legal advisor to the

* juvenile panels seemed ambiguous and conflicting. The white paper

plan it was felt left the role of the probation officer unclarified, and
there was disapproval of allowing children to be detained for
observation without a hearing. The possible course and outcome
of negotiations between parents and social workers in disputed cases
referred to the Family Court also was questioned. Finally, a
realistic possibility was pointed out that the stigma of juvenile court
proceedings might or might not be eradicated by the proposed new
procedures. The possibility remained that having “been before the
council” might carry similar denigrating connotations.*

Parliament finally took definitive action in 1969 with the passage
of o Children’s and Young Person’s Act, which reflected the thinking

of still another white paper, Ghildren in Trouble **, and the reports-

of its own debates. This act is something less than revoluntionary
for it retains the juvenile court. Ome large change was to raise
the age of criminal responsibility from 10 to 14 years in stages,
ultimately making all children under 14 eligible for care and protec-
tion proceedings only. At the same time, the act has complicated
provisions framed to avoid bringing children before the juvenile
court: at all. The relevant directive specifies that while -the local
authority, constable, or authorized person (National Society for
Prevention of Cruelty to Children) may bring a child before the
juvenile court, he (they) must “reasonably believe” that the child
needs care or control unobtainable save under court jurisdiction.
This means that the police or the N.S.P.C.C. must first consult with
the Children’s Department of the local authority before any such
action can be taken.

A second line of insurance that all extra-judicial means for treat-
ing a child will be explored lies in a vequivement that the juvenile
court as well must satisty itself not only of adequate jurisdictional
grounds but also that needed care ov control will not be received
unless a court order is made. Since the local authority makes the
inquries needed for this determination and since 1t is the agency
providing care, supervision, and treatment, it is obvious that it holds
substantial power in the situation. Decisions as to specific kinds
of treatment, including sending a child to an approved school, will

17 Winifred 1. Gavenagh, What kind :)f courf or cominittee? British Journal of Orimi-

nolagy, 0, 1966, 128-138.
8 Qhildyen in Trouble, London ¢ H.MLS,0., Cmnd, 3601, 1968,
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rest with the local authority. Restraint of its power will lie in the,

right of appeal from its decisions, which may be taken at any time.
. The new act allows the prosecution of youths ages 14 to 17 in
juvenile court, but police in initiating the action must be satisfied
that alternatives, such as caution, parental action, or action by the
school or local authority, would not suffice. As with younger child-
ren, the juvenile court also must have inquiries made by social
workers of the local authority before disposing of such cases.?®
The Children’s and Young Persons Act is & major move to divert
a variety of childrens’ problems and delinquency away from the
juvenile courts. In a large sense it was or is an effort to seek a
better balance of remedial opportunity, recognizingthat affluent
families already have informal means of avoiding charges in juvenile
court and that such means should be made available to poor families
to do the same. The Act puts a heavy measure of faith in social work
and, social workers who must carry out the responsibilities of the

-local authority. This was done advisedly, with knowledge of the

need to more fully develop social work practice and to produce more
trained workers. An assumption of those framing the legislation
was that a large grant of responsibility to social workers would
attract more competent persons to the field and refine its practices.

FIGURE 2*
LIKBELY HISTORY OF A CHILD OR YOUNG PERSON UNDER THE NEW ACT
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Potential Difficulties

Whether social work will rise to its challenge remains to be_
seen. But even so, ofher problems peculiar to English loca! govern-
ment may complicate the application of high-level social }\'ork
through the Children’s Department. According to a study published
in 1961, the Children's Welfare Committees of the borough a‘nd
county councils reflect the cleavages and sharply drawn issues which
separate the two political parties of the nation. Moreover, lay
members become directly involved in particular cases in some areas,
actually visiting homes, to the neglect of policy mafters. This, qf
course, invades what is technically the field of case work and it
risks undermining the relationships between social workers and
their clients. Much in the same manner, administrative assistants,
who preside over the arex offices, at times go beyond 'ﬂheir competence
into activities properly belonging to the social workers.* Whether
these practices merely reveal the ineptitude of the persons who make

up the children’s committees of the local authority or whether they:

are part of a kind of informal political reciprocity i‘s not cle:}r. If the
latter is the case, then the upgrading of professional social work
may face serious obstacles of a fundamental sort.

The substitution of action by the Children’s Department for that
of the juvenile court will call for the coordination of a variety of
services to the child and family supplementary to casework treat-
ment. Here again, problems of some magnitude may be expel'iel}cefl,
for the loose and unintegrated nature of local goverment, in Britain
makes coordination difficult—a phenomenon observable in the almost
casual working relationships of probation officers, Children’s Depart-
ment workers, and school agents who appear in juvenile court.*

This kind of problem occurs because various department l}eads
in local governmert are responsible to the council or to committees
rather than to an administrator. It was recognized in 1950 by the
ministers of Health, Education, and the Home Office, who issued &
joint directive to set up coordinating committees at. the local level,
but the effects were tangential. Initiative was seized by the Hen‘,lth
ministry which directed its local visitors to provide casework services
as an adjunct to regular health assistance. However, a study of how
this works revealed that workers in question seldom go outside of
their own organization to seek services. It also showed that medical
officers wlio chaired the coordinating committees had little grasp of
broader social ramifications of the problems they faced.”* The fact
that health workers so easily preempted what is conventionally
regarded as the social rehabilitation of families suggests how tenuous

2 Gladys M, Knmmerer, ritish and American Child Welfare Services, Detroit: Wayne
University Press, 1962, pp. 120-151.

21 Author's observations,
2 (Madys M. Kammerer, op.cit.

48

and weak the position of social work is in the power structure of
local government agencies.

An interim conclusion is that the British planners seem to have
adopted wholeheartedly a view that professional social work holds
the greatest promise for diverting child and young person offenders
from the juvenile court, but at the same time they leave a line of
retreat whereby it is possible to fall back on court procedures should
the plan fail. Whether the organizational blocks already alluded
to can be overcome and whether financial support will be adequate
to underwrite the necessary education and training of social workers
are two large imponderables. Over and beyond this, British discus-
sions of the applications of social work to the treatment of delin-
quency ignore or only obliquely touch on what has been regarded
as an inherent dilemma of reconcilling casework principles with the
use of authority. Finally, the British views seem overly sanguine
—even myopic—when due heed is given to the widespread current

disillusionment with traditional styles of social work in the United
States.

The Social Work Dilemma

Early-day social work was moralistic and reform orviented. It
nneritically identified itself with middle class values and sought to
indr.e conformity among clients who deviated from moral and
legal standards of the community. The use of authority for such
purposes was not uncommon. As social work became more “scientific”
or professional it sought to become amoral rather than moral. Work
with the individual, particularly at the level of his feelings and
attitudes, became the focus of social work techniques. Under the
influence of psychiatric theories, social work in large part absorbed
and adhered to this belief that deviant behavior is symptomatic,
and that its task is therapy, ie., to get at deep rooted, “real”
problems of the clients. From this pdint of view, overt deviance was
relatively unimportant and it might have to be ignored in order
to achieve some kind of individual growth or self development.
Social workers took a position like that of the psychiatrist, that it
was not their job to enforce the law or even to report law violations
of their clients. To do so ran a serious risk of destroying the
delicately cultivated rapport between them and their clients.

For these reasons as well as for other practical ones, some Amer-
ican welfare agencies refuse to accept as clients children and youth
who have been or are under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court.
Conversely, many juvenile court judges and probation officers are
ill disposed to place delinquent youth under the supervision of
welfare workers because of their apparent willingness to risk com-
munity safety and ignore the ire of complainants to pursue treatment
objectives. In consequence, welfare agencies unless they are public
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do not maintain much communication with court and correctional
authorities:

There i3, of course; another conception, that it is possible to
pursue socigl casework within the restriction of authority imposed
by conditions of probation, parole, or community protection. Those
who share this view argue that a worker can gain and keep a client’s
confidence if the situation is clearly defined as a set of impersonal
limits within which help is given; authority is one of these limits.*®
However, it may be questioned whether authority can be clearly
defined in a bureaucratic setting subject to extraneous influences.
Tn the Tnglish diversionary model this problem could prove to be
acute since the Children’s Department will have to assert authority
in place of the court. A great deal will hinge on how successfully
tho Children’s Department workers (and police?) persuade parents
and youths to voluntarily cooperate in treatment, and to what
extent negotiations are affected by open or implied threats to
dispatch the case to juvenile court. If such threats do become
significant, then English social workers may have to face the same
dilemmas as probation and parole officers.

How Successful Social Work?

While & vast amount of money, time, and effort are invested in
gocial work, no one as yet can say whether it ameliorates problems,
leaves them unaffected, or worsens them. Social workers themselves
have done comparatively little to test the outcomes of their efforts,
and social scientists have not been interested in this type of research.
One salient difficulty in the way of devising workable methods for
doing so is that the goals of social work have not been clear. It
has oven been claimed that it is in the best interests of welfare
agencies to keep their ])urposesgeneralized and diffuse.®*

The small amount of research done on the efficacy of social work
techniques in reducing delinquency is scarcely encouraging. One of
the better kmown studies was the Cambridge Somerville Project in
which o form of casework counseling Wwas given to an experimental
group of boys with predicted high delinquency prospects. Results
wore inconclusive in that the delinquency rates for the experimentals
varied little from those of the controls?

Tn 1067 o carefully designed experiment was instituted i New
York City to see whether social work techniques could bring
jmprovement in the behavior of problem girls. The subjects were
sclected according to eriteria which indicated a strong likelihood

[
w Kenneth L. Pray, The place of social work in the treatment of delinquency, Social

gervice Roview, 19, 1045, 235-248.
= Alvin Gouldner, The geerets of organizations, National Conference of Rocial Work,

1068, 101177,
# [idwln Powers and Helen Witmer, An Experiment in the DPrevention of Delinquency,

New York: Columbia University Tress, 1951, 577 pp.
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;:h:tlf tl::y were c%estmed to become police or court problems. Under-
y lg 1e experiment was a conviction that if problems could be
reermﬁ h1ed and treated early enough no delinquency would ensue.
i g ?:sso;nz cgf the entez'l?risez again, as far as could be deter-
i tl,leir coibfa ive. ‘TQ l?egm with, t.h(? singling out of individuals
ind rontation in casework interviews stimulated great
;1 xiety and resistance among the girls, so much so that itb was
O;exzec}x }1e§essary to abandon traditional casework methods in favor
of o zind of group mental hygiene presentation. Even more
: ﬁ;agizgzz (f?atrlll tllle 1%)ovfer_'ty Olf results from the project was its
elation of the lack of insightfulness of soci : i
soc1olog1.ca1 implication of their activities and tl(ie{ili ;;)o;zlt{:;; ﬁgjlilf;h?
ness to impose treatment in a way that invaded pﬂvac and N
implicitly degrading to the client.2¢ Y h
In ?he lighti of what has already been said in Chapter IT about
behz}vlor or clinical specialists, it must be asked whether allocatin
ofﬁcl.a.l power to social workers to determine if children 'mg
families should be brought under treatment will not ene;'t
problems rather than diminish them. For example theregis so{: o
reason to believe that social workers’ criteria of wimt is an unrf;:
home are more stringent than those held by court officials. It ma
be, too, that the preference of social workers for long-term t‘remtm }t,‘,
prolongs “problems.” The idea tlmft all people co:ld ben“eﬁ;} fr?)?n
some treatment may also prevent normalizing otherwise uncompli-
‘ciated dextmnt behavior. In some ways the current emphasis pon
. outlfgac]}mg” programs and social action suggests that social work
is swinging back to some kind of mordlisti(? position. >

Conclusions

It is very doubtful that the Swedish Child Welfare Council, whicl
sub.stltutes for juvenile courts, is a feasible model for An,rxerilcz(:r:
socle'tj).r. It seems better adapted to the special social and cultural
qua._h.tlgs of. Swedish society, especially its receptiveness to stron
po:‘slt‘lvlsm in government, and to the existence of a vi"tble )ubl'g
opinion at the commune level where the Councils function‘ Hmlvevellf}
the .absence of.built-in legal protections for children a;1c1 p'u'ents’
coming under Council control, and reliance on administrative m( eals
would be .totally impolitic in most American commux";titie('sppThe
hete}-o.geneity of our society, its high degree of urrbmnizmt;.ion. a
ix;z(xlc.ht.a{m 1of compromise law, and extreme sensitivity to r%ghts, of
ne (11‘8 ic ;;ansl é[lil:;it%zl(.)ups all means that a more flexible, less structured
- The new English legislation forsees the growth of a pattern or
patterns which come closer to American needs. It anticipates the

26 Henry J. Meyer, Edgar T, Bor,
; 0 vel . gatta, and Wyat i i
High, New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1965?1 Edones, st 2k 'Thc Girts at Vocationat
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need to start from already established juvenile courts and bring
aboul & transition to a rew way of pre-judical handling of delin-

le.en a state of crisis in social work and admitted lack of proof
that its methods tangibly change behavior in desired directions,

{ quency. The atfractivenuss of the English plan is that it is as much caution is indicated in turning to a welfare-type model of bypassing

g a model for change as it is a substantive model. Instead of trying juvenile courts. Kven if our Stsates had upgraded -mtonomouz

1 to design and impose niew organization, if seeks to create the condi- welfare departments staffed with ljl'ofessi011a]{i)r tra;n(;d workers

tions of change. The seeds of change lig in legal injunctions to the it is doubtful whether it would be superior to the system which ;10\‘:

y police and to the juvenile courts to make findings that the purposes exists. The invention of new orgunizational fornhls will not suffic

they hold to cannol be achieved by other means befors they take given workers whose perspectivesb'hﬂ.\-’e become "a.no‘molous A‘whofe,

cnn};zw;l., The essenre of this might very well be termed conditional new set of methods, values, and outlook may have to be .debvelo ed

furisdiction. by those who carry the burden of determining which beh&vioré End

e There is no overriding reason why American States could not attitudes of children and youth are normal and which are deviant.

wilopt legislution like that of England as a way to instigate a shift L
from judicial to diversionary processing for law-violating minors.
Some areas of the Tnited Stutes have child welfare boards which
coneeivably epuld funetion in @ manner analogous to the English
Children's Departments. Tn other nreas, however, child welfare is
administererl ag programs and services under a division of general i
public welfare departments. Some counties have separate child
welfare workers and some do not. Overall, their education and

o tenining for their jobs is limited and well below standards set for
fe professional socinl work.,
/ American Tocal government, like that of the English, is not without

its potitical problems. In many localities the county offices are run ‘
by u ®courthouse gang” and are subject to very little civie surveil- -
Tnnce. Merit systems have been observed more often in the breach
thun otherwise. Supervisors have not been above direct interference
in {he affnirs of probation departments even when they are semi-
independent. or shielded by the power and prestige of a judge. A '
#hild welfare department charged with power over sensitive matters ‘ ' .

