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INTRODUCTION | :

This report includes content areas consistent with the major activities and
program components of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). The NIJJDP is located within the Office
Of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (QJIDP), which is a part of
the Law Enforcenient Assistance Administration (LEAA), within the U.S.
Department of Justice. - o

The major statutorily-established functions of NIJJDP are: |
I Research, Evaluation and Program Development.

Il Information Development and Dissemination. L
IIL “Training Development and Implementation. Ly

IV.  Standards Development and Implementation. R .

This structure of NIJIDP's functions corresponds to the provisions and mandates .’
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974, as iRt
amendeq in 1977, ' _ o .

| Specifically, this report.addresses the questions proposed in the language of
the Act (Section 246) which directs the Deputy Associate Administrator of
LEAA (Director, NIJJDP) to issue annual reports on:

"research, demonstration, tra’qj' y and evaluation
programs funded under this title (Title I), including , -
a review of the results of such programs, an assess- (

~ ment of the application of such-results to existing

. and to new juvenile delinquency programs, and .
- . detailed recommendations for future research, «'
- demonstration, training and evgluation @ograms." o

* : ' . . . St

| | In addition to a narrative section which summarizes NIJJDP's activities since
its establishment in June, 1975 through Fiscal Year (FY) 1979 (September 30,
1979) (current projects, results of previous work, application to programs,
and recommendations) the report includes a section summarizing the activities
and recommendations of the Institute's Advisory Committee. An appendix is
provided that includes a listing of all projects funded by NIJJDP since its

- establishment (Appendix A), and project identification information on projects
funded during FY 79 (Appendix B). - R

v -
» .
v .
v
. ' . L4 :
” .
A . : 1
. .
. . .




) )
' i i - . Q/ . .
) L RESEARCH, EVALUATION AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENY  °
' ) . ) . . (\"‘
NIJJDP's research, evaluation and program development functions ensue .

from Sec. 243 of the JIDP Act, which authorizes the Institute to: y

a ¥
"conduct, encourage and coordinate research and
evaluation into any aspect of juvenile delinquency,
particularly with regard to new programs and methods
which show promise of making a contribution o .

" toward the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency."

Since its legislative authority covers the eritire field of delinquency,
throughout the U.S., NIJJDP's work has been guided by use of a general frame- . /
work, or perspective. This comprehensive perspective of the entire '
delinquency field involves viewing it as consisting of just three parts: 1) .
delinquent behavior and its prevention, 2) the juvenile justice system (police, : :

- courts, and corrections), and 3) community-based alternatives to juvenile Q
justicé system processing. Use of this framework has helped guide NIJJDP's \
data and information gathering efforts. Priority has been given to development
and gathering of nationwide data with respect to the three-part framework.

In the delinquent,behavior area, NIJJDP has sponsored nationwide °

. efforts to survey delinquent behavior in the U.S., analyze national data onr
victimizations; and to compare these bases for estimates of the volume of delin-
quent: behavior with estimates based on official records. A nationwide data base
“on prevention programs has been developed. ‘

4 : '

» - Similarly, in'regard to the juvenile justice system, priority has been given to
developing and gathering nationwide data on the flow of youth through the juvenile
,Justice system. The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) provide national data

N “on police handling of juveniles. NIJJDP has for the past few years maintained,.
' and recently improved, the National Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporting System —

- which provides national data on juvenile court handling of youth, and on the flow of
youth ‘through the JJS, Nationwide information has been developed on various
juvenile justice system programs.

. v National'data.fon correctional system handling of juveniles has in the past
been proyided thro.(ngl;Xn annual (recently, bi-annual} census of juvenile correc-
tional facilities (including detention centers) sponsored by LEAA's National
Criminal Justice Information and Statjstics Service (NCJISS) —. which also sponsors
a national census of jails that includes data on juveniles. (Other national data
on youth in jails, police lock-upsaand Federal facilities are being gathered through

: _-another effort sponsored by OJJDP.) NIJJDP, beginning in calendar 1979, will w

- assume responsibility for the "Children in Custody" historical series formerly ’ ‘
~ " sponsored by NCJISS: the bi-annual nationwide census of training schools, other

- secure correctional facilities, and detention centers:  This census will be supple-
mented by a nationwide survey of juvenile residential programs — which NIJJDP

is sponsoring. o ' :
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- during calendar year 1976. The second survey of the

. qomp

“Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency.

. . 234 |
f b3 i ,
Natlonwic‘}g data have not been available for the community-based alter-

natives area. Thus NIJJDP nas launched a nationwide survey of such programs,

which actually serve as alternatives to juvenile justice system processing. It
will be conducted in FY 1980. :

, NI.JJD'_P'H)rogrém of research and evaluation studies is presented in the
following section in relation to the three-part framework outlined above. In
this and in edeh of the subsequent sections, addressing N1JJDP's three other

- main-functions, virtually-all projects-funded by NIJJDP since its establishment

through FY 1978 are) discussed. Projects funded during FY 1979 are discussed
separately. ™ g

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR AND PREVENTION QF DELINQUENCY

The Dynamics of Delinquency and Drug Use. ‘fhis award supports a three
year study de?fglned to provide natlonwide, sell-reported®*, information on the
ineidence, distribution, patterns and styles of delinquent behavior among a
national sample of approximately 1,725 youth aged 11-17. The study also includes
an examination of-the relationships between drug use (including alcohol) and. other
kinds of deliniquent behavior, and factors associated with changes in patterns of
drug use and delinquency.

RS

. The total youth sample,ﬁras__‘gelgeud and interviewed initially between
January .and March, 1977, concerhﬁng“g\elp 'involveme:éhi\n delinquent behavior
e youth was completed

between January and March, 1978, yielding delinquency estimates for the year
1977. ‘Che third, fourth, and fifth surveys will be conducted between January and
March of 1979, 1980 and 1981. The data reported herein are taken from the first
survey completed in 1977. The estimates presented are for delinqitent behavior
among the national sample during the calendar year 1976. .