B pregp e an Ao

of delinquency might be even more vulnerable. But these are old [
issues, apt to be mooted by the swift pace of social change. A more t . -

serious renson for pause in giving over responsibility for delinquent
ehdildren and youth to welfare ngencies lies in the crisis in social work.

and outzide the field that its methods, especinlly casework, are of
doubtTul worth mud that social workers have become increasingly
alienated from their clients, the poor and the needy. A number
of reasons have been cited to nccount for the plight of social work:
oxeessive relinnee on therapy in the form of prolonged and indefinite

{
i
|
Tho erisis in socinl work has come with the recognition both within R:
; 3
H
i

series of interviews: n restricted conception of the socinl worker’s i
responsibilities to clien{s; a narrow, doetrinnire conception of social b
work educations and the burenucratization of practices.®® L
PRy e it 1
¥ Jeott Briar, The casework predicament, Social Work, 1008, 12, 611 ; GQeorge Brager 5
and Franely Pareell, Cominunity detion Against Poverty, New Haven, Conun.: College and t id
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Chapter 1V, The Law Enforcement Model

A commnnity servies worler, (lresdig with ‘l‘.hc; ft[:l.('l‘i'frfilsl ’Wiml i(:iﬁ
diverting youth from juveiile courts vnyununtg;l {:-ht.l:l- I" i,%illjf h
i the best delinqueney proveition geiey we lu,xyi»,i ';‘lh,ﬁag
wenitt o s overy diveel pid Heeral sonse, to wity ai;hxglf s mjg. %Zﬁ f,f
ks dockdons nhont wresde and nlko male llmgrgz;t: ;nsgﬁﬂ ':y‘i:@
votorenls to Juvenile vourte, (heles b {lie ntrutegle pmwlp t? { m’“-‘[ffﬁg
what proportions and what ilisdde of youth 1»1*(}1:191115“ .:Icfg.t{iltigg ‘-}.. il
anel wliel ones aee wheorbed bl Tt e m_;'nummily,‘ I 111 ;1%‘ ;eg'lifgi 3
B VORY poersuinive reasol fop (‘,g)iih('l‘ll('l‘lzlg ‘v(ilwil‘ﬁif\ﬂ% mv”; '(% s"’mig‘wi’u
polfee organband lon el apuiitionss Et«"luﬂhmf gt lv.tijlli;[:f‘lit [m
i (ote favor in that sy plan 'Wlueh’ dm:zgs ’1“m‘la st:Uth:' milh*ti ;}%n‘
vocognhition and stisetion of T unl(m"mfmm ?n.lug}s; lllr ® n}_.‘ I [g
jnored, Tndiveetly mu’lv’vminmh' or n;wnly 1'(';313[,@(1, glji fee ?(l‘l‘fi é
wtundubly ave wlilely to ranadn quisseent 1{ they .Iw ?v{i’['%f‘t'(;‘
diversion aystoin B being wed to- proteel serions hw“v {; u{‘m iz.,’
to sl ag u shinld hebind which ('lu]mquum.gnu;gg or ‘ltsllfv%:ilwrilllzﬁ(:
are perpetusted. Nor will po’liv‘u veul iy with melhods n nu‘}c”:j::
delinguencies which hnmper theie appointed fuks of clearing offenses
and vevavoring property.

The Nature of the Law Enforcement Mode) o

Tn its essontindg (he Jaw enforeement modqfl ‘(‘()llH.'l.H(i.! Qf h{pf(]ll(lilj/f?fl
organition and practices integral to u pol "(‘“'(?(:%)‘L‘,l l:lnmwx(‘.:‘is:‘i viw"h:k
department, ov probation dopur'tlmtnl“.f lt‘v 3Llsu m'(.]m (;9 :]i{x;{' m. f(m
nigues used to adjust problewms of “.1\'0“"1,(13 will 'n‘)u 1 ol (, L,';M_é
Generally these are outgrowths of diseretion poh‘( 6 huve 0f tm"li"fe
ar not arrest olfenders. The most common dlﬂ'm:ent1:11,.1.51.()1;,‘ 0; 1"; (u-
oreanization for this purpose is in the form of ;u}vemle] )u]lem; 1;‘(.‘
fixed assignments of juvenile oflicers. (‘»].uu'a(.atorxsl;m m(‘.f’ muf (znin o
axervising of police discretion in handling juveniles are screening,
mxmsﬂfng, surveillanee, and veferrals. .y

Sereening is the process whereby mi.nors suspected of ]aw1 \vlgla‘hfzgz
or delinquent tendencies are interviewed, & search rrrmlcet 011 {he
axistence of prior police or court coptacts, 1-ecm:ds ev alua sc ,0; d
decisions reached about what to do with the case in h:m('.1 . rtqgts
ind of sereening takes place in any or mo_st- 1)01}(:6-]11\'6?1’11 e C{m ‘C cts
but ordinarily it presupposes some kEnd of juvenile bureaun mlc‘ ai oss
to 2 revord system. Iere and there mn less populated areas scheetl‘l f
< done by consultation with a probation (}epartm.ent. (*:rullsel patro ;
men in ‘l‘zsr;zv eities where clectronic equipment 1s available can ge

-
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fieeded information by car radio and make necessary decisions to
velonse or fale a youth to police headquarters.

Seveening 19 o practicn] necessity in large urban jurisdictions
becntse far more compluints against minors are made than action
gt he talon on or can be processed. However, screening is also
motivated by beliofs of police that youthful offenders have a great
potantial for roformabion or that they deserve a “second chance.”
Added to this is o conviction that rehabilitation is possible at the
polles lovel. Heveening vegults in about one-half of all minors who
como to tho atlention of police nationwide being “handled within
the departmoent,” Lo, veleased ov otherwise dealt with short of referral
to juvonilo eourt,

Tdeally, soroening out enses of juveniles whose infractions are not
weriows onough to vefor them to juvenile court but not so innocuous
a8 to dismiss should result in some kind of assistance or treatment.
The choico then becomes one of the police doing the job or referring
sueh eases to othor agencies. While there are some jurisdigtions, such
ag Loz Angeles and Chicago, in which police have worked out
olaborate veferval systoms, evidence for the Nation as a whole reveals
that polico referrals elsewhere than to juvenile courts are infrequent.
Onoe survey showed that 253 out of 498 police departments referred
childeen to other agencies: to schools in 211, to religious workers
in 194, and to welfare agencies in 210 jurisdictions.* However, such
figures are misleading, because the overall national percentages of
cases voferved to nonlegal agencies is nominal, 1.6 percent according
to an BLB.L estimate in 1964.2 Police seem to be neither organized
nor melined to make veferrals to outside agencies, which speaks of &
possible, dilemma or defect in reliance upon police diversion models,

Do-It-Yourself Social Work—Spurious Models

Beginning sometime in the 1930%, police departments of many
lavger population centers began to enter the field of prevention and
social treatment of delinquency. This trend probably came from 2
recognition of growing erosion of informal family and community
self-help procedures for dealing with juvenile problems and a shord-
age or Inappropriateness of welfare facilities for the purpose. Also,
New Deal philosophy and legislation during this era undermined
political patronage arrangements which had mitigaged the forsmal
provadures of dealing with juvenile crime,

Some of the direet services police undertook for miners and
their families were in the form of goeial investigations and caseworl-
fype freatment in which women police workers played an uportamt

s Pntior Bervicee for Juveniles, UK, Depariment of Health, Bdveatios, and Wallere
LG, Wrddnriam, B £, 9. 99,

>ty Cetwe Beports, Feders) Burean of Iuvestization, Washivrten, . €, 1064,
m. 02,
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role. Big Brother programs were organized by police on the assump-
tion that avunecular-type relationships between a ]uveml.e and a
policeman or other ';\du,lb would keep the _youth ff'om delinquency.
Capitalizing on the prevalent though questionable idea 'that partici-
pation in recreational activities would have a preventive effect on
those inclined toward delinquency, police also spon§ored athletic
lengues for youth in city areas where ris.k of delinquency was
statistically high. Finally, systematic surveillance was u{xdertak.en
of specinl community institutions typically associated with delin-
quency and child neglect—junk yards, pawn shops, pool rooms,
and liquor outlets. «

The Juvenile Aid Bureau set up in New York City in 1930
may be regarded as n protofype of police social work. 'I.‘hfa Bm:eau
was divected by a Deputy Police Inspector :}nd was dl\’.lded into
nine geographic areas of the city. .The staft 1{1c}uc1ed pohce\\.m{r%en
and policemen, who were given social work traning. Responsibility
was taken for all minors ander 21 years who were brought to the
attenfion of the police bt who were not ar.resred. Forms were
completed for each such case which was then d.lrect'ed to. the appro-
priate area office. Records were consultec.l and if the case was active
with some agency, that agency was notified and no further action
followed. Otherwise, parents of the minor were contacted and
admonighed, or a complete social investigation was made and some
kind of treatment initiated. The Bureau also sponsored & police
athletic lengue and directed surveillance in the community.

Tn 1043 a program of Precinct Coordinating Councils Wos
lnunched. In 1954 these became known as Precinct Youth' Councﬂ§,
in charge of commanding officers in precinets, who recruit Cﬁ)un@{
members and divect Council activities under departmental policy of
the Juvenile Aid Bureau. Programs include environmenta.l study,
community relations, education, social service, and recreation.®

Police Probation

Another development, less oriented to social worlk {tl'ld more tow.m-d
correctional rehabilitation, is that of police probation, also called
“ypluntary supervision,” or “on report.” Thjs system .\vorks under
informal agreements between police, juv'em'le Jaw v10]n§ors, and
parents, whereby the minor reports pemoc.hc:dly'nt police lTea(L
quarters for interviews. These may be c.ombmeld. with arr:}ng.ements
for vestitution and the laying down of conditions. restricting fhe
movements of the minor, such as “arounding’” practiced in one city.
This system requires that a youth ‘ut‘tend school unless e.xcused by
a physician, leave his house only in the company of his parents,

s Wennestlh Beam, Organization  of the community for delinquency prevention. The
Juvenile Ald Bureau of the New York City Police Department, 1943,
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dress conventionally, keep his hair cut to a reasonable length,
and study at home for prescribed periods daily.*

The Liverpool Police Juvenile Liaison Scheme

Yet another type of police diversionary plan, midway between
social work counseling and informal probation, got its start in
Liverpool, England, in 1949. Its fundamentals are outlined in
general directives laid down by the Chief Constable to officers singled
out to give special attention to divisions of the city known to have
high crime rates. They were to:

. . . concern themselves with the prevention of juvenile crime by estab-
lishing liaison with schiool teachers, ministers of religion, social
workers and similar people concerned with the welfare of children,
seeking the cooperation of the Probation Service, keeping in regular
contact with children who have been cautioned and where possible,
introducing them into the membership of clubs or similar youth
organizations. Stress also was laid on home visiting, contact and
discussion with parents and regular pooling of experiences at monthly
conferences presided over by the Chief or Deputy Chief Constable®

Staff for the English scheme gradually expanded from an original
two officers until by 1965 it had two sergeants and seventeen con-
stables (four of them policewomen) under the direction of a Chief
Inspector. Among the first effective linisons was that set up with
the managers of department stores and shops in the center of the
city. This brought to attention a number of instances of shoplifting
and pilfering by children, who were not being brought to juvenile
court because the merchants could not afford to take the time or
release staff to appear as witnesses. Recovery of stolen property at
the time had sufficed.

With passing time, the Juvenile Liaison officers more and more
focused on “near” and “potential” offenders, specifically meaning
boys and girls who had truanted from school, who were “unruly,”
“out of control,” or “frequenting undesirable places.” The working
patterns of the officers took shape in regular home visits to interview
parents and child, school visits to check on attendance, and “keeping
a watchful eye” on the local areas in order to get to know personally
as many youngsters as possible, along with key people in the
localities. The content of home interviews generally was a mixture
of cautioning, admonition, and fatherly advice.®

Criticisms From Within and From Without

The popularity of police style social work and police probation
in the United States waxed, then waned, to the extent that many

4 Juvenile delinquents: The police, state courts and Individualized  justice, Harverd

Law Review, T8, 1968, T84,

5J, B. Mays, The Liverpool Police juvenile lialson officer’ scheme, The Sociological
Review, 9, 1965, 186.

¢ 0p. cit,, p. 188.
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leaders in the police field reject the coneeptions completely.” This
clearly was the position of former Chief Parker of. the Los Angeles
Police Department, who stated that he di.d not believe that preven-
tion of erime was ‘a proper police function.®

Some of the criticisms which have been levied against direct
treatment of delinquents by police are as follows:

1. police officers are neither selected nor trained for preventive
work; o . .

2. adequate treatment requires training skills and education that
the average policeman cannot be expected to have;

3, a police department is best suited to apprehension and screen-
ing, making the best referral possible to existing agencies or to
juvenile court; . .
4, if o community lacks treatment facilities, the role of tlu? police
department is to cooperate with others in an effort to gain such
facilities, but not to develop them; .

5. a voluntary police supervision program duplicates other
sovvices and wastes taxpayers’ money; . '

6. police departments are not appropriate settings for treating
children; -

7. voluntary police supervision has no legal basis; and .
8. voluntary police supervision complicates the work of probation
departments because referrals from such probation may have to
be handled as first offenders.”