... Preliminary éxamination of data'ﬁenerateﬁ"a;hrough the 1977 survey has
revealed several interesting and, in some cases, unexpected findings. As.with most
previous self-report studies, differences were found in the leveél of delinquency
involvement among males and females. Consistent with ot jer studies, the results
indicated that male adolescents engage: in significantly more delinquent activity

- than female adolescents. Males reported more involvemerit in delinquency than

‘females in every behavioral category. Mare specifically, substantial sex differ-

ences were observed with respect to invalvement in predatory crimes against

- persons, predatory crimés against property, public disorder(»

. ‘

¥ell-report ptudies Involve asking youth what delinquent behaviors they have
ommided, Father than relying on other sources of this information — such as_
court%or*ﬁ‘once records, This project is jointly funded by NIJJDP and NIMH's

-
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crimes and status offenses. Among males, older youth (13-17) reported greater
involvement in delinquency than the younger youth (11-12). For females, the
major increase in delinquency involvement comes with entry into the 16-17 age
category. No differences in the level of delinquent behavior was found for
females aged 11-12 and 13-15; however; those aged 16-17 reported approximately
twice the number of offenses as those 11-15 years old. For males, the major g
increase occurs for those entering the 13-15 age grodp. The oldest males (16-
17) reported fewer offenses than the 13-15 year olds.

L - . N [

It is interesting to note that for status offenses, a different pattern
emerges. While male youth involvement i classic street crimes (robbery,
burglary, assault) appears to decline in later teen years, there is nearly a two-
fold increase in the number status offenses reported among 13-15 and 16-17 year
old males (with the latter group showing the higher level of involvement).

N Youth living in large metropolitan areas (Standard Metropolitan Statistical >
Areas ~ SMSA) as defined by the Census Bureau, were significantly more involved’
in total delinquency, crimes against property, public disorder erimes and status

‘offenses than were youth residing in non SMSA areas. For those living in SMSA

areas, major increases in offenses occur in the 13-15 age groups, whereas increases
occyr later (ages 16-17) for those living in non-SMSA areas. Males living in SMSA
areas reported a disportionately high frequency of status offenses in comparison .
with males living in other areas. Place of residence appeared to have little

effect on the frequéncy of status offenses for females. In general, it would appear
that being male, aged 13-15, and living in an SMSA area all contribute dispro-
portionately to high rates of pulblic disorders and status offenses.

. Preliminary findings with respect to drug use indicate that youth are
increasingly beginning to 'use drugs at a younger age. Major findings include,the
following: 1) beer is the drug most frequently used; 2) a higher proportion of
upper class youth use beer, wine, hard liquor, and ‘marijuana then lower classes;
'35) the reverse is true for other illicit drugs; including inhalants, angel dust, and

-amphetamines; and 4) use of most illicit drugs correlates positively with use of

others, thus for;ning an "{llicit drug cluster." .

The results of this National Youth Survey, when compared with results from

* similar prévious surveys, indicate that the number of youth running away from home

has increased steadily since 1967, when only 2.5 percent reported running away
one or more times in the. prior year. By 1972, the number was 4.6 percent; and by ¥
1977, 5.9 percerit. ‘ ' . ' '

The subsequent analyses of data from this survey will include comparisons
among the results of each of the five annual surveys (1977-81), '

| - NIWJJDP aléo rﬁeaSur§s self-reported delinquency in stz;té and local aréas -

- through a nuimber of other studies consistent with the Institute's policy to measure -

delinquency involvement whereVer feasible through use of the self-report method.

One advantage to this approach is that it makes possible the building of a cummula-

tive knowledge base of the extent, patterns, and distribution of juvenile delinquency, N
through combining the results of the smaller studies with national ones. '

- 7
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' clusion is that the total number of personal crimes attributable to juvenile
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It is also NIJJDP's policy to seek refinement of national estimates
of youth involvement in juvenile delinquency through examining self-report measures
along with victimization data and official records (police, court, and eorrectional
data). - R s

Youth Gang Violence. Thls&)rbject constitutes a national (major cities)
pilot study of the extent of youth violence committed in the context of organized

gangs and youth groups. Information was obtained from official records,
interviews with juvenile justice system and youth-serving agency officials,

gang problems (New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphig, Detroit; San
Francisco, San Antonio, Boston, and Miami); and 2) only a small proportion of the
.total volume of "collective youth erime" (committed in groups) is commited -

by groups that fit explicit criteria for constituting a "gang." The final report will

be available in 1980. _ 4

The Use of Victimization Survey Data to Assess the Nature, Extent and
Correlates of Serious Delinquent Behavior ' '

LEAA has sponsored national victimization surveys since 1973. Each of
these surveys has included youth respondents where appropriate. The survey
_ also produces data on youth, both as victims and offenders. However, this
survey does not contain a national sample of youth which is representative of
all youth in the U.S. ' /

- The major purpose of NIJJDP-sponsored research in this area is to develop

a comprehensive descriptive analysis of the involvement of juveniles in illegal .
- behaviors in which viectims come face-to-face with offenders (rape, personal and

commercial robbery, #ssault and personal larceny) by analyzing the National Crime
Survey (NCS) victimization data for the period 1973-1977. Some ofsthe more signi-
ficant areas being addressed are: ¢hanges in the rate of criminal victimization by
juvenile affenders; changes in the nature of seriousness of crimes by juvenile
offenders; changes in race, sex and age of juvénile offenders; and comparison of the
resultﬂ from analyzing the victimization data with findings from studies using self-
reported measures delinquency and studies examining official records.

The first phase of the project was devoted to examining trends in the
criminal behavior of juveniles, youthful offenders and adults, A major con-
offenders remained relatively stable from 1973 to 1977. Also, the overall level of
juvenile crimes did not increase or become more serious over this period. It appears
that juvenile offenses were less serious in terms of .extent of weapon use and injury
than adult crimes. o . -

*

[

: ~ This brqjec‘t' will bé_.completed in 1980; h()wevef, N1JJDP expects to con-
tinue to pursue the relationship between victimization, official, and self-reported

data, in order to refine national estimates of delinquency.