Similar criticisms have been directed at the Liverpool Liaison
scheme, in addition to which some English critics I)(.)iI.lt out t.hat
the scheme may be so operated to keep youth from ob_ta-l'nmg services
that they need. But despite its controversial status 1 Englz}nd and
its limited adoption there and in Scotland, the scheme continues to
have its partisans. Teachers are strongly in favor of tpe liaison
work and some in the Probation Service also have voiced _thelr
approval. Perhaps the strongest favorable argument is that timely
intervention of the police at critical points into the careers of
marginal or near-delinquents may lend the extra measure of help
or authority needed to forestall further deviance. .'.[‘hls argument
rests upon two assumptions: 1. that the police discriminate acf:umtely
between serious deviance and trivial deviance that can be ignored,
and 2. that deviance defined as marginal police problems is mot
transitional, will not disappear by itself, and will not _be solved
by other means if left alone. Yet the e\-'olvi.ng emphasis put on
“marginal” problems makes it dificult to believe that the liaison

TGeorge W. O'Connor and Nelsun-A. Watson, Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Grime:
the Police Role, International Associntion of Chiefs of Police, 1964, p. 42.

4 0. W. Wilson, ed., Parker on Palice, Springfield, Il : Charles ¢ Thomas, 1957, p.-12.
v police Services for Juveniles, op. cit,, pp. 24-27, -
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scheme does not make problems of actions which would go unheeded
by the community if police held to strict legal standards of delin-
quency. Indeed, this seems to be avowed rather candidly:
Thus from a very early date the J. L. O.s were concerned with a
number of young delinquents who had hitherto been escaping the
official net. Their work helped to draw the mesh tighter to bring to
light a number of hitherto unknown and marginal offenders.?®

Whether police social work normalizes youthful deviance or
whether it successfully treats problems which are defined as
marginal or unofficial arc questions yet to be researched in the
United States. Some data have been published to show that trends
in rates of juvenile court cases rose more slowly in Liverpool than
for England and Wales as a whole following installation of the
liaison scheme. Unfortunately these figuves concealed the fact that
Jarge numbers of slum-dwelling families were moved from the
central city to new housing areas outside its boundaries during the
years covered by the study. Crime rates in these sections soared
forthwith.:

An important consideration in assessing the effects of police
screening and various kinds of police treatment is the use to which
information gathered in the process is put in subsequent police
contacts and juvenile court referrals. An efficient recording system
and conscientious patrolmen may mean that a police record is built
up whose existence influences the way in which later actions of the
minor are perceived. This takes on real significance when it is
recognized that decisions of officers to write up a field report for
some youths and not for others may be either fortuitous or negatively
biased by the natu=s of the area and by status factors. In a similar
way, the records made of dispositions of police hearings may affect
later contacts which juveniles so involved have with police or
probation officers. ‘

Police Interaction ’With Juveniles

Research on police contacts with juveniles has shown a number
of factors that affect rveactions of police to juvenile suspects and
their choice of dispositions, including the instant offense, age, sex,
prior record, appearance-and demeanor, and family status. A serious
offense is apt to cause an officer to take a youth into custody without
weighing other factors, but lacking such a charge, discretion occurs,
with on-the-spot screening. In the field, information on prior record
may not be available, in which case the minor’s appearance and
demeanor become decisive. Older youths, those with leather jackets,
long hair, and shabby clothes, and Negroes are said to be at a
disadvantage before a suspicious officer. Truculence, sullenness,

0 J, B, Mays, op. ¢it., p. 187,

n ryid., pp. 197-198.
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posture, and gestures may mark the youth as uncooperative and
canse him to be taken into custody.* This, of course, can be
interpreted as prejudice on the part of the officer, but also as evidence
of his need to act decisively once his authority is put in issue.

More precisely formulated research on police-juvenile interaction
has shown that decisions to arrest juveniles are greatly affected by
the presence and preferences of a complainant. Axrrests are more
frequent when the complainant is present and when he urges strong
action. Arrests of Negro juveniles are ¢f a much higher percentage
(21 percent) in such contacts than they ave of whites (8 percent)
when complainants are present during the encounters. White com-
plainants differ markedly in their preference for informal dispesi-
tions {leniency) in contrast to Negro complainants. A majority
(69 percent) of the latter prefer to have the youth arrested or else
leave their preference unclear, in contrast to whites, o majority of
whom (58 percent) are amenable to informal disposition of the
cases.r?

The research referred to here does not rajse the question as to why
attitudes of Negro complainants are less lenient than whites. It may
bo speculated, however, that Negro victims of juvenile offenders are
less able to absorb property losses due to delinqueicy, or that they
have fewer resources to protect themselves from juvenile deprada-
tions, and hence are inclined to rely more on police. Again, it may
be that in more Negro than white cases there is no responsible family
unit to accept informal responsibility for restitution or future
control, ‘

Police Hearings

A police model for diversion probably must be constructed around
whatever potentianl effects brief, intense, authoritative contacts with
juveniles have for the deterrence and control of deviance. Police
are salient ngents of legal authority and are so conceived by com-
plainants and misdoers alike. At one extreme involving adult
suspects and older, serious delinquents, this authority is routinely
exercised by nrrest. At the other extreme, with very young children
and those engaging in trivial misdeeds, there is routine normaliza-
tion either by dismissal or brief custedial attention pending return
of a child to parents. In between these extremes, police “treat” law
violntors by special definitions of their behavior and the show of
authority. Definitions are characterological, that is, of the youth
rather than of his behavior. This is clearly demonstrated when the
stma offense produces variable definitions of the individual offenders

3 Irvin Plllavin and Scott Briar, "Police encounters with juveniles, American Journal of

Koclology, 70. 1004, 200.214,
2 Denald Blaek and Albert Relxy, Police control of juveniles, 1969, Yale Luw School,
Program In Law nnd Social Selence, mimeographed,
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who are involved.** The common thrust of the attendant interaction
is to secure admissions of guilt or complicity. Such admissions are
believed by the police to be an indispensable first step to reforma-
tion, but their more important symbolic eftect is to define the youth
as a repentant deviant, and thus to validate the moral authority
of the police.*® Once this happens, police are free to exercise dis-
cretion and try to dramatize the meaning of the deviance as a two-
valued antecedent to subsequent behavior: criminal versus law-
abiding.

Dramatization of authority may be done in the field by patrolmen
or squad car officers, who engage in a range of hehavior, from clever
through heated acting to acute personal involvement. In many
American police jurisdictions dramatization of authority talkes place
through well structured hearing procedures, which in many respects
are the analogues of probation intake or juvenile court hearings.
There are formal notices to parents and minors setting the time
and place for the meeting with a “hearing officer” who is seated
impressively behind a desk. Such officers are chosen for their special
ability to charm (con) adolescents; sometimes there are two, one
who plays the “bad guy,” the other the “good guy.”

Dispositions hinge on officers’ judgments as to whether more
offenses ‘are likely to occur, or whether pavents can take necessary
steps to contain the problem. The hearing procedure will not work
without a confession, although this does not in itself guarantee that
the case will be diverted from court. Leverage both to insure attend-
ance at hearings and for confessions derives from actual or implied
threats to create a permanent police record or to refer the case to
juvenile court. If a youth refuses to confess, referral to the court
usually follows unless the case is so factually poor that it will be
embarrassing to the police. This is done to sustain the effectiveness
of the referral threat. Another reason is the possibility of judicial
repercussions if the police were to insist on treatment in the face of
denial of the offense.’®

Despite good intentions of those who administer it, such a system
can work to the disadvantage of lower class youths and Negroes. For
one thing lower class parents more than others are prone to seek
police assistance in the disciplining of their children; also, mis-
conduct of youths in slum er ghetto areas has a higher visibility than
elsewhere because these aveas are more heavily policed. Too, shabbily
dressed youths or Negroes moving outside their own areas may be
suspect because of their appearance. Outcomes of police hearings

Hor n gtusly of the ()mcesses of typlficntion, see Aaron Cicourel, Phe Social Qrganiza-
tion of Jurenile Jusfice, New York: Johu Wiley and Sons, 1068,

15 See Joseph Gnsfleld, Moral passage : The symbolic process in publle designations of

devinnce, Socinl Praeblems, 1967, 14, 173-188.
18 The police, the State courts and Individualized justice, op. cit,
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are more unfavorable to lower class youths because they are less apt
to have intact families or families which can mobilize resources to
solve the problems of their deviance. Negro youth not only more
than share the hahdicaps of low social status, they more frequently
make the system work against. them by their hostile and enigmatic
manner in the presence of police.

Police and the Community

Generalizations of the sort made above are subject to the serious
reservation that proportions of police contacts which get normalized
or handled unofficially vary greatly from one jurisdiction to another
—sometimes as much as 100 percent. Such differences are largely
a function of differences in police organization and in the degree to
which they are integrated in a cultural sense with the community
areas whose populations they police. They are also associated with
cultural differentiation of the police themselves and with variable
policies of departments as to what kinds of deviance will or will
not be adjusted internally.”

Data shedding a good deal of light on how differing patterns
of organization and police styles affect the processing of juvenile
deviants are provided by Wilson’s study of these matters in “Eastern”
and “Western” cities. The key difference between police in these two
cities lay in the degree of their professionalization, highly developed
in Western city, weak or absent in Eastern city. This is taken to
account for the high arrest rate of juveniles in the West and the
low rate in the Bast.

Juvenile officers in Western city were recruited on a nonlocal
basis, und a high percentage had out-of-State origins. They were
reasonably well educated, having completed at least high school;
a good portion had gone to college several years or had graduated.
Western city officers were well dressed, well officed, well equipped,
and in general, efficient and business-like in their manner. All of
this was in contrast to Eastern city juvenile officers. Western officers
had technical training in dealing with juveniles, and generally
applied universalistic, impersonal criteria to decisionmaking and
action. Eastern city police received their training informally from
other officers, primarily in “how to get along on the force.” Their
decisions tended to be partidulzu'istic, personalized, and were made
by considering each case in its local context.

Olg&lllZ&thll of juvenile officers in Western city was centralized
in a bureau, where investigating or arresting officers turned over

17 Bordua cites evidence questioning the existence of éocioeconomic bias in police
discretion. in dealing with juveniles, which evidence points ‘to great variation in police
discretion from place to plpece and time to time. His impression that variation is more

-significant than bias seems plausible enough. David Bordua, Recent trends: Deviant be-

havior-and social control, Annals of American Academy of Political and Socml Science,
1967, 57, 149-163.
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cases to be processed and disposed of by other juvenile officers. Super-
vision and accountability were insured by a captain, lieutenant, and
sergeant. Standards also were informally reinforced by continuous
association with other juvenile officers; private lives of the officers

" were pretty much dissociated from their work.

In Eastern city individual juvenile officers were assigned to precinet
stations and no centralized supervision over juvenile matters existed.
Juvenile officers kept their own records as they saw fit, made decisions
about their cases, and presented them in court. This lack of procedure
is burdensome and tends to cut down on the number of court cases.
Informal association with regular patrolmen in the precinet station
deters rather than encourages taking youth into custody, because
such patrolmen look down on the arrests of juveniles; they are not
“good pinches,” and bringing a child to the station provokes deroga-
tory remarks or offers to help hold a “desperate criminal.”

It is highly significant that many Eastern city police were “locals”;
they had been recruited from the same or similar lower- and lower-
middle class neighborhoods which they policed. Local lore is that
“half those in such neighborhoods go to reform school and the other
half join the police or fire dep{u‘tment » Parenthetically it can be
said that the ideal of “new caveers” in retrospect has long been a
reality among the ethnic-dominated police forces of FEastern cities.

The origins of Western city juvenile officers together with their
commitment to education gave force to values placed by middle
class whites on police efficiency, honesty, freedom from political
corruption, and “good government.” Such values were reflected
in the stress placed on procedures which were assumed could be
applied by any properly trained juvenile officer. Impersonal methods
were substituted for intimate knowledge of meighborhoods and of
particular individuals. It thus is possible to speak of routinized
alienation of Western city juvenile officers, attested to by their high
arrest and detention rates for ]uvenlles and their preferences for
a hard police style, such as using official marked cars for trans-
porting juveniles. Their techniques lead Wilson to liken them to
an “army of occupation organized along paramilitary lines.”®

While heeding the danger of romanticizing the old style “beat
cop” who played the role of the wise neighborhood mediator, it is

* clear that a strong tendency to normalize juvenile misconduct is

closely associated with Eastern city “fraternal”-type police organi-
zation. Built into this pattern is a special regard for ethnic family
solidarity, missing among Western p1ofessmn‘mls. This Eastern
pattern favors a greater 1ele'tse rate of offenders back to families,

18 James Q. Wilson, The police and the Jelinquent In two cities, in Controlling De-
linquents, Stanton Wheeler, ed,, New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1968, Chapter 2;

George O’'Connor and Nelson Watson, Juvenile Delinguency and Youth O’rime: The Police
Role, ' Washington, D.C.: International Assocliation of Chiefs of Police, 1964, Chapter 6.
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but it also militates against normalization of offenses by Negroes.
Negroes fall outside of the pattern; as recent arrivals they were
looked upon by Eastern juvenile officers as alien, secretive, vicious,
criminally inclined;y and lacking in home life. Hence their greater
chance of going to juvenile court.

If this line of analysis is correct, it concludes that professionali-
zation of police in current form is antithetical to the objective of
diverting youths away from the official court system. In Western
city, as in an undertermined number of other areas, it is probable
that greater percentages of lower class youth are referred to juvenile
court than in Eastern city. While the percentages of arrested
Negro jnveniles who are referred to court does not appear to differ
from corresponding percentages of white juveniles, nevertheless the
rate of Negro juveniles referred to court based on population is
much greater. Ience, even allowing for a possibly higher deviance
rate, Negro youths are at a disadvantage under both police systems.

White lower class youths benefit from more lenient dispositions
in Eastern city in comparison to the Western city situation, but
middle class white youths seem to oceupy a “good” position under
both systems. From the standpoint of model building, the problem
is to pull out factors or processes which operate to normalize middle
class white delinquency and see if their functional equivalents can
be devised to increase chances of normalizing the behavior of Negro
and lower class white youths at odds with the law.