!

~

~and from other sources. The preliminary results indicate that: 1) 9 cities reported serious
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Since its establishment, NIJJDP has sought to develop nationwide data on
the flow of youth through the juvenile justice system. Such national data did not
previously exist in a form which would permit examination of the juvenile justice
system experiences of individual youth or of catego;Me offenders.
Our ultimate aim is to be able to measure %ationwi results of efforts to

improve the juvenile justice system. The fpllowing project has made a major
contribution toward achieving this goal.

System (NUJJRS). . Following

- National Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporti
the signing into Iaw of the Act of , the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare notified NIJJDP that it would no longer continue to maintain the 7 -

National Uniform Juvenile Justice Repoyting System and inquired NIJJDP would

be interested in its transfer to LEAA. Of course we were interested and

the transfer was immediately made. A grant was awarded to the National Center

for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ), the research arm of the National Council.of Juvenile

and Family Court Judges, for the purposes of maintaining and improving the

NUJJRS, We felt the NCJJ was in a unique position to improve the level of

participation among juvenile courts, which was badly needed since HEW had

assigned ‘ow priority to the NUJJRS. . .

, Since 1974, NCJJ has-assumed responsibility for and greatly improved the
NUJJRS threugh encouraging and assising juvenile courts to participate in this
reporting system. It remains the only Rationwide annual source of data on juvenile
court handling of youth. Thus an imporgant historical series has been continued
through NIJJDP support. '

By 1975, remarkable improvements in the NUJJRS were made. NCJJ was
able to obtain access to the individual case records of youth referred to juvenile
courts during that year in 14 states. These cases represent over 50 percent of all.
youth handled by juvenile courts during 1975. These records contain data on about
25 factors, including demographic’ characteristics of the youth, police handling
of those youth, and juvenile court method of processing and dispositions (including .
- referral to correctional institutions). - )

These data are supplemented by State and local studies sponsored by NIJJDP.
These projects include the follow-up to the landmark Philadelphia study of police
handling of juveniles; the replication of that study in Philadelphia; the study of
delinquent careers in Racine, Wisconsin; NIJJDP's national evaluations of OJJDP's
major action programs; and other studies described in the Juvenile Justice System section
of this report. A number of these research and evaluation efforts produce "system.
flow" data on youth in particular jurisdictions, which can be combined with the
nationwide data resulting from’the National Juvenile Court-Statistical Reporting
System. - o : _
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 Factors Associated with Del_i_nquéncy

»

NIJJDP has spondored, and will continue to support projects which have
as their aim the development of a clearer understanding of factors related to the
commisgion of delinquent acts, because the results of this work will help in the
development of effective prevention and treatment programs. "

The national survey of self-reported delinquency (described above) includes
e —..AD_eXamination of factors associated with delinquency.Other studies which - - - — - ——
are expected to make significant contributions in this area are noted below. ,

A . Delinquency in American Socjety. The landmark study of delinquency in
' Nlinois was completed in 1978, at the Institute for Juvenile Research in Chicago.
This three-year study involved analyzing data collected during 1972 through a state-
wide Illinois survey of a random sample of over 3,000 youth aged 14-18, and a field
. Study of Illinois communities and social institutions. Delinquency involvement was
- measured through self-reports by the youths surveyed and correlated with such factors -
as family, peer group, community, and school influences. The results have shed new
light on the nature of delinquency. Among the major findings were the following:
1) contrary to popular ¢onceptions based on arrest data, kids reporting delinquent
. behavior z)ther than armed robbery) are nearly as'likely to be white as black; {
just about as likely to be a girl as a boy, as likely to live anywhere in Illinois as
in highly urbanized Chicago, and just as likely to.come from an intact as a broken
home; 2) peer group pressure is the single most important factor in determining
the presence or absence of delinquent behavior; 3) the com munity context serves
‘&8s an important mediating influence in delinquency—particularly in the case of violent
conduct; and 4) much of delinquency arises out of youth responses to contradictions - .
or tensions displayed by authority figures in the family, school, and juvenile justice
system contexts. ' .

_ These findings suggest that future delinquency prevention progrAmming
should have a major focus on peer group dynamics and on the interactions between
authority figures and youth, particularly in the school context. In the latter area,
this research supports the need to change the way society views youth. The applica-
tion of a double standard of behavior for adults and youth causes tension which
appears to increase the likelihood of delinquency. ' ®

The résul_ts of this research have been applied to the design of a research
~and dev'elogment (R&D) project in Illinois, which is qescribed at, the end of this
sub-section, in the course of reporting on NIJIDP's FY 1979 activities. v

-

‘%ﬂ'nlﬂ Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency. NIJIDP sponsored a
. systematic nationwide assessment of current knowledge regarding the relationship
« . between juvenile delinquency and learning disabilities (LD). ‘This research ‘was
- ..stimulated by emergence of the increasingly popular notion that LD might be a-
- significant cause of delinquency. It was conducted by the American Institutes for
~ Research, resulting in the report entitled The Link Between Learning Disabilities
and Juvenile Delinquency: Current Theory and Knowledge. '

S
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The major conclusion of the assessment was that the nature of the
relationship between LD and delinquency is-unclear. Among the recommenda-
tions made to NIJJDP were the following: that NIJJDP examifie the incidence
of LD among delinquent and non-delinquent youth, and that a carefully designed
R&D project be undertaken 'which also would include a LD remediation program
- and an evaluation of its effectiveness. NIJJDP developed a R&D program based
on the results of the assessment research, which was designed to document the
relative prevalence of LD among delinquent and officially non-delinquent popula- 9§
' tions, and to evaluate the effectiveness of remediation programming for'delin- - T
. Quent youths diagnosed as LD. ‘

The preliminary results of the prevalence study suggest that learning : /
disabled youth are not more delinquent than non-learning disabled juveniles d "
(based on youths' self-reports of their behavior). However; LD youth are twice \
as likely tp be.adjudicated delinquent as non-LD youth.

/ ~d

- Interim findings from the evnll_;étion of the remediation program for adjudi-
cated delinquents shows that the program appears to be modestly effective in ’
certain skill areas after approximately ten months of program operation. We
are now in the process of taking the next program development step in this
area; that is, application of the results in a demonstration program. A LD ,
component has been incorporated into the OJJDP New Pride Replication program—
a community-based program for serious juvenile offenders.

' . Two other, program development implications based on this research are
important to note. First, the preliminary finding that LD youth are disproportionately
referred to the juvenile justice system suggests that future programming in the LD
area should include remediation in the schools; and, second provision for training
in the use of procedures in the juvenile justice system for identifying and referring LD

youth to remediation opportunities seems to be required.

¢

| {_ﬁ_&h Risk Early School Behavior for Later Delinquency. The major purpose > .
of this five-year study was to identify early behavioral problems which would

indicate that a child is especially "high risk" for subsequent delinquent behavior

in the school environment and community. . '

‘The preliminary findings also indicate that behavior patterns can be
identified as early as kindergarten which contribute to youth becoming high risks
for later school problems and to some extent, delinquent behavior. These patterhs
appear to become more defined and assume greater predictive significance as the
child grows older. The data also document the relationship bétween problem
behavior in the school and police contact. Such resulfs suggest that there may be

. -sequences of responses ?o early behavior patterns which enhance the likelihood

", of later delinquency. For example, there is some indication that children who are :

.- held back or placed in remedial classes in the early grades are disproportionately -~ (
represented among thase youth who have repeated police contacts, R

Evaluation of LEAA Family Violence Program. The 1977 amem;nts to

the\JJDP Act mandate o examine the relationship between family

violence and delinquendy. The Act also requires NIJJDP to evaluate programs .
funded by LEAA, at the request of the Administrator of OJJDP. These two man- -
dates resulted in NIJJDP's funding of an evaluation of the LEAAS family violence

program.

I3 . PR
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. This evaluation examines eleven projects of the’LEAA family violenc¢e program -

and six LEAA victim-witness assistance projects focused on family violence. ~

- It is designed to provide information on the mgst effectivk strategies for preventing
and treating family violence and sexual exploitatiofi of juveniles. Infdrmat‘gon will
also be developed regarding the most efficient methods of organizing programs to
provide services aimed at preventing and/or reducing family vjolence. In addition, .
this evaluation provides an opportunity to assess the relationsip of family character-
isties and interactions to violence and the impact\of family violence on delinquency.

: A comprehensive program mon@ng system, including a case management
information system (CMIS) and guidelines for implementation, has been developed
by the national evaluator for the LEAA programs and, generaﬁly, for most other- types
o¥ programs focused on family violgnce.‘ . .

Results of the evaluation of strategies‘fg; preventing and treating family

‘violence are not yet ayailable. The preliminary data from the CMIS indicate

that the average age of the program clients was twenty-nine and the majority

were females. Most family disputes took place in the home, and children were
present in a majority of the cases. The police were called in approximately
ten’percent of the cases and fifteen percent of the calls resulted in an arrest. A
Shelter vare and counseling appear to be the most frequently provided services.

Ptk

Delinquent Careers. NIJJDP has sponsored several projects which have
as a central aim the development of a much more precise understanding of delin-
quent careers. Thesedu;dies also make a major contribution to better understand-
ing of factors related to the development and maintenqgr)_c_e of delinquent and criminal
lifestyles. Descri&tions and brief summaries of results from these projects follow. = .

"birth gohort"* study, entitled "Offender Careers and Restraint: Probabilities
and Policy Implications." This project consisted of studying a sample of the earliér _
research group about ]5 years later. Specifically, the major objectives of the pro- '
ject were 1) to examine the relationship between juvenile and adult criminal careers,
2) to determine the amount and types of offenses attributable to chronic offenders, .
and 3) to assess the crime reduction effect of restraint by incarceration. The study
is based on a 10 mple (975) of the original cohort of 10,000 males from the, _
earlier study. “Data on demographic, characteristics, official and self-reported '
offense histories, dispositions, and sanctions throligh age 30 were analyzed. The
" -.major findings follow. 1) Approximatply 15% of the total sample was responsible

for 80-85 percent of serious crimes. 2) Chronic offenders (5 or more police con-

tacts), who constituted 6 percent of the sample, accounted for 51 percent of all

offenses dnd 60 percent of all serious personal and property offenses. ™,

. p \
[ S

In 1976, NIJJDP funded follow-up research to the original Philadelphia {
r

’ ‘
5 /

® -Fdrrt.lidé‘e unfémmar with fhe technical terminoWof resedrch, a birth cohort -
- consists of all persons born in a given year.
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3) As'age ihcreaseg, serjousness ‘of offense increases. Up to eighteén, the level
of offense seriousness s relatively low. It increases significantly during the .
early adult years. -4) The'deterrence-restraint potential of incarceration is -
greatest for chronic offenders (five or more offenses) and for -young )
adults age 19:to 22. The study also resulted in the determination that it would
be feasible and important to replicate the original study. -
’ The replfcatiop stu&y, entitled Delinquency'in a Birth Cohort was begun
in 1976. Whereas the original study involved an examination Qf the incidence and -

from the ages of ten through eighteen, the replication study population (approxi-
mately 35,000) includes children born in 1958 who attended school in Philadelphia
between the ages of ten and seventeen. The analyses will foctis on such areas as °
overall delinquency rates, demographic and school correlates of deli.nquenéyg
P patterns of delinquent careers, and the effects of various sanctions on the probabi-" .
lities of subsequent offenses. . '

~

A gecond majot study of delinquent careers under NIJJDP spansorship -
began in 1977. Entitled, Predicting Adult Criminal Careers from Ji venile Careers,
it is being conducted at the University of Iowa. esigned to provide informa-

~ tion on the relationship of juvenile delinquent careers to adult criminal careers,
to determine if various alternative decisions by the authorities or the juvenile have
helped to continue or discontinue delinquent careers, and to suggest at what time-
in juvenile careers interverntion can be most effective, Thrge youth cohorts, born
in 1942 , 1949, and in 1955 in Racine, Wisconsin, are being studied. . .