Community Absorption, Middle Class Style

Community absorption is the constructive aspect of police discre-
tion. It stands for active steps taken to restore or remedy problem
situations involving juveniles, parents, neighbors, victims, and com-
plainants, which have come to police attention. Absorption may be
initiated by police or it may come from parental action, or through
the offices of mediators in the community. The following case may
be taken as illustrative:

Several teenage males changed the license plates on a small European
sports car which .was parked outside a garage awaiting repairs.
They drove the car late at night through the suburbs of the medium
sized city where they lived and finally were stopped by the police
who cited them to the probation department on several charges, and
then released them to their parents. The car was taken to the police
storage. The father of the leader of the boys phoned the proprietor
of the garage who immediately travelled downtown and retrieved the
ear. When the car's owner showed up next day, the proprietor, who
was repairing a cabin cruiser he had sold to the father, told him
what had happened and added that the repairs on his ear, undamaged
by the boys, would cost him mothing. Mollified but curious, the ecar
owner inquired at police headquarters about the car theft, where he
was told that because no stolen car report had been filed, no charge

of theft had been made. Later the boy’s case was dismissed by the
probation officer when it was determined that no restitution was
necessary.

‘While the case does not exemplify diversion in a complete sense,
nevertheless it shows something of how the absorption of juvenile
problems is managed: quick action to take advantage of a bureau-
cratic police p‘i‘pcedure, connivance between a father and self-
interested proprietor, and bribing or “cooling out” the victim and
potential complainant. The result was to scale down the charge for
a moderately serious offense to a trivial one and forestall official
action by the juvenile court.

Experiment in Community Absorption

Possibilities of action to sustain and extend normalization by
community action were brought to light in a study of two middle
class predominantly white suburbs in Contra Costa County, Cali-
fornia—in the east San Francisco Bay Area. One community,
Lafayette, is incorporated and policed by sherift’s deputies; the
other, Pleasant. Hill, is unincorporated, but policed by the sheriff’s
department under a contractual agreement. High rates of delin-
quency absorption in the two communities are made evident by
comparison with: proportions of police-adjusted juvenile cases for
the Nation and State, which in 1966 ran slightly below 50 percent.
In contrast, nearly 80 percent of youth cases in Lafayette and
Pleasant FIill were dealt with in the sheriff’s department, and then
released.’® According to the investigators, these figures indicate a
pattern of reaction not confined to police, but one which permeates
the whole way of life of the communities, “in their mores” as it were.

Vandalism and malicious mischief such as breaking windows,
stealing bicycles, knocking over mailbdxes, and discoloring swimming
pools are seldom reported to the police, but instead are matters for
restitution and settlement between parents, or they are written off
against home owners insurance policies. Youngsters having school
difficulties customarily are transferred to military academies,
parochial schools, or continuation schools. Cases of teenage preg-
nancy and venereal infections rarely end up in agencies for unwed
mothers or official health agencies. Rather, girls are taken to
foreign countries for abortions and their disease is treated by
private physicians. Recidivism in these communities holds at a
low rate.?® '

" The experiment in question was designed to augment the deviance

absorption processes in these communities, and was organized to
counteract a perceptible increase in delinquency. The experiment
1 Robert Carter, Middle Olass Delinquency—An Baperiment in Delinquency Control,

Berkeley : School of Criminology, 1963, p. 20.
2 Ibid., pp. 23-24,
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ran more in the direction of community organization via creation
of youth councils than it did toward furthering the police adjustment
practices, but severnl of its features are worth noting as examples
of deliberate efforts to redefine youthful deviance. The most impres-
sive was the establishment of motoreycle chubs with two objectives
in mind: to reshape the behavior of youthful bike viders, but also
to change fhe ominous stercotype (Iell’s Angels) of such groups
held by adults. A related effort was the “legitimation” of a secret
teenage boys club which had acquired a reputation for heavy dvink-
ing and assaultive behavior, reinforced by the death of a 19-year-
old youth at a swim club dance, allegedly caused by w secret club
member. Legitimation consisted of giving the club official sponsor-
ship.®

The idea of community cooptation of delinquent groups and gangs
is not new. What is new is the idea of bringing adult groups and
deviant groups together with the idea of mutunl change in concep-
tions of deviance held by adults and in the expression of deviance
by the youths. Apart from s police-youth discussion group, police
were not divectly jnvolved in the cooptative ventures, although their
acquiescence obviously was needed. Commumity absorption becomes
integral to the police model when it affects practices and policies
in making arrvests and referrals, police procedures in street contacts
with juveniles, or their intervention in neighborhood and family
conflicts, On these points, unfortunately, the study in question
gives no details.

The increasing rationalization of police organization and the
reliance of juvenile officers on & kind of one-shot interview or hearing
strategy necessarily leaves a vacuum between police and the com-
munity. This is keenly felt in lower class areas and Negro ghettoes.
The problem in such places can be put as one of balancing oppor-
tunities for community absorption through the simulation and imple-
mentation of a special culture or organization that does the job
for middle class suburban areas.

The Police-Community Relations Aide Model

The police-community relations aide model seeks to fill in the
lacunae between police and the community, linking police with the
community by employing persons of lower class and minority ethnic
origins in a kind of detached police unit. These aides take up cases
after the police, either finding needed services for problem youths
or providing the services themselves.

Development of a unit along these lines was begun in the Oakland
Police Department in 1965; largely from outside pressures; it was
facilitated by funds from the Office of FEconomic Opporturnity and

1sid., p, 55,
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& program of “new careers” for the unemployed. Police interviewed
recruits while social workers supplied paraprofessional training
for them; there was joint supervision by police and the project staff.
At first, difficulties arose because of conflicting conceptions of the
purposes of the project and a lack of real interest on the part of the
police. ‘Lat;er the project was placed under a Human Relations
Officer in the police department, which gave it consistent direction
and also enlisted police motivation to support its work.

Among activities of the police aides were:

L medizytion in neighborhood quarrels. Done by display of

personal interest, marshaling local opinion, involving many people,

and day-by-day overseeing of the sitnation ;

2. enrolling youths in clubs;

3. obtaining parttime work for their cases, especially for thieves;

4. obtaining medical care or increased welfare benefits for youths

and families;

5. “cooling out” irate parents;

6. getting a youth transferred to another school or placed in a

continuation school; and ‘

7. obtaining an early release from probation for clients.

Police-community relations aides also were used in at least one

instance as observers and agents to try to eliminate open gambling -
n a public park, an issue which had stirred a number of complaints.

As a result (?f their work, one boy was dispatched via juvenile court
t(? 2 probation camp. Iowever, this kind of employment of the
aides brought disapproval from social workers connected with the
Project.

The Project, like that in Lafayette and Pleasant Hill, set up
police-youth discussions, with somewhat similar results. At first the
police attending saw the sessions as occasions to impose rules in
a didactic manner. This did not work well, but in time the police
came around to letting the youths use meetings for expressive pur-
poses. What further effects this may have had is not known.

The Law Enforcement Base

Whether police departments ave the best base on which to build
or attach an absorption program may be questioned. In some areas

where they are still viable it may be preferable to devise a model -

based on sherift’s departments, which historically have been more
inclined to dispense a sort of informal justice in which restitution
and handing back discipline to families of offenders has prevailed.
Yet. in some counties, sheriffs’ departments have sought to pass
juvenile problems on to probation departments. In the early history
of the Oakland hide project, police felt that it properly belonged
in the probation department. Fere and there Chief Probation

67

i




TSN Srere: — e

Officers have falked of schemes for placing a deputy or deputies at
police stations so that moere time conld he had to investigate cases
ol runnways, for, example, without the necessity of filing juvenile
court petitions.”

An inventive plan Laving diversionary features, swhich js Jocated
in a branch probation department hut velies on copperation from
sherifls' depnties, is the Waloto (Swahili for “children”) project
in Bast Palo Ao and Menlo Park, California. It came into being
as a semi-autonomous division of probation under direction of a
Negro deputy, ostensibly to countevact the “bad image® the Depart-
ment had in the black communities. Behind this was a broader
purpose of enlisting community members to help in various ways
to keep youlhs from becoming court cases or to assist those on
probation. Needless to say, a strong theme of ethnicizing probation
work wag advanced by the black partisans of the project.

The stall of the project includes regular probation deputies,
saluried new careerists, and volunteers. A sherill’s deputy is stationed
at the Center, to which other deputies cite youths or bring them
instead of delivering (hem to the county juvenile hall. At the Center
youths may be counseled, in some cases by “community mothers.”
A variety of direct service methods not mnlike those practiced by
the Oakland police aides ave uged. Youngsters also are ovganized
into groups and taken on recreational outings. A distinctive feature
of all of this is encouragement for Negro youths to use the Center
as o gathering place.*

In summary, this project is an - claborated informal probation
system with u definite locale, serving an unincorpornted area which
{s treated as asepurate sherifls precinet. One of the main problems
in getting the project into operation was to persuade sherifl’s
deputies to cite youths to the Center in lieu of detention. This was
accomplished by several ¢ity councilmen of Bast Palo Alto and the
probation officer in c¢harge who persuaded the sheriff to give the
system a trial. Police in Menlo Park did not respond with an equal
degree of cooperation as did the sherifl’s people.

Conclusions

Indieations for organizing diversion systems along the lines of

a police model are strong. Police encounter yonth problems more

= Charles T, Range, Waloto Projecl, 1970, San Mateo Probutlon Department Juvenile

Divislon, Sun Mateo, Cuflfornin, mimeographed, .

2 Phere nre some gther diversion schemes. which more. or less spin- off from probation
depariments, Iu Lox Angeles there has heen ‘disceussion of using citizen professional com-
witteos to review Trobution Depurtment re¢ommendations to kee if nonoffieinl dispositions
eonn be made of trses, Alko, in 1945 the Moumouth County Ilun. was devised by probi-
tion offtcers in Asbury Park, New Jersey. This plan estoblished committees appointed by
the Juvenile Court judge to fuvestigate, hear, and dispoese of cases of truancy beyond
confrol, malfcious mischief, and other minor: offenses, Whe court, police, and private
parties may bring compinints, See Mannal for Guidanee of Juvenile Conference Gommi!tces
Appointed by the Juvenile and Dumestic Relationg Cowurt, 'renton, N, I, Aaministrative
Oflice of the Courts, 1958,
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frequently than other community agencies; they meet the problems
at the time of their occurrence, and they wield a great deal of
coercive and symbolic authority to make deviance costly to juveniles
and pavents, as well as to define it on their own terms. Police
methods, such as cantioning, counseling, supervision, threats,
dramatized hearings, and suspended action, usually proceed from
relatively uncomplicated moral conceptions of right conduct and
vespect for law (authority), without much specialized knowledge
of human behavior and its treatment. Insofar as the net vesult of
these is unofficial action, normalization takes place. Their effective-
ness in preventing subsequent deviance probably is greatest among
middle class youths or those whose family situation and resonrces
support vemedial action. Police predictions that this will occur,
in turn, affect discretion and the likeliliood that adjustment rather
than referral to court will be their choice.

Patterns of police organization, cultural backgrounds of juvenile
officers, and the degree of their affinity and appreciation of. the
problems of classes of population they police all significantly affect
the processes of discretion and normalization. The bias runs against
lower class youth in many areas but not in others; it seems to work
most uniformly agaimst Negroes in urban areas, but this probably
is less a function of racial bias than of a number of other factors
which interact in the discretionary process, the foremost. being the
presence and attitudes of complainants.

A police model of choice would reproduce conditions of normaliza-
tion which work in middle class white suburban communities. How-
ever, these conditions appear to be an inherent part of that life,
albeit weakening with passing time. In slums and ethnic ghettos
their equivalents must be contrived through novel means peculiar
to localities. Some sort of irregular, detached unit subordinate and
responsible to law enforcement, staffed with paraprofessional workers
has a good deal to recommend it.” Whether in the long run new
careerists drawn from lower classes will prove adapted to the needs
of such work is an open question. Their kind of work is very
demanding and calls for n high level of dedication which is difficult
to sustain. Some of the things done for clients by new careerists,
such as taking over welfave checks and personally making purchases,
paying rent and other bills, ave much like nineteenth century social
work in which the worker “played God” to clients, and at the
same time insured continuance of their dependency, :

Another more general, unsettled query confronts the militant

‘ethnic motivations for projects like Watoto. The sectarian political

emphasis raises doubts about freedom of the organization to evolve
along rational lines, and it may be wondered whether individual

‘needs are not likely to be sacrificed to political contingencies. There

is a further risk that such organizations will turn into vehicles to
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expand opportunities for the black middle class. This contradiction
is noted in the Watoto project, where new careerists turned out to
be black college students. Once such projects get organized and
legitimized they miay follow the same dismal path as many other
bureaucracies, as management finds it must compete for budget,
personnel and space, devise routines for handling large numbers of
cases, and settle conflicts within the organization.

One conclusion standing out among others is that sheriffs’ depart-
ments and probation departments are better foci for organizing
diversion units than police, especially in less urbanized aveas. This
may be because they are less narrowly responsible for law enforce-
ment and preservation of public order than are police. They are
less bound by fixed policy, such as, for example, police rules that
they “never adjust a felony.”

The existence of gang delinquency and disturbances of public
order by mass aggregations of youths pose special problems in respect
to diversion. Police generally prefer to break up gangs rather than
to try to coopt them through group work methods. This often means
filing petitions on suspected gang leaders to get them sent to State
institutions. Here the reverse of normalization can occur—something
like “abnormalization”—in which a youth with no very serious record
is stigmatized as a “troublemaker” or “young hood” and referred

“to court.

Tt is also true that police have dealt with youthful disturbances
in some places by more or less sweeping large numbers of them into
detention for curfew violations—called “weekenders.,” In other
situations, where large numbers of youths flood into resort towns,
police may have no way to contact parents or to get information that
might avoid a court referral Attempts have been made to organize
extensive police surveillance of such youth masses but part-time police
may have to be activated to get the manpower; their use of discretion
may be poor and cause more rather than fewer court referrals.?