The major findings to date are as follow: 1) 5% of thé white males studied
accounted for over 70% of the felony offenses; 2) 12% of the white males accounted
for all police contacts of white males for felonies; 3) concentration of serious
offenses among Blacks and Chicanos was less than among Whites (however, a small .

- proportion among each was responsible for most of their felonies); and 4) S
| - minorities (Blacks and Chicanos) were ‘disproportionately represented (in compari-
p ~ son with their representation in the overall population) among those referred to .
o+ court and those placed in correctional institutions. The highest frequency of police
contact of males for serious offenses was.at age 15. This declined steadily to

" age 21 and then remained stable among older age groups.\\l:::;?so determined

- .~ that most youth have only one police contact during the{r adolesdence. Both
v - environment {living in an inner city) and police contact atan-€frly age.(for either
~ Juveniles or adults) appear to be related to a longer, more serious delinquent or

D « k

‘oriminal career. y

_ ’ _Delinguency Preventfgn. NIJJDP has sponsored a number of projects which
S have as a pr_i_ma’yy alm the development of effective approaches to delinqueney preven-
S - tion.. It should be noted that the projects described above focused on developinga

. " ¢ s context since their results help guide the design of effective prevention approachies. -

s

- nature of ‘delinquency among 10,000 males born in 1945 who tesided in Philadelphia =~~~

., better understanding of fac¢tors related to juvenile deliriquency are important in this J -
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Major'projects focused on the development of effective delinquency prevention
programs are described below. -

In 1975 NIJJDP sponsored a nationwide assessment of delingquency preven-
- tion approaches and theories, entitled Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency. T
- Project activitiga widertaken included: 1) a lliterature search deallng with major - (
themes and issu% influencing the direction of delinquency prevention programs,
and ?2) field site visits of programs differentiated by intervention strategies such
as counseling, recreation, opportunity enhancement, and youth advocacy. An
. attempt was made to vigit programs having external evaluation designs. .-~ . .- .. .. .

Major findings included the following: 1) no one theory was fbund to be
adequate for developing viable prevention programs; 2J programs were weak in
areas of client identification and progrém evaluation; 3) intervention strategies
.were seldom linked to assumptions about causation; 4) parental consent require-
ments and program screening inhibited service delivery to large numbers of youth;
8) program personne) failed-to address societal conditions from which delinquent °
behavior emerged; 6) external program linkage with other community agencies was
marked by suspicion, mistrust and lack of cooperation; 7) projects were sometimes
designed to respond to perceived needs or ideas of potential funding agencies, -
rather than the needs of youth; and 8) some promising delinquency prevention
‘techniques existed in the field, but were unproven.

4 .
) The results of this work, which included identification of promising delin- '
quency prevention strategies, were used in designing OJJDP's major action pro-

- gram in this areq @nd summarized in the background paper -a@ched_ to the pro-
gram announcement for the initiative. In addition, the results of this assessment
were used in developing the design for evaluation of the overall program, described
in the following paragraphs. .

L _ The National Evaluation of QJJDP's Prevention Through Youth-Serving
' Agencies Initlative (WhIchYncludes about 30 Individual projects) Is deslgned to" CoT
: - develop information concerning the most effective delinguency prevention strategies. g 17
It is also aimed at determining the most-efficient methods for developing and expand-
- ‘ ing youth service delivery systems. Both a process and an impact component are -
‘included in the evaluation design. The study of project iniplemen{ation processes
. is organized around five elements of program development adopted from the con-
| ¢ ‘ceptual framework of the.national assessment of delinquency prevention (described
- ~ above): - context, identification (of the target population), intervention, goals, and -
linkages (with other agencies and organizations).” It involves an examination of how
projects change along these five dimensions and a comparison across projects within.
each dimension. - ' ' '

+ -

-

Data from the management information system for the first nine to fifteen
_months of program -operation indicate that over 13,000 youth have been served by
-the projects.  Most of them are from low socio-economic positions. Many reside =
in single parent families which are dependent on public assistance. The prelimi-

-
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nary results indicate that private youth serving agencies are more lik%y to
develop direct service strategies rather than community development or N
institutional change approaches. It appears that it is difficult for these -
agencies to establish collaborative ties with other private and public youth-

serving agencies. Final results from this evaluation will be available during
1980. 0 ‘ .
In 1976, NIJJDP sponsored a national assessment of school erime and A
disruption and approaches to dealing with these problems. The major aim of
-~ .- ..this-project was to obtain-educators! views of-how-delinquency can-best be — -~ o
dealt with in the Nation's educational system. Although little hard evidence was | :
- available, many programs seemed to hold promise. The project found that most ) .
eduoators-praferred that OJJDP provide them with technical assistance, comple~
mented by some form of direct funding, rather than a lengthy R and D strategy.
" Recommended programs were: 1) a national program to design, implement, and
manage operttion of 'school crime programs; 2) Regional Centers-providing tech-
nical support to local schools; and 3) local action teams as aatalysts for local -

school improvement efforts, 12 L

- In part, as a result of this assessment, QJJDP, through an interagency
agreement with HEW's Office of Education, provided funding for a national school
crime program which implements the first and third recommendations noted above.
(In 1979, OJJDP, through its Special Emphasis Division, provided. funding for a
School Resource Center Network, which impleménted the second recommendation.)

In 1977, NIJIDP awarded an initial grant for an evaluation of the QJJDP- ,
OE school crime program. This evalugtion was expanded under a continuation '
grant in 1978. ‘

Answers to four major questions are being sought through the evaluation:
1. Outcome: "Ar_e there measurable changes in thé' level of crime and fear _
- of crime in the schools participating in the Schools Initiative Program? N

2.- ’Qua_lity Control: Were the programs" funded by OJJDP thfough the

' Office of Education carried out as intended? , "
» Fa - ~

- , 3. Model Development: What approaches, with what underlying rationales, =
e . appear to work best under different.condijtions or in different sechool *

settings? - '
N " _ - .4 Developmental Process: What is involved in bringing about specific
* j changes in the schools (obstacles encountered, resources used, interven-

N S ~ tions which oan be implemented most readily, ete.)? o .
Bl s Only prel.i'minary--resulks'iarﬂndica‘ted-by this evaluation to date. These refleet -«
«:.* "« that {ntervention programs to reduce school crime and the fear of erime involvihg } BT
" “intra and inter-school organization and training of teachers can be effective in '

reducing crime and the fear of crime, _ . .
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The final report of the evaluation is expected to show({n what settings
and with what combinations of training, technical assistance ahd lgvel of involve-
\_ + ment of school administrators, students and other resources school intervention
7 \programs are the most effective. The phase I findings now available indicate
~  that the school team approach is an effective way of dealing with erime and disruption
~ in schools, but suggest that the approach is not equally effective in all settings. .
The final evaluation results will be useful in.the refinement of extsting
programg and in the development and potential iristitutionalization of such programs
—= = - -in schools throughoyt the country. Information from this evaluation will be made
' available to schools across the country through the School Resource Center Network.

NIJJDP's program development w8rk in the delinquent. behavior and preven-
tion area is greatly assisted by its National Assessent Center on Delinquent Behavijor
and Prevention, at the Untversity of Washington. This Assessment Center* is com-
bining the results of OJJDP and NIJJDP-sponsored work with information resulting
from related work sponsored elsewhere, and its own surveywnd assessment bf .
prevention programs, in order to enhance our understanding of delinquent behavior
and improve efforts to prevent delinquency. Staff of the Center are currently
-engaged in a unique effort in which the reésults of basic research on delinquency pre-
vention causation and correlates are used in the design of a major R&D project on
délinquency prevention. The Center also maintains a computerized data base of
current delinquency prevention programs across the U.S. This data base is avajlable to .
anyone interested in learning of delinquency prevention efforts in other States. In
addition, this Center has developed a numbet of repotts on delinquency prevention
‘theories, strategies, and model programs which are now available. '

This center will have completed by March, 1980 a brief state-of-the-art paper
on delinquent behavior and delinquency prevention programs nationwide. This document
will summarize what js known about the nature and extent of delinquency, the features
of promising preventibp programs, together, with recommendations for future directions.

hY

- ' FY 1979 DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR JAND PREVENTION-RELATED PROJECTS

During FY, 1979 NIJJDP funded Qevt{aral projects in the delinquent behavior

and prevention area. These are in addition to several projects which continued .
their operations during FY%&:liccontipuatlon funding was not required in the.
past Fiscal Year. Among thesé-continuation projects are the national survey of self-
‘reported delinquency, ‘the victimization analysis project, the National Uniform Juve- .

: nile Justice Statistical Reporting System, thé Learning Disabilities R&D project,

l and the National Evaluation of OJJDP's Prevention Program. Continuation funding

was provided during FY 79 for the Racine, Wisconsin study of the relationship of - *
juvenile delinquent careers. to adult criminal careers. (No. 79-10),** and for replica-

* .7 . tion of the Philadelphia birth cohort study (No. 79-]).
- The new projects tunded during FY 79 focus of specifjc aspects of delinquent
- behavior and its prevention. These are as follow: N L :
"o . . ¥Pleasesee the Information Dissemination section of this report‘for a deseription of
i ~ NWJDP's Assessment Centers Prograim. S : .

. #*The grant numbers are s‘imp}iﬂe’d in the body of this report,

L
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% % Transition to Junior H&p School and the: Deviance Process. (No..79-19).
This project {llustrates an Tmportant Teature of NIJJBP% program development pro-
' ‘geas; that is, the development of R&D projects, based pn previous, more basic
research. This study has its basis in the earlier reséarch on "Delinquency in .
Dlincls" (described above). One of the key findings from the earlier research
was that delinquency appears to have a significant basis in youth-authority relation~
ships in the school context. This project is focused specifically on the latter area in
" an attempt t6 illuminate more precisely the contribution of authority in the
school experience to delinquency at the point of youths' transition from elemen-
............... -ary-to-junior-high school.--The-research-emphasis is on-the process of delinquency - -
development in this context. The results of this research are expected to aid in the
-identification of prevention strategies., We anticipate applying. these strategies in
other jurisdictions, should they appear to hold promise in Mlinois.

A

Another new project focused on the school context deals speqifiéally with

the dropout phenomenon among minority youth (Choice of Non-Delinquent and
Delinquant Careers Among Puerto Rican Dropouts, No. 79-24). The
major purpose of this study Is to Identify factors which influence the decision
of Puerto Rican youths to remain in school or to drop out, and to inyvestigate the
~ process by which non-delinguent and delinquent careers are chosen ambpg this
population. The research will be based on a sample of approximately 600 Puerto
Rican male and female tenth grade students in a. Philadelphia school district,
Data on the youths' self-concept, family and peer relationships, family, school and
community interrelationships will be obtained through interviews with the youths
and their parents. . Information orrsichool status and delinquency will be obtained
from official records. Specific attention will be'focused on the influence of
oultural factors and ethnic identity on youth., The cohort will be followed for three -
\ gears (through twelfth grade) to permit an assessment of the sequence of choices
etween staying in or.dropping out of school, and non-delinquent or delinguent .
behaviors. An important product of this study will be a procedure for assessing
~ youth problers in minority communities and an indication of specific factors and
- social relationships in such communities which lead to either constructive or deviant

adjustments, - -

The above 'pro#ct_ is one of three studies which represent the initiation of NIJJDP's
program of research oft minority issues, conducted by minority organizations. The
second study is focused on Américan Indian youth (summarized below), and the, ;
~ third project, developed in FY 79, is aimed at examining the relationship ~
between delinquency and school disciplinary procedures (pushout, suspension, expul-
.~ sion etc.) among Black youth. This latter projeot, to be conducted by the National
. Urban League, has been proposed for funding early in FY 80. :