TWhile a large percentage of children and youthful offenders
running athwart the police can be safely dismissed out-of-hand or
after an interview or hearing, there are others whose problems are
such that they may need kinds of help which police or paraprofes-
sional workers cannot give. Furthermore, it is very doubtful whether
certain kinds of problems now called delinquent tendencies, such
as runaways, incorrigibility, and some types of sex problems, shonld
ever be processed by the police at all. A more voluntaristic model
which unites public and private welfare agencies or generates new
agencies and services may be preferred to the law enforcement model.
molice have experimented .with “control missions” to handle masses of
vaedtioning juveniles. See Jean Susini, Deux esgais de prévention ,de la délinquance

juvénile par la police francaise, Revue de Science Criminelle et de Droit Penal Compare,
1960, second series, 697-702. .
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Chapter V. The Community Organization Model

‘Thus far, the models for diverting problem children and youth
away from juvenile court jurisdiction which have been held up for
critical examination are institutionally specific. Responsibility in
each instance has been assigned to a particular organization—the
school, welfars department, or law enforcement: In all of these,
however, some disjunctiveness has been noted, some insufficiency;
schools do not become fully involved with the problems of socializa-
tion, and the welfare model, when pushed to its ultimate fulfillment,
downgrades values of public order, property, and person, and pre-
servation of legal authority. Law enforcement models for the
unofficial adjustment of youth deviance have an insular quality which
makes it difficult to insure the use of alternative channels and
modes of handling cases once under their purview. These short-
comings all indicate the need for a more architectonic model which
pervades or brings together a number of community groups. The
process of doing so is conventionally known as community
organization.

Prevention Ideology

Most if not all of the plans, programs, and pragmatic arrangements
for diminishing delinquency by means of comprehensive community
organization have made prevention their salient purpose. Unhappily,
the term suffers from inconsistent formulation and confusion in
usage. It would be pontifical to speak as if concise or explicit models
for delinquency prevention exist., Writing and discussion on the
subject often have been more ideological than rigorously conceptual
or scientific. '

One conception heavily weighted with ideology is the argument
that delinquency can be prevented by massive or total programs of
social and economic amelioration directed at the underlying roots
or causes of delinquency in society as a whole. This assumes that
eliminating deleterious social conditions such as poverty, malnutri-
tion, disease, poor housing, family disorganization, unemployment,
and racial diserimination will cause crime and delinquency to dis-
appear. Sources of delinquency are traced to a pathological or
dilapidated social structure, which needs thorough renovation or
replacement with one designed to usher in a crimeless society.

This conception has revolutionary overtones harking back to older
socialist beliefs that poverty or class exploitation causes crime and
delinquency. Among the methods it advocates to solve social prob-
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lems is the activation of some form of “people’s democracy.”? An-
other form of social amelioration more contemporary in origin and
spohisticated in conception has been loosely designated as “oppor-
tunity theory.” This conception holds that delinquency is a form of
deviance resulting from psychic pressures due to indoctrination of
ndividuals \\'lth cultural achievement values and their location
at places in the social structure which block opportunities for upward
mobility. Those so disadvantaged primarily ave youths in lower
socioeconomic strata, Amelioration inspired by opportunity theory
employs vaguely martial imagery of “mobilization” of community
resources to make war on poverty.? Both this conception and that
of the people’s democracy will be discussed in more detail later under
the heading of community action models.

Broad-scale programs of social and cultural amelioration may be
desirable, even necessary at times, but their rationale as means of
delinquency prevention is speculative at best and offers no explana-
tion as to why delinquency develops in some youths expcsed to
poverty but not in others. Poverty, status deprivation, and restricted
opportunities adversely affect a minority rather than a majority of
those in areas where they prevail; furthermore, they engender other
kinds of deviance as well as delinquency. The only large-scale revolu-
tionary experiment in social amelioration took place in Soviet Russia,
where as indicated in Chapter IT, juvenile delinquency still plagues
authorities. In the United States, urban renewal, public housing
developments, and park projects have not eradicated delinquency in
those areas where they have been undertaken. Diffuseness of impact,
inability to be validated, and lack of direct applicability all make
social amelioration a dubious means of delinquency prevention.

Elements of Prevention Programs

The analysis of more definitive programs of delinquency preven-
tion can be simplified by considering three common elements: (1)
their immediate objectives, (2) the pattern of groups and agencies
through which programs are put into effect, and (3) methods of in-
tervention. While the ultimate goal of all delinquency prevention
is to change people, some organizations seek this end indirectly
through concentrating on environmental conditions. Areas of high
delinquency rates are sm(r]ed out and efforts made to change selected
features of these areas calculated to modify behavior of deviant
youth there. The most commonly chosen objectives are adolescent

gangs or putative subcultures of delinquency. Confusion between
preventmn and correction auses here because c™iectives may be to

1 Saul Alinsky, Heads I win, tails you loie, National Probntion Yearbook, 1046, pp.
40-50 ; Reveille for Radicals, New Yotk: Vintake Books Tdition, 1969.

*George A. Brager and Francis P. Purcell, eds., Mobilization for Youth, New Haven:
College and University Press, 1967.
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keep vulnerable youth from being drawn into delinquent gangs or
to decrease the recidivism of those already delinquent, or both.
The most direct dehnquenb prevention focuses upon individuals.
This: begins with a premise that certain childven and youth have
dlﬂ’erentmtnm attributes, ranging from body types to behavioral
symptoms, w]nch are pred]ctlve of future delinquency. As stated
earlier, such children are believed to be delinquency prone. To &
considerable degree the choice of individuals as the objects for
preventive woxk has been influenced by preconceptions of psychiatry
which postulate that pathological personalities or abnormal family
constellations are prime causes of delinquency and crime.

Despite its widespread use, the concept of predelinquency is far
from being definitive; there is lack of agreement among psychiatrists
as to its referents, and in practice su('h a wide variety of behavior
is taken as prognostic of delinquency that almost any child can be
made a candidate for treatment. Fakeem has vividly documented
how this occurs by reference to the St. Paul, Minnesota, delinquency
prevention project carried out between 1937 and 1943. There the
criteria for referrals of children to the treatment centers turned out
to be so broad that confusion and uncert ainty soon arose among those
having to make the decisions.?

While psychiatrists more or less have assumed the existence of
predelinquent personalities on a priori grounds, others have tried
to establish the concept by empirical methods and to subject it to
testing. They have searched for valid instruments and verifiable
techniques for prediction. The questlons they raise are by no means
answered or answerable,

, -Can Delinque:ncy Be Predicted?

Whether delinquency can be predicted is & moot question. The
answer to some extent depends on the unit of prediction. Xf the unit
is aggregate populations, then it must be conceded that delinquency
rates can be extrapolated over a period of time. At least this was
true for Chicago in years past, where certain areas or precincts
showed ch‘u'qctenstlcally high rates of delinquency persisting ovex
several decades, during which the ethnic composition of the areas
changed several times. Other cities have revealed similar p'\,tterns.
It must be admitted, however, that extrapolation of this sort is a
crude empirical meﬂlod, merely stating that what has happened
before will happen again. Tt tells nothln(r about. the factors which
have produced the 1-ates, among which the policies and routine pro-
cedures of police undeniably are important.* Occasionally, as hap-

3'Michael Hakeem, A eritique of the psychiatric approach to the prevention of juvenile

delinquency, Social Problems, 1957-58, 5, 194-205.
- +Johu Kitsuse and "Aaron Cicourel,” A note on the uses of offical statistics, Social
Problems, 1963, 11, 131-139.
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pened in Jersey City in 1930, it is possible to see how radical change
in police arrest policies for juveniies leads to a dramatic decline in
delinquency rates.’

Predictions of (delinquency in individuals also may be a form of
extrapolation, illustrated by the Cambridge Somerville project in
which teachers and police simply nominated youths they deemed
likely to become delinquent. Several versions of a prediction scale
(Gluecl’s) were employed for experimental research on the effects
of treatment in New York and in Washington, D.C. These were
constructed around evaluations by social workers of several aspects
of parent-child relationships and family characteristics. But social
worlkers, like teachers, disagreed in making ratings of family factors
predisposing to delinquency, and the resultant scale, like the Cam-
bridge-Somerville nominations, greatly overpredicted delinquency.®
Tt muist be recognized that predictions and the observations on which
they are based inevitably contain moral judgments. In support of
this fact, Toby has shown that such identifying items as slum resi-
dence, race, and the receipt of welfare assistance undoubtedly enter
into delinquency predictions.”

Methods of identifying vulnerable populations for prevention en-
terprises are crude at best; identification through prediction instru-
ments tends to be “theoretically blind,” and while it is successful
generally for those predicted nondelinquent, it errs widely for those
predicted to become delinquent. It is hard to avoid the conclusion,
that delinquency prevention programs are handicapped initially by
the lack of any effective way of determining their target populations.

Multiproblem Families and Prevention

In practice, the distinction between individuals and families is not
sharply maintained in treatment programs, particularly when youn-
ger children are the objects. Delinquency prevention in the form of
“out reaching” social work has made families » main source of cases,
designated as multiproblem families. WWhile there has been some
attempt to define such families, the term signifies less of a homeo-
geneous entity than it does results of a referral process by which
families active as cases in a number of welfare agencies become a
treatment assemblage. This is defensible in that it tells us that
“hereabouts there be children with difficulties, some with the law.”
However, like rate extrapolation, the procedure is superficially

& Supra, Chapter IT.

o Jaekson Toby, An evaluation of early identification and intensive treatment programs )

for predelinquents, Social' Problems, 1965, 13, 160-175; on disngreements of psychiatrie
ratings of families by social workers, see D, J. West; Present Conduct and Future De-
linquency, New York: International Universities Press Inc., 1969, Chapter VII; see also
Gordon Rose, Barly identification of delinquents, British Journal of Criminology, 1967,
7,6-35; Alfred J. Kahn, The case of the premature claims, Orime and Delinquency, 1905,
11, 217-228. .

7 Jackson Toby, op. cit.
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emI_)iricaI; there is no sure knowledge as to how families produce
delinquency in offspring, and for male teenagers, family conditions
probably bave little bearing on their likelihood of becoming delin-
quent.®

The Organization of Delihquency Prevention

As a social problem, delinquency is primarily a phenomsnen of
large, complex urban communities, whose remedy must be found in
planned, designed social organization. This requires special atten-
tion to the forms it takes, relation to authority, communication be-
tween its parts, and interfacing with other community groups.
Needless to say there has been a great diversity in patterns of de-
Iinquency prevention programs, whose complete cataloguing and
description is not the purpose here. Instead, organization in three
large cities will be discussed, chosen because of the.magnitude of
their delinquency problems and because they have supplied the main
currents of innovation in delinquency prevention efforts.

Nutured Prevention—Chicago Style

The classic delinquency prevention- enterprise was the Chicago
Area Project. It remains a preeminent example of the application
of urban ethnography and sociological principles to the control of
juvenile delinquency. The focus of organization was the ecological
area and the natural social world within it, wherein it was concluded
that delinquency develops as a normal consequence of .the social
learning process. The general purpose of the project was to make the
goals of prevention those of this natural social world, utilizing what-
ever potentials for social control were already present.

It was recognized that this social control had partially broken
down. This breakdown -¥ss attributed to intergenerational conflict
between immigrant parents and children who grew up in a new
urban environment, and from the ihability of migrant groups to
reproduce successfully a full or integrated set. of Old World institu-
tions in an urban setting. This situation left room for the growth of
an interstitial subculture with delinquent aspects. Despite the gap
in ethnic institutions, these institutions were believed by the planners
of the project to be sufficiently viable to become the bases for culti-
vating new ways and means of social control.

The determination to nurture rather than to try to superimpose
a scheme for social control of delinquency is disclosed by several key
features of the Project. On ‘he assumption that people are most
likely to support action in which they have a meaningful role, care
was taken to identify stellar persons in neighborhoods, those who
were familiar with local culture, and whose opinion and voice ‘would

: k 8 Jackson Toby, The Qifferential impact of family disorganization, American Saéiolooi-
' cal Review, 1957, 22, 505-512.

‘ 75



carry weight. In thus singling out natural leaders, conventional or
middle class canons of propriety were set aside; deviant or marginal
social status did not become marks for disqualification; if a junk man
was a person of iifluence and substance in a neighborhood, then he
became a Jogical choice for leader.

The same principle was followed in hiring local, nonprofessional
persons to aid in the organization of local civie comnuttees, supple-
mented by arguments that such persons were more informed about
local conditions, had access to delinquent boys, symbolized public
confidence in the people of the area, and were entrées for educating
residents in the lore of organized welfare activity.

The decision to foment a process of cultural growth admitted con-
siderable variety in the forms of local organizations. In the more
structured, stable areas, representatives of churches, political groups,
business men, labor unions, trades, fraternal organizations, athletic
clubs, and Jodges were brought together in committees. In less stable
areas committees tended to be groupings of individuals who spoke
for themselves only. Activities of committees included sponsoring
or promoting recreation, community improvements, direct work with
gangs, and assistance to juvenile court and parole agencies.

The ideas for the Project came to a large degree from its Director,

~Clifford Shaw, and Henry MacKay, who were academic sociologists;

they were aided by a professional staff. Towever, studied effort was
made to avoid intellectualizing or “elitizing” the policies of the
Project. Autonomy of planning and operation for the neighborhood
units was carefully guarded, even though staff sought to make its
ideas felt. If a local committee chose to pursue lines of action of
which the staft disapproved, it nevertheless cooperated. The rationale
for this is explained:

This procedure of placing responsibility for the planning and man-
nging of the program in the hands of local residents stands in sharp
contrast to traditional procedures whereby many institutions and
programs operating in- low-income areas have been cortrolled and
managed by boards of divectors whose members live, for the most part,
in outlying vesidential areas. Although the local residents may be
partly dependent upon sources of financial support outside the com-
munity, they assume full leadership in the management of their welfare
activities. They are participants in a creative enterprise in which
their talents, eapacities, nnd energies find opportunities for expression
iu socially significant affairs of the neighborhood. Instead of suffering
the humilintions often entailed in receiving the services of philan-
thropy, they achieve a sense  of self-reliance, preserve their - self-
respect,. and enhance thelr status among their neighbors by con-
tributing time and energy to the creation of better opportunities for
children. The Area Project program is, therefove, a development by
the people within & local community rvather than o ready-made pro-
grata or institution imposed from the ontside. It seeks to build

-
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sofidarity and unity of sentiments among the people by encouraging
and aiding them to work together toward common objectives.!

Evaluations of the Chicago Area Project have a strangely oblique
quality. The chief merits claimed for it were that it demonstrated
the feasibility of creating youth welfare organizations among resi-
dents of delinquency areas; that it made contact with the 1sohted
male adolescent ; and that it tempered the impersonality of machinery
established in urban society for the control and correction of the
wayward child. However, no evidence that the Project reduced
delinquency could be scientifically validated.® This sounds a little
like the medical cliché that the operation was a success but the patient
died. Yet in retrospect the Project holds a strong appeal, perhaps
because of its sensitivity to a problem grown critical today—that of
alienation between welfare workers and their clients. This sensi-
tivity was an integral theme of the old Chicago School of Sacioclogy,
one which Matza has termed appreciation, and which he trices up
through the so-called Neo-Chicago or West Coast school of deviance
studies.**

‘While the central conception of nurturing community organization
and other features of the Chicago Avea Project are still valid, time
and change largely have undercut or eliminated the immigrant in-
stitutions and neighborhood consciousness on which it bmlded
Cities have grown into vast metropohtm areas, and life, no longer
peculiar to locality, is caught in the web of laxge scale, service-pro-
ducing organizations, dominated by government-administered wel-
fare. Blacks, Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, and Indians,
possessed of only tenuous indigenous organization, have replaced
European immigrants‘in the problem areas of cities. Lack of power
among such populations, the need to service large masses of clients,
and professionalization of welfare work have encouraged superven-
ing types of delinquency prevention. Not least among these is the
New York Youth Board. '

Prevention Imposed—Gotham Superagency
The Chicago Area Project was a creation of academic sociologists,
research inspived; the New York Youth Board was a legislative
response to gang violence which reached critical proportions in New
York City after World War IL** Legislation in 1947 set up a State

Youth Commission with members appointed by the Governor, and .

gave them these directives: coordinate welfare and protection agen-

o Clifford Shaw and Henry MacKay, Juvenile Delingueicy and Urban dreas, Cmcngo K
University of Chiengo Press, 1942, Chapter XX,

10 Splomon  Wobrin, The (‘hicugo Aren Project-~A  25-year nssessment, Ammls of
American Academy of Politicul and Social Science, 1959, 322, 20-20.
1 Gavid Matza, Becoming Deviant, Bnglewpod Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice H.l]l, Ine.,
1969. :

13 Materinls bere drawn heavily from Los Angeles and the New York Qity Youth Board,
T.os Aungeles: Welfare Plarning Council, 1960,
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cies for youth, make studies of youth guidance and delinquency
prevention, collect and disseminate information on juvenile delin-
quency, remove causes of juvenile delinquency through local (city)
agencies, and apprfove applications from cities for youth projects.
Out of these came the city youth boards, the most impressive being
that of New York City.

The New York Board is a Mayor’s agency, consisting of represen-
tatives of city departments concerned with children and youth prob-
lems: Welfare, Health, Parks, and Children’s Court, plus elective and

- appointed members. There are also professional stafi’ people and
Advisory Committees. Some of the latter are Borough Advisory
Committees for liaison with local citizenry.

In evolving its program, the Board has made areas with high
delinquency rates its operational objectives, encouraged in this by
double reimbursement from the State for projects so oriented.
Within these areas anti-social gangs and childven in multiple-problem
families were the more specific targets for Board activities. In time
the Youth Board’s functions were pointed more and more to the
“hard core” and “hard to reach” youth and families in the high
hazard sections of the city. ~
- Wtiile the Board put a strong accent on the coordination of ex-
tant agencies and serrices, it also organized and funded direct ser-
vices. This meant that it became a Jine organization as well as a
coordinating agency. As of 1960 it had six divisions or departments
dealing with city-wide planning and coordination, borough planning
and coordination, research, child welfare, group work and recreation,
and social and athletic clubs. Departments were assisted by Tech-

nical Advisory Committees and Ad Hoc Committees on special
problems. ;
The Distinctiveness of the Youth Board

The distinctive innovations of the Youth Board, for which it is
best known, are the detached worker program and the referral units.
Detached workers are sent into hazard areas with roving assignments
to more or less infiltrate gangs in various marginal roles, direct their
actions away from violence and delinquency, and arrange services
for individual delinquents and their families. Referral units are
set up near schools in high risk areas, where they act as detection cen-
ters, locating youngsters from multiproblem families with the help
of the schools, and referring them to agencies with whom contracts
for treatment have been made. When families already are active
cases with several welfare agencies, conferences are arranged whereby

one assumes chief responsibility.

Evaluation
Although the New York State Youth Commission listed research
as one of its proposed functions, no overall evaluation of its lusty
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offspring agency in New York City has been made. The best data
available for evaluation consist of opimions of informed persons;
these are mixtures of praise and fanlt finding. A very general com-
mendation is that the Board does things which the city alone syould
never have supported; this has been put with s Chamber of Com-
merce kind of satisfaction in statements that “it gets things done.”
The Referral Units have been credited with devising new social work
techniques in overcoming the resistance of hard core families and
making referrals something more than routine transferring.of cases
to various agencies. The detached worker program has been gener-
ously praised and its supporters believe that it has been instrumental
in decressing incidents of gang violence. Finally, the development of
a Juvenile Register and a Central Register of Multiproblem Families
is credited with facilitating the direct treatment programs.

Among the less pleasant things said about the Youth Board is that
it failed to delimit its goals and tended to spread like an oil slick
over the whole field of child welfare. Some critics believe that by
setting up direct services the Board works at cross purposes with its
coordinating function. A related problem is that the Board’s agency
creations compete for funds with outside agencies or projects, thus
complicating its funding purpose. Contracting for services with a
variety of private agencies has a surface appeal but it makes control
over such services almost impossible. An even more serious conten-
tion is that the Youth Board lacks an overall, consistent program or
set of programs; the various projects have been products of crises
rather than long-term planning, brought into being by pressures on
City Hall. Once such projects have been established and funded,
there is small possibility that they can be eliminated or cut back
in keeping with a set of master purposes. A final organizational
criticism is that work of the Board at the neighborhood level has
been made ineffective simply by the sheer numbers and diversity of
groups, which defy efforts to get unified action.

From a sociological point of view the most dismal commentary
on the work of the Youth Board is its oversight or neglect; of sys-
tematic evaluation, its failure fo acquire feedback information on
its own operations in order to allow realistic judgments of whether
or not its development is in keeping with its goals. Despite the
heavy investment in detached street work and the confidence in its
success, no controlled studies have been made to demonstrate that
decreased violence is a persistent trend attributable to the program.
It is quite possible that any improvement may have followed from
more effective law enforcement made possible at the expense of the
program. ' ;

It seems fairly clear that the supportive activities of street workers
stivred anxieties and dissatisfaction within the police department
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which ultimately had to be quieted by issuance of a Board state-
ment of principles assuring minimal cooperation with law enforce-
ment.23 Insofar as these were followed, detached workers iwere
coopted, being cantpelled to supply information which extended the
surveillance, apprehension, and prosecution functions of law enforce-
ment. It is left to speculate how “detached” such workers can con-
tinue to be, and also whether at.times under police pressure they do
not actually assist in the criminalization of youth.

Without some evidence to illuminate its workings, the sociologist
studying deviance must look askance on the vaunted juvenile register
of the Youth Board and wonder to what extent it serves law en-
forcement purposes which countervene the goals of delinquency
prevention. Bqually suspect is the registry of multiproblem families
as a possible source of escalating stigma and processing youth into
juvenile court control. The resistance of the families suggests that
the moral significance of being “identified” was not lost upon them.

Hang-Loose Prevention—The Los Angeles Panoply

Someone has called Los Angeles a collection of suburbs in search
of a community. Just so its youth organizations mirror the frag-
mentation and autonomy of life peculiar to the urban colossus below
California’s Tehachapi mountains.. Unlike New York, it has no
all-inclusive community organization that can be described as a
formal pattern of delinquency prevention, although it has its share
of segmental organizations which are structured in special ways.
Unlike New York, Los Angeles has seen the proliferation of pre-
vention organizations without State support; indeed, State organi-
zation of such services through the California Youth Authority has
been simply one, not overly significant part of this growth. The fact
that Los Angeles is practically a State within a State, but organized
as a county, may account for its pru*e'm unconnected youth organi-
zations.

T.os Angeles’ unique pattern of delinquency prevention is also
its oldest, going back to 1930, when its Chief Probation Officer intro-
duced the then novel community coordinating council idea from
Berkeley where it originated. These cduncils are made up of volun-
teer citizen groups (md representatives of professional agencies. The
Councils maintain Case Conference Committess whose members
represent schools, police, welfare agencies, and other cgmmunity
groups. They take up cases of individual children with school prob-
lems or community difficulties, discuss them and refer them to some

source of assistance. If gaps in services are turned up, they are re-.

ported to the respective Coordinating Council. Other Case Con-

S Reaching the Fighiting Gang, New York: New York City Youth Board, 1960, Appendix.

pp. 255-258.

80

Sous e

ference pursuits are foster home finding, arranging summer camp-
ships, and searching out youth employment oppmtunities In 1934
an Executive Bo‘u*d was established for the various Coordinating
Councils, and in 1946 they were joined into a Federation. Staff work
for the Councils originally was provided by the County Probation
Department, and more recently by the Department of Community
Services.

The notorious Zoot Suit riots of 1943 led to the organization of
the Los Angeles Youth Project, composed of ten youth-serving
agencies, which was administered under the Metropolitan Welfare
Councﬂ The same year the California Youth Authority opened a
Los Angeles office mainly for delinquency prevention consultation. In
1944 a County Youth Committee was established made up of county
departments with youth service functions. The year 1949 saw the
birth of the Metropolitan Recreation and Youth Services Council,
primarily to promote “recreation for everybody.” Thus five major
organizations with delinquency prevention as their purpose came into
existence, somewhat like the Miracle Mile on Wilshire Boulevard,
within the short period of five years. They have operated inde-

- pendently, and overlapping activities are by no means uncommon.*

Over a much longer time span the Los Angeles Police Department
and the Sheriff’s Department have carried on preventive work in the
law enforcement manner. The Police Department through its Juve-
nile Burean built up an elaborate referral system, but since revision
of the State Juvenile Court Law in 1961 and the U.S. Supreme Court
Gault decision, police interest in referrals has declined. The Sheriff
Department’s contributipn to prevention work centers around main-
tenance of a Central Juvenile Index and a register of hard-core

gangs.  The Probation Department also has carried part of the
burdnn of preventive work, mainly ’thloucrh its group program for
street gangs.

Coordination

As might be expected among persons working among the dispersed
youth organization of Los Angeles there has been a continuing con-

cern with the problem of coordination. The job of doing something

about it was ultimately assigned. to the County Department of
Community Services, which was established by law in 1955. This
office gives staff assistance to the Los Angeles Youth Committee,
the Federation of Coordinating Councils, local Coordinating Coun-
cils, and Case Conferences. Tt can make recommendations to these
agencies or to the County Board of Supervisors or both, but in
reality it is no more than advisory. While there is considerable plan-

U TLos’ Angeles and the New York City Youth Boatd, op. c¢it, Chanter VIIL~
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ning and some coordination for delinquency prevention in Los

Angeles, there is little that can be called centralized.®®
A

Evaluation

Appraisal of organized efforts at delinquency prevention in Los
Angeles is no more encouraging than for New York. Case Con-
ferences apparently have been less than effective in following throngh
cases to insure that some kind of assistance will be given; with pass-
ing time these groups have shifted more to pointing out needed

services. Coordinating Councils do well in ironing out administra-

tive problems of participating agencies on an ad hoc basis but their
integrating function is questionable. Both Case Conferences and
Coordinating Councils leave the impression of being bypassed by
time; at best they are adapted to small communities where some
degree of informality and interpersonal awareness still prevail.*®
Apart from these, Los Angeles schools carry on with identification
and referral procedures, but they do not seem to be linked closely
with other preventive activities.

Experience, in this instance backed by research, has caused dis-
enchantment with gang group work and detached street worker
operations. Research summarized by Klein on Los Angeles group
guidance concludes that while there may be effective ways of
diminishing delinquency through work with gangs, the methods
currently in use have the opposite effects’” Los Angeles police
agree, for they have taken a dim view of ministering to needs of
adolescent gangs which are sources of law violations; they reserve
their prerogative to move in when outbreaks of violence and crime by
gang members.demand it, using surveillance and the removal of gang
leadership to reduce the problem. :

On the surface, having relatively little centralized planning and
top coordination seems to fault Los Angeles delinquency prevention
in a large way, but this may be less of a handicap than it appears,
for it may facilitate the demise of ill-snited organizations and make
for swifter adaptations to changing situations. Coordination, at
least in the accepted sense, may prove to be less significant for
delinquency prevention than the introduction of particular kinds of
programs and action into ongoing community processes. For example,
toward the end of the 1960’ the increase of juvenile court referrals
in Los Angeles apparently levelled off very greatly. Yet the most

I8 Ihid.

1 Paul Tappan, Comparative Survey of Juvenile Delinqucncu, Part I, North America,
New York: United Nations, 1958, pp. 93-04,

17 Malcolm Klein, Toward the reduction of gang delinquency. Paper given at California
Youth Authority Conference, Santa Barbara, California, Febroary 18, 1970.
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plausible veason seemed to be an increase in advocacy by counsel
rather than anything that could be claimed for community planning.®®

Methods of Intervention
Leaving aside general ameliorative activities, including recreation,
three methods of intervention on an organized community basis are
referrals, aggressive social work, and street work with delinquent
gangs. Orrr'mwm(r referrals is urged on the grounds that preventing
dehnquency essentnlly is a matter of locating children who have

problems and getting them to the right Welffu'e agency. But this

line of reasoning has been challenged. Kahn, for example, has shown
that a large percentage of chﬂchen who become delmquent are in
families alveady involved with one or more welfare agencies and
have been so for some time. ITence the problem resides at the agency
level quite as much as in the lack of connective apparatus among
the agencies?®

Among the several difficulties with referrals is the fact that they
are often carried out by “shopping around” by telephone or letter.
The Jack of accountability to a central supervising agency leads to
a variety of problems including failure to respond to 1egitimftte re-
quests for help and the concealment of the availability of services.
Agency clnrte1s or legal requirements frequently stand in the way
of an agency’s taking responsibility for cases, or may even cause
agencles to work at cross purposes. “Early” cases somehow get lost,
and those assigned via conferences receive little followup attention.
According to Kmhn, referrals often are made in a perfunctory way,
and resources used with knowledge that no good will be accom-
phshecL——a failing he calls “community self-deception.””® The miss-
ing ingredient is accountability; thére is no feedback information
on cases, an element which is essential to continued responsibility.
Bureaucratization, professionalization, and functional specialization

.of contemporary welfare organization militate strongly against

this end.

w1t is probably too soon to evalnate fully the lmpact whieh the considerable growth
of new earcers projects-und self-help groups has had in promoting community absorption
of (lrnp abuse problems and other youth problems in Los Angeles. Tight property-tax
re\exm% and demands magde by tle Probation Officers. Union toward. the end of the
1960’s seem: to have slowed their development and hampered their work. At the same
time the organization of eivil rights-oriented drug abuse self-help groups to chinllenge
probation depariment aud juvenile court decisions may. have strengthened diversionary
tendencies in’ the handling of youth problems. Information snpplied by David Bisno,

Deputy Director, Community Services Depurtment, Los Angeles County.