. ‘American Indian Juvenile Delin#:_i__ eﬁox Regearch Project (No. 79-35). This
project commtS'.otciheffﬁ_at phase of a thirty-six to forty-two month study of 1) o
the nature and extent of juvenile delinquéncy among American Indians, 2) judicial *

f A. X -. .. , . . as ¢ . ‘ 3 N . . .o
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. system handling of Indian status offenders, non-offenders, and juvenile delinquents,
and 3) the identification of service gaps and promising approaches to the preven-
< _tlon and treatment of American Indian juvenile delinquency. The study will be
““conducted among fifteen tribes, selected based on such factors as type
a? of judicial system, population, and the juvenile crime rate. Various methods of data
‘ collection Will be used, ineluding interviews with community officials and parents,
‘youth surveys, reviews of official records and observation.
N ' Two other specific delinquency research projects (described below) were
T - funded-in FY 79, one of whieh focuses on a particular group, and the second on a
gpecific offense

4
\

e Eemale Dellnquenol &lo. 79-30). - A major purpose of this study is"to test
- . labeling and opportunity theories in referent }to female delinquency. The study -
will focus on three basic research questions:”1) How does female delinquent
b¢havior differ, if at all, from that of males? 2) To what extent and in what
- ys do thie caules of female versus male delinquency differ? 3) Are girls and
‘ boys committing similar offenses treated differentiy by policy agencies? . o

. Included jn the areas of study are: 1) the patterns and cnaracteristics of
female delinquent belfivior and its motivational patterns, and 2) patterns of police
processing of girls Comparisons with males will be made in each of these
areas. L _ . -

. Approximat fQUr communities in the State of Michigah (differing in -
median income) will'he selected:for study. Within these communities, a sample
of 1,500 respondents between the :dges of 13 and 16, selected from school enrollment
lists, will be surveyed. Approximately half of the research subjects will be girls.
The results of ‘this study are expected to be useful in shaping juvenile justice inter-
vention approaches and alternative service programs for female delinquents

Cu Teenager's Attitudes 'I‘oward Rape (No. 79- 52) This study will involve a
survey (face to BTisuie InterviewIng)-of approximately 600 urban girls ahd 500 boys -
between the ages of 13 and 17 in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The objectives of the
study are: to obtain information about adolescents' knowledfe and attitudes
towards rape; to determine the relationship between tolerance of rape (attitudes -
) . which are typical of rapists) and other variables, particularly the degree of socializa-
A tion (related to delinquenty), attitudes towards women, and concepts of masculinity
2 and sex roles. This study will have important program development implications, -

as the project ajms to identify effective treatment models for counseling rape

- -vietims, identify effective prevention approaches, and develop a better under- :

' standing of the causes and social aspects of rape

¢

© Special Studies. Section 243(8) of the JIDP Act was amended in 1977 to.
authorize _ "to conduct studies of: 1) the role of family violence, 2) sexual
.. abuse or exploitation and media violence and delinquency, 3) the improper handling
, of youth giaced in one State by another State, 4) the possible ameliorating roles

« . of recreation and the arts, arid 5) the extent to which youth in the juvenile
P . System are treated differently on the basis of sex and the ramifications of such- ‘
L practioee. The following are’ the prinoipal studies addressing each of these areas.
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—violence programs being-evaluated (above) are hospital-based and provide treat-
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1

Family violence — The e?aluation of LEAA's family violence program

(previously described) directly addresses the legislative mandate. -
. \

Sexual abuse or exploitation and delinquency — Several studies address
this area: the study of teerlagérs’ attitudes toward rape (just described); both N
the Juvenile Justice System Assessment Center and the Delinquent Behavior and -
Prevention Assessment Center have developed reports on this topic; a new

R&D project has already been funded in FY 1980 which provides treatment for
youth victims of sexual abuse and exploitation in Boston; and two of the family

ment and juvenile justice system advocacy for youth victims of sexual abuse.

. Media violenc¢e and delinquency — The Asséssment Center on ‘Delinquent
Behavior and Prevention Is preparing an assessment of this area. . '

Interagtate placement — A national study of this pl;aétice is being conducted -
by the Academy for Contemporary Problems (described below). f

Recreation and the arts — The Delinquent Behavior and Prevention Assess-
ment Center 1s preparing a report on this issye. = - . : ’

Sexual d!scrimination'in the JJS — We haye 'expande'd this topic to include -
racial discrimination. Numerous studies provide fhformation in these areas: how-

ever, a major assessment is being conducted by the Juvenile Justice System Assess- | ‘
- ment Center. T . o ' Lo
' : et SEEON LY TE Y cew
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‘this research were to determine the structure and funations of such units; to
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NIJJDP's program of research and evaluation focused on the}juvenile
Justice system (JJS) is presented here according to the basic structufe of the JJS:
police,’courts, and corrections. For purposes of this discussion, detéhtion and’
Jailing of juveniles are covered in the corrections section, since these JJS responses

are.commonly viewed- as being "correctional” in nature. It is also important to B
note that several of NIJJDP's projects in the JJS area address altegnatives to JJS L
?rocessing as well. Where this overlap is-considerable, such ojects will be discussed s
or referred to) in both sections of this report, in order to put thejr contributions into

the proper perspective.
; POUCE < .