1 Alfred J, Kuhn, For Children in Trouble, New York: Citizens Committee for Children
of New TYork City, 1057; Giscla Konopka, Coordination of services as o means; of
delinguency. prevention, Annals of American Academy of Political and Social Science,
1959, 332, 30-87; Youth in the Ghelto, New York: Harlem Youth Opportunities Unlimiteqd
Tuc., 19645 Juvenile Delinguency . Prevention in the United Sintes, Washington, D. C.:
U. 8. Government Printing Office, 1965.

2 Alfred J. Kahn, op, cit.
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Street Gang Work

Thus far, evaluative studies of detached worker projects—in Bos-
ton, Chicago,.anhd Los Ange]eS—-—h'we shown negligible results.®
Klein’s study of the data on the Los Angeles Group Guidance Project
caused him to state positively that accepted methods, especmlly group
programming, promote gang cohesiveness and thereby increase delin-
quency rates. The benign presence and intervention by detached
worlers, as already noted, give status recognition and importance to
the gang, and assisting members with services helps to perpetuate it.
According to Xlein, an immediate step needed to reduce delinquency
is to stop defached worker programs. In their place he advises
methods for decreasing gang' size by “peeling off” vulnerable or
marginal members.?*

Whether techniques for encouraging individuals to - defect from
gangs can be developed remains to be shown. A study of the counsel-
ing of 109 boys by street gang workers geared to their acceptance of
values of holding a job, staying in s,clmol, and avoiding delinquent
peers disclosed initial success, i.e., the boys readily accepted help, and
wem “easy to reach,” IIowevex, there was much backsliding and a

“near success” pile-up at the point where the boys had to solidify
their new values by taking independent action. Failures were inter-
preted as the results of the reciprocal reinforcement of an accommo-
dative pattern, something like folie o dewa.? '

A more realistic perspectwe of the relation of gang work to
dehnquency prevention is needed. Dramatization of gang violence
in news media, extensive theorizing ahout gang delmquency by
social scientists, and the quasi-romantic prpeal of detached worker
programs have distorted the importance of juvenile gangs in the
total delinquency problem. Not all gangs ave delinquent, and those
which are, violate Jaws only part of the time. Outside of very large
cities gang delinquency at most is a minor police problem. Conse-
quently, even if detached worker programs were a resounding snceess,
they would affect only a small portion of delinquency.

Aggressive Social Work
Reference already has been made in Chapter III to the crisis
in social work and alienation of social workers from the poor. The
latter took place during the Depression when private agencies of
necessity transferred most of their poor clients to public relief
agencies. Private agencies began to cater more and more to middle

LAalter Miller; The impact of @ ‘tatal community’ delinqueney control project, Social
Problems, 1062, 10, 168-191; Frank Carney, Comments on youth gangs, in 7'he People
e the System: A Diclogue in Urban Conflict, Chicago: Acme Press; 196S; pp. 352-353.

= Mnleolm Klein, Gang coliesiveness, delinquency and n street work progranm, Jouwinal
of Researeh in Crime and Delinqueéncy, 1969, (in press).

® Natban - Caplan, Treatment intervention and reeiprocal interaction eﬂ'ects, Journal
of Social Issues, 1968, 24, 63-88.
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class clients who tere responsive to psychotherapeutic casework
methods; motivation to accept this kind of help became an important
criterion for the selection of cases. This shift, of course, meant that
hostile, lower class problem youths or delinquents were deemed
unsuitable for casework help.*

In the 1950’ a new appreciation that social workers often were
not serving persons most in need of their help led to a conception
of “outreaching” or aggressive social work. This conception was
closely associated with the institution of early identification and
referral programs in a number of larger cities. In New York it was
part of the program for discovering and treating the multiproblem
families.

Besides seeking out uncooperative subjects with problems, aggres-
sive social work dep'l rts from conventional casework by directness in
dealing with families, invoking authority if necessary, changing the
immediate environment, trying to get more flexible responses from
other agencies, and to some extent playing an “advocate” role for
clients. At the same time responsibility is accepted for the coordina-
tion of services to families.2s . -

This newer kind of social work obviously takes some doing; much
time and ingenuity is needed to get through the formidable psychic
barriers and apathy of people chosen for help. Asssssment of its
results is complicated by the absence of a well-developed methodolc,oy

- to measure the effects of social work in general. However, there is

some partial evidence to show that multiproblem family social work
does or can bring about improvement.?® Unfortunately there is no
way of determining whether more specific improvements include a
lessening of dehnquency This may well reflect the tendency for
projects which start off with delinquency prevention as their object.
to turn into a diffuse kind of remedial work.

Deviance sociology perforce raises the issue of the moral structure
of aggressive social work. While its ideology partially moves the
onus of social failure from individuwals to the environment, its
methods for selecting its clientele preserve most of the implications
of older social work. Terms applied to families, such as “inadequate,”
“hard to reach,” *hard core,” and “unmotivated” take on unmistak-
able moral overtones. At best the tactics of aggressive social ork
are an invasion of privacy; at worst they amplify the visibility of
family problems and multiply the numbers of children who are candi-
dates for official deviance labels. While this kind of intervening

2 Richard Cloward and Irwin Epstein, Private social welfare's disengagement from the
poor: The case of family adiustment agencies, in Community Action dgainst Poterty,
George Brager and Francis Purcell, eds., New Haven, Connecticut: College and University
Press, 1967, pp. 40-63.

% See George Brager and Francis Purcell, op, ¢it.; Ludwig Geismar and Jane Krisbérg,

The Forgotten Neighborhood, Metuchen, New Jersey- The Scarecrow Press, 1967,
% Ludwig Geismar and Jane Krisberg, op. cit,, Chapter15,
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treatment need not be rejected out of hand on these grounds, it has tu
be conceded that its costs in terms of time, money, and risks of de-
gradation are. readily appavent whereas its benefits have to be
inferred from.idolated case success or taken on ideological faith.

Community Action Models

Community action models for preventing delinquency break sharply
from traditional community organization techniques of social work
origin, but at the same time they have affinities with older social
amelioration movements. Their reliance on indigenous leadership
also gives them kinship with cultural grewth models. Community
action is distinguished by the insistence that the causes of delin-
quency are many, all interrelated, and that they need broad based
action to be removed. But its most striking difference is the willing-
ness to substitute conflict tactics for accommodation and cooperation
which are trade marks of traditional community organization. Such
tactics are o logical outgrowth of a view that commumty institutions
have grown rigid, bmewucratued, and unresponsive, and that their
oﬂicml agents no longer listen to the very real complaints of the
poor, or if they do hs‘ren it is only to anticipate and forestwll any
constructive changes.

One well-known version of community action is Alinsky’s con-
ception of bringing to life People s Organizations, whose participants
will solve their plob]ems in their own way without entangling de-
pendence upon professional welfare agencies. Org a1u71ng wmkels,
raising wages, increasing ]ob oppmtumtles, pressuring landlords to
1owe1~ rents or to make repairs, and closing gambling houses reflect
something of the range of community acti* s in the Alinsky manner,
Such action inevitably becomes political, Jooses power struggles, and
provokes confrontations. Opposition is treated as an obstacle to be
overcome with inventive tactics carefully attuned to the cultural back-
ground of the community.2

Models and the Money Tree

Trends in the past two decades have moved more and more respon-
sibility for delinquency prevention upward to the State level, thence
to the level of the Federal Government. Associated with this trend
is the thought that the government should strive to promote coordina-
tion in the confused conglomerate of local agencies and also to
stimulate innovations in treatment methods. Congressionally estab-
lished offices, bureaus, institutes, and departments have sought this
end with grants of funds and consultation service to existing agencies,
ad hoc organizations, and individuals. Grants often have been
broadly permissive, but usually they have required some kind of

27 Saul Aunsky,'Rcveillc For Radicals, op. cit.
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evaluation to be made. The demonstration project, beloved in agri-
culture and long used by foundations, has been especially favored.

These developments were made possible by a series of enabling
acts by Congress, beginning with the administration of President
Kennedy and continuing to the present. They were given a strong
impetus by the rediscovery of poverty and by a mounting crime
problem. Many if not most of the projects under Federal sponsorship
have revolved around efforts to diminish delinquency through im-
proving economic and educational opportunities. More recently
delinquency prevention projects have been influenced by the national
concern with “crime in the streets” and “law and order.” The out-
pouring of projects from Federal agencies( and private foundations)
is too great to attempt to summarize their nature, other than to say
that community action, resident participation, self help, paraprofes-
sionalism, neighborhood focus, and pecuniary incentives have figured
large in their conceptions and organization.®

Mobilization for Youth has been by far the most ambitious and
richly funded of all such projects. It was jointly sponsored in 1961
by the President’s Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth
Crime, the National Institute of Mental Health, the City of New
York, and the Ford Foundation. People from local welfare agencies,
city departments, and Columbia University were appeinted to the
controlling board, and its plan laid out five program areas: work
tmmmg, educwtmn, group work and community organization,
services to individuals and families, and training and personnel. Its
original charter was to combat juvenile delinquency and provide
opportunities on the Lower East Side of New York. Beginning as a
coordinating enterprise along traditional lines with a strategy of
psychologxcml remediation, under Federal influence the project soon
shifted to “opportunity theory,” giving major priority to the
reduction of poverty by means of “community development.”

The evolving strategy of MFY became one of institutional change.
Agency collaboration was sought through the bait of demonstration
funds; once enlisted they were pressured through negotiation and
persuasion to give their sponsorship to various projects. Since oppor-
tunity theory turned the play to public institutions, power conflict
soon reared its knobby head. Restive staff people became disillusioned
with negotiation and persuasion and changed their tactics to organ-
ized criticism and protest. Political attacks on the project were not
long in forthcoming.?

= Juvenile Delinquency Prevention in the United States, 1965, Health, Education, and
Welfare, U, 8. Children’s Burenu.

2 Frances Piven, The demonstration project: A Federal stritegy for locnl chiange, in
George Brager and Francis Purcell, op. cit., Chapter 3.
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Evaluation

The objective of community action—social amelioration~—has been
criticized as beipg too generalized and too diffuse to make appreciable
inroads on the incidence and rates of delinquency. Delinquency pre-
vention was only one of the many goals of people’s organization,
and MFY turned out to be more of an attack on poverty than on
delinquency. Detailed assessments of the multifarious enterprises
fostered by community action are unlikely to be made, and if they
were, results could not be expected to shed much light on delinquency
prevention. v

" The people’s organization school has no real theory of how to
prevent delinquency, other than that as one of many social problems;
it must be done by liberating the democratic potentialities of the poor
and converting them into a fighting force. The “opportunity theory”
of deviance which became the rallying cry of MFY is just that and
nothing more. It has not been verified by empirical sociology and its
original speculative source in Merton’s writings has been severely
criticized.3°

The most enlightening issue raised by community action is the
question of who shall initiate projects and programs of delinquency
prevention. Pecple’s organizations apparently must be generated by
outside agitators who are something like roving apostles of Jeffer-
sonian democracy. Just how society is to come by a supply of these
with the stamp of Alinsky’s genius is not clear. One suspects that
the solution to this problem would be institutional—one very likely
to leach out: the charisma in Alinsky’s leadership.

Community action under Federal auspices has some schizophrenic
aspects in that tax monies are being made available to selected groups
to attack or destroy the values of other groups. However, the pic-
ture is inconsistent. Under MFY the impression is left that the proj-
ect was less of a local product sparked by the government than it
was the creation of an inner coterie of Federal scheme-makers who
promoted their ideas through the Project staff. In contrast to this
the projects spawned under the Economic Opportunity Act at a
later date were conceived and administered with such loose controls
that the goals of the legislation were quickly subverted. Funds went
to benefit persons other than those most needing them, or their use
was preempted by local political leaders.

A persistent dilemma of community organization, whether for
delinquency prevention or other purposes, is the relative weight to
be given formal organization and that to primary groups. It is a
sociological truism that behavior change best occurs in a context of
intimate, personalized relationships; yet how to bring this about on

% See Anomic and Deviant- Bghavior, Marshall Clinard, ed., Glencoe, Illinois: Free
Press, 1907.
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The objective of community action—social amelioration—has been
criticized as beipg too generalized and too diffuss to make appreciable
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vention was only oite of the many goals of people’s organization,
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prevention.
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and converting them into a fighting force. The “opportunity theory”
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outside agitators who are something like roving apostles of Jeffer-
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ect was less of a local product sparked by the government than it
was- the creation of an inner coterie of Federal scheme-makers who
promoted their ideas through the Project staff. In contrast to this
the projects spawned under the Xconomic Opportunity Act at a
later date were conceived and administered with such loose controls
that the goals of the legislation were quickly subverted. Funds went
to benefit persons other than those most needing them, or thelr use
was preempted by local political leaders.

. A persistent. dilemma of community organization, whether for
delinquency prevention or other purposes, is the relative weight to
be given formal organization and that to primary groups. It is a
sociological truism that behavior change best occurs in a context of

~ intimate, personalized 1e1atrons]ups yet how to brm« this about on

0 See Anomie and Deviant Beliavior, Marshall Clinard, ed uleucoe, nllnuiq. Free
Press,: 1967.
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Lor produces more than their own.

their coordinaticn is formal and inconstant;

a large scale presents complicated problems of collating formal organ- -
“izations in which expertise is necessary. An excess of formalized,

specinlized organization stifles initiative at the local or primary group
level, but. weal development of this higher structure invites displace-
ment of goals or makes for confusion and uncoordinated efforts. A
golden mean solution to the dilemmia is to develop forms of organiza-
tion which put social distance between formal and local primary
group organization, thus vetaining expertise and broad applicability
on the one hand and adaptive spred and flexibility on the other.®

The funding of demonstration projects in community delinquency
prevention does not in itself supply a method by which new patterns
will be taken over and locally integrated. Farmers may do this
merely from seeing that the corn in the demonstration plo’c, is taller
Not 'so innovations in human
organization, particularly when they fall outside of areas, such as
commerce, where "LCCOUni‘lblhty is possible. The weak state of im-
‘plementation methods is clearly evidenced by the ephemeral char-
acter of delinquency prevention programs and their failure to crystfd-
117e nto stable institutional structures.

- Although the swift pace of social change and recurrent crises are
conducwe to instant or packaged solutlons to problems, it may be

necessary to depend on slower processes of cultural growth to secure
organized means appropriste to the delicate ploblems of socializing

c]u]dren and maturing youfh past their transitional years. This
needs doing under the aegis of a durable institutional pattern sup-
ported by a morality w hlch maintains child and youth welfare in a
dominant position ‘it the value hierarchies of community groups.
This does not imply or demand consensus, nor even community wide
participation; it does, however, require the clarification and articu-
lation of the intevests of all whe have a stake in the reduction of
delinguency.

Conclusion

This chftpter concludes with a pessimistic view of community

organization for delinquency prevention. The conception that co-
ordination of a number of welfare agencies. will reduce delinquency
readily captures the public imagination, but on closer examination it
loses much of its appeal. Agencies somehow don’t coordinate, or
goals of delinquency
prevention projects become ghﬂused or distor ted by those of the more
powerful groups in the community. The community organization
ideal has Spuuous qualities of outmoded, pristine rural or small town
democracy, and assumes that bringing 1eplesenmt1ves of organiza-

o Eugene Litwak and Hem'} Meyer;: A7 bm.'nce theory of coordinntion bBetween bureau-

cratic organizations and comwmunity primary groups, in Belavior Science for Social
Workers, Bdwin I, Thomas,.ed., New York: The Free Press, 1967, Chapter 19.
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tions together around a table somehow will cause them to renounce
fheir differences of interest and to forge common new values, If
Alinsky did nothi'nfr else ho ling shown that far more than this is
necessary. ' :

The truly fntal flaw in community organization planned for de-
lingquengy prevention is vagueness of purpose, It is painfully obvious
that delinguency prevention i the great majority of instances has
no objective referents, and in operational terms it embraces an
aggregate of pragnis e, empirvieal, improvised, and ‘he(ﬂy copied
acmvmes ranging from baby sitting to the latest fads in psycho-
therapy. . .\Iosb of the attempts at (meiully designed and controlled
experiments in prevention start with some kind ot predictions, which,
as has been shown, tend to be inconsistent and overpredict delin-
quency. The final dismal note is that to date all such programs,
large or small, with minor exceptions, have shown negative results.**

2 William Berleman and Thomis Stelnburn, Delingienoy Prevontion Bwperiments: A
Reappraisal, Spattle, Washington i Seattle Atlantis Street Center, 1068,
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Chapter V1. Conclusion

The conception of delinquency prevention, being ill conceived and
devoid of demonstrable Lesults, should be ubundoned Categorically
different ways of pevceiving delinquency need to be found, ways
which give prominence to the definitional processes, and wo the
x-mmﬁed consequences of the policy and actiong of those agencies
which feed cases into the juvenile justice system. An operational
perspective is needed to replace that of treatment and reform. It
must be effectively seer that all children engage in deviance, and
that they become devian's through contmfrencles, complaints, and
decisions of human beings with some authority. The things which
have been called delmquehcy are with a small e\cephomble portion
normal problems of sucialization, and should be so conceived. From
such a view, all children are delinquency proue and at the same time
none are, hence such invidious terms are bereft of their meaning and
should be discarded. This is not to insist that childven’s serious prob-
lems should be ignored, but rather that they meet objective criteria
in ovder to make youths candidates for the official justice system. De-

‘cisions to do so should be'made by balancing the total costs of defining

and officially processing a youth as dehnquent against those of
diverting him elsewhere, or indeed, of taking no acmon at all. Finally,

since o pohcy of this kind may excite neg: mve opinicn there need to -

be ways of making off-balance declsmns in juvenile justice palatable
to the community.. -

Control Instead of Prevention

The control of delinquency in contradistinetion to its prevention
can be achieved in good part by policy changes and legislation. If
forms of delinquency have been defined into existence they can be
defined and administered out of existence by those with power to
do so. Delinquencies most obviously calling for legislative annihi-
liation are special classes of children’s crimes already discussed in
the first chapter. Statutes need changing in such a way that specified
procedures rather than substantive statements malke it difficult, costly,
or impossible to process truants, runaways, incorrigibles, and “moral
danger” cases from police depmtments or other sources to ]uvemle
courts. Legislative consideration should be given to statutes enjoin-
ing police ‘md juvenile courts to find that no alternatives to juvenile
court, dispositions are available for all law violations short of serious

felonies or dangerous disturhances of public order; before making

referrals to juvenile court or filing petitions.
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What Manner of Diversion Agency?

Ideally the diversion of minors from juvenile court will become a
state of mind, an unquestioned moral position held by all child and
youth welfare -organizations, considered as a good in itself rather
than a means to an.end. Problems will be absorbed informally into
the community, or if they are deemed sufficiently serious they will
be funneled into some type of diversion institution, staffed and
organized to cope with problems on their own terms rather than as
antecedents to delinquency. This means that solutions to problems
will recognize the cultural specificity of deviance and its symbolic
meaning to the child and others. If a problem centers around run-
ning away, the associated sequence of events should-be structured
whenever possible to avoid police intervention. The youth should
have some place fo runaway to—a “pad,” such as found in some of
our larger cities, or g hostel where all are accepted without presump-
tion—pending reestablishment of relations with parents. If diso-
bediance or incorrigibility is seen most frequentiy as an expression
of intergenerational conflict, it should be handled by accommodative
adjustments rather than by allegations, diagnoses, or findings. Thus
far no agencies explicitly organized with the diversionary conception
in mind have materialized, although a number of experimental ar-
rangements, such as “hot lines” for adolescents with problems, point
to the requisite kind of rapid, flexible response to urban conditions.

The ‘Y,outh Services Bureau

The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Ad-
ministration of Justice (1967) in its gemeral report and task -force
report on juvenile delinquency stated thut the goal of the pre-judicial
process in dealing with juveniles should be diversion: '

a great denl of juvenile misbehavior should be dealt witiy |
through alternatives to adjudication, in accorddnce with an explicit
policy to divert juvenile offenders away from formal adjudication and
to nonjudicial institutions for guidance and other services. ‘

Unfortunately the recommendations and discussion failed to main-
tain ‘a sharp distinction between diversion in the sense in which some
Clommission members conceived the term and prevention as more con-
ventionally held by other members. Whatever special meaning diver-
sion may have had was blurred or lost sight of in the diffuse discus-
sion of pre-judicial processing in' which it appeared. However, it
does seem cleir that the recommendation for the establishment of
the Youth Services Bureau was the Commission’s more important

 contribution to implementing a policy of diversion.

.1 Task Force Report: Juvenile Deliiquency and Youth Orime, President’s Commisgion
on Low Enforcement and Adminiztration of Justice, Washington, D.C.¢ 0.8, Government
Trinting Cffice, 1967, p. 16; also The Challenge of Jrime in-a Free Sociéty; op cit,; p. 83.
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These were Rrol)osed to be local agencies, or part of neighborhood
centers, supplying a broad range of services for “trouble-making”
youth, r‘e'fe):red to them by police, probation departments, schools, and
community agencies, or brought in by parents. Suggested services
included counseling, foster home placements, work assignments, and

special education ; such services were to be obtained gratis from com-

mun’lty‘agenmes, or by contract if necessary. The recommendations
:for the Bureaus stressed the need to “work out plans” for the re-
habilitation of troubled minors through ftheir voluntary participa-

tion and that of parents. No detailed means were given for solving

the Pyoblen_qs of agency coordination but the Bureau staff would be
required to observe the principle of accountability in its interagency
contacts. ) ‘ :

- It is both premature and unfair to crificize Youth Servicé Bureaus
too harshly before they have a chance to become fully organized and

~ prove themselves in practice. Fowever, probing questions already

have been raised about their sonrces of authority, means of support,
professional tone, and theisy relationships to existing ageucies work-
ing in the same feld of endeavor.? The ubiquitous risk is that such
Bureaus will become just one more community agency .following

popular or fashionable trends in youth work, muddying the waters &

]1tt¥e more and falling into obscurity. Much depends on-the way in
Wh}ch States and localities see the possibilities of the enabling
legislation. -
~ California’s labors so far suggest that something less than stark
innovation characterizes planning for its Bureaus, The State legis-
lation hfu‘nchng four pilot projects in 1969 beging with some fired
prescriptions to the effect that delinquency prevention and coordina-
tion areto be their main business: =

The Legislature hereby ﬁnds that,a}l delihquency preveiition efforts

must be concentrated at the loeal level to be meaningful and effective,

and that while sufficient services and resources alrendy exist in most

California communties to' wage a highly effective ‘battle against de- -
linquency, such. services dnd, resources ave badly in need of coordi-

nation.’

A‘n aura of consistency is given to this high-level policy statement
by ;‘1lst1110ti11g that divectors of Youth Services Bureaus be dalled co-
ordinators, anc that they be appointed by Delinguency Prevention
Committees in the counties selected for projects.

- Tt is hard to escape the impression of old ideas being recycled when
looking at the organizational pattern of some of the Bureaus. The
Board of Managers of one Bureau in Los Angeles consists mainly of

representatives from judicial and correctional agencies; from law

2 Margaret Rosenbeinm, Youth Services Burenns: A coneept. in search of deﬁniﬂon,‘

Jhivenile Court Judges Journal, 1069, XX, 6974, .
3 Californic Welfare and Institutions Code, Chapiér 9, 1000, Touth Services Bureaus. '
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enforeement, together with officials from various city and county de-
partments. On paper, at least, this looks stangely like a local
coordinnting council, or a suburban offshoot of the Los Angeles
Youth Committée, Just how significantly new departures will
emerge in Bureaus heavily dominated Dby spokesmen for formal
authorities bound to conventional procedures is far from clear.

~ Is There a Better Idea?

Social scientists probably are at their best as institutional critics;
they are more likely to know what does not work and what is unlikely
to work, than what will. When social invention is essayed, their
productions are no less apt to he follies than those of others who
struggle to solve the riddles of human problems. Hence it is with
a proper measure of humility advised by what has or has not been
Jearned from materials examined in this volume that the following
are proposed -as minimal considerations for the construction of a
diversion model: :

1. Diversion should be closely arirulated with the workings of

the juvenile justice system becanse.that’s what it is about.

9. Police should become the chief source of referrals to diversion

agencies because that’s where most official processing starts.

3. There should be positive gaing to police from their making

referrals. o

4. Diversion agencies in large cities probably are best located near

schools but not in them. - SR

5. Serious truancy and cases of sggravated disciplinary problems

should be referved routinely to diversion agencies. No selool should

be allowed to dismiss or suspend a child withont finding that pro-
vision has been made for his continuing education or employment.

6. In unfit home cases, absence of home care, incorrigibility com-

plaints by pavents or school authorities, and moral danger cases,

the police, sherift’s departments, district attorneys, and probation
departments should be compelled to find that no agency exists or
none is willing to accept the cases before referring them to juvenile

court or filing petitions, . . ,

7. Diversion agencies should reserve the right to reject cases but

" should not refer cases tothe police or juvenile court. ‘

Stated in more positive terms the purpose of a diversion agency
should be to preempt problems which otherwise would enter the
juvenile justice system. Its purpose should not be case finding ; nor
should it be the coordination of services. Rather it should be problem

4 Bassett Yoﬁth Sérvice Bureau, .Tunh 80, 1969, Six Months Progress Report, Los
Angeles, Californin: Youth Services< Burcaus, A TMirst Year Report to the Califernin
Legisluture, 1970, Department of the Youth Authority, Saeramento, California; William

Underivood; California's Youth Services Bureaus, Oalifornic Youth ,;4},1[(1(0)‘1‘“] Quarterly,
1469, 22, 27-33. : : : LN :
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solvi}]g, conflict resolution, or the provision of services germane to the
specl'ﬁc nature of the deviance and the imminence of official action.
Sp'ecm} attention should be given to “making the victin: whole” or
satisfying complainants that *something is being done” about the
problem. Mediation, arbitration, and vestitution should be freely
11:sec1. Finally, public relations techniques ave recommended to dis-
sipate spurious wmoral indignation which often complicates non-
official handling of delinguency. -

Much of what has been suggested here pertains to jurisdictional
matters and procedures and neglects to sy what kind of an organiza-
tion design is necessary for diversion. Yet this is a logical con-
sequence of the kinds of questions asked thronghout this monograph:
what kinds of problems of children and youth should be of?lcia,lly
recogpized and what happens when they arve. These are operational
guestions, not questions ag to what can be done for or to minors.
Therefore the form of diversion agencies may not. be too important
so long as they are operationally orviented.

It may be most profitable to conceive of diversion as an integral
part of a system—in this case, of the juvenile justice system. This
poses a question as to what the juvenile justice system is and how
cases flow into and out of it. Some believe that it can be defined
by vesearch: '

. . there is need for a large ‘scale program of action research in-
volying  personnel at all levels focusing on connections betiveen
agencies, developing comunon information sources and data banks,

predicting and testing unltimate goal oriented changes-in each com- -~
ponent as it affects the others.”

. F

‘ Theve are others who are less sanguine about the possibilities of

¢ . » - 3 : - .

. systems research” or who believe it is a snare or delusion., The débate

is unsettled. : ;
Meanwhile, it seems safest to hold that diversion of childrei and

youth{ from the official court system is a state of mind; once it is

established as o predominant social value, the question of adaptation

of means to the end should be niore easily answered.

A, W. McBachern, A systews approach to. juvenile delinquency, April 1969, Public

Systems Research Institute, University of Sonthern Califernia, manuseript.
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