National Assessifient of Police Juvenile Units." In 1977, NIJIDP funded.a_ -
nationwide dssessment of special units within police « epartments established to

by

deal specifically and exclusively with juvenile delinquency. The primary aims of

o Uy
. B
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assess, if possible (through reviei of available evaluations), their effectiveness; and - {

to recommend whether of not a national evaluation of these units should be conducted, -
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Descriptive information on the structure and Punctions of police juve-

nile units resulted from this research. The research team was unable to assess

the effectiveness of such units because little evaluation research had been

conducted in this area. The study doncluded that a national evalua-

tion of police juvenile units ig not warranted at this time because: 1) the '

organization of a police department for handling juveniles is a local matter; and 2) the

central issues are the efficacy of the functions themselves (e.g., apprehension,

investigation, screening and prevention programs), and the gooperation of other
oriminal justice system components with the police departments. ¢

Pivotal Ingredients of Police Juvenile Diversion Programs. The ohjectives
of this project were to determine: I) through what methods police diversion programs
for juvenile offenders are developed; 2) what proportion and types of juvenile
offenders are usually referred; and 3) how evaluation components of such programs

" affect the programs themselves. :

) The first phase of the study involved interviewing diversion/referral person-
nel within several California police departments to gather data pertinent to the
project objectives. Diversion programs were found to fit into one of two categories:
1) in-housé (contain counseling services, initiated within the police department) or
2) outside referal programs (refer offenders to community agencies, initiated
outside of department and supported by governthent funds). -
‘o ¢ . " . Lrae o, - v 4 ) !
: The second phase of the study iny3lved computer analysis of data collected from
v 3,000.case files. It was found that referral rates vary widely between departments, - '
_ but overall, are very much a funetion of the infusion of outside ~ Federal and
State. — funds. In general, regardless of the type of diversion program, those |, .
. " . "diverted" usually were juveniles who normally would have been counseled and released.
Thus, results’'strongly suggest that the original intent of the diversion programs
studied (diverting offenders away from the juvenile justice system) was not being \
' ) ac_complishqq, o«;\hat "widening of the net" occured. _ ,

~

-
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- Poliey Méking Relating to Police Handlin of Juv-'eniles. This awa’rd SU'pbortéd
the first phase.of a project In which staff of the éenter for Criminal Justice
(Boston University) are working with two police jurisdictions: the Charleston

- District in Boston, and the Stamford Police Department, in Stamford, Connecticut,
- toanalyze the local needs, priorities and problems associated with police handling

.y . »  of juveniles. Based on an analysis of state and local statutes, trends in juvenile
v . erime and non-¢riminal. misbehavior and other juvenile related matters, process-
ETE ing patterns and problems-associated with deéaling with troublesome youth in these
Jurisdictions, project staff are i the process of identifying’priority areas for . .
2. . developing police guidelines for reronding to juvenile problems. - A primary source
- of direction for drafting such guidelines is three national sets of standards for juve-
o ~ nile justice, developed by the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice -
A . and Delinquency Prevéntion, the Institute of Judicial Administration/American
i‘%‘ ! " Bar Association Joint Cominission on Juvenile Justice Standards, and the Task Force .-
.p - to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. ’
1 : | - - | ST . .
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Task forces involving citizens and police personnel have been established
to assist in the process of identifying priority problem areas and solutions to / .
those problems. Data have been collected from official police files, student . “
interviews in schools, ami interviews with youth in community service centers. .
Courts and key agencies involved in handling youth will also become involved.
Priority areas will be identified by the Fall-of 1979 and guidelines will be
developed by February, 1980. - -

_ ¢This project was designed to assist NIJJDP in determining effective ways
of carrying out-the process of standards review, endorsement, afid adoption at the -
local level, within operational JJS agencies. Its results will be used to inform . v
i future standards implementation eftorts,./ '

Other projects supported by NIJJDP also contribute npew knowledge in
the police area. The National Juvenile Court Statistical Reporting System pro- .
vides infofmation on patterns of police referrals to juvepile courts in the U.S. o
In 1975, for example, 82 percent of all referrals made to juvenile courts were -
from Jaw enforcement agencies. Among these, 60 percent webe referrals without

a formal. petition, whereas 40 percent were referred with a petition.
r ! N R ' a » . '

When éompleted, the National Evaluation of OJJDP's Divdrsion Program
will provide the restilts of projects' efforts under that action program to divert
youth at the point of police handling (in comparison with diversion at the pre-

nd post-adjudication points in the JJS). The results of this evaluation will also .’

ude jnformation on police handling of juveniles in 'selecteéd jurisdictjons, and

generally, hddresg the issue of efficagy 8f police diversion programs. '

e

. In the delinquent behavior section of this report, we discussed three pro-
jects which'have gathered information on police handling of juveniles in Phjladel-
phia and in Racine, Wisconsin., ‘ '

'Finally, NIJJDP's National Assessment Center on the Juvenile Justice A

* System has been developing nationwide the composite pleture of police handling
of juveniles, through combining data from the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports with -
other sources. N '

“ . . ~

r

JUVENILE COURTS | | S |

The National Uniform Jlvenile Justice li_eporting.'System now provides

» the main information base for NIJJDP's effort to develop national data on

-~ the operations of juvnile courts and the flow of youth through the JJS, Other pro-
Jects provide information with respect to particular aspects of juvenile court ,
operations. These follow.

r .
-
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Juvenile Court Study: Due Process. We awarded a grant to the National
Center for State Courts In 1978 to develop baseline data regarding the charac-
teristics, policles and procedures of urban juvenile courts. It is focused on the
relationships among court structural and operatjonal characteristics, and due
process of law, dispositional decisions and administrative efficiency. A major
- ohjective of the study is to assess the effects of the Gault* decision on juve-
S nile court operations. o

A survey of a random saniple of seventy of the ohe hundred sixty
e .. . largest metropolithn juvenile-courts has been -completed. - This survey covered -~ -
the issues noted above. Its results are presently under analysis. The remainil)g
90 courts will also be surveyed in order to increase the depth and reliability
of the findings. . . :

Under an "umbrella" grant to the Academy for Contemporary Problems,
. support was provfded in 1978 for four separate research studies — all of which are .
nationwide in.scope (covering all 50 states), and ench includes detailed case
studies within 8-10 States. Two of these studies address juvenile court-related
issues:_l} juvenile cqurt éer\d.ng, and 2) waiver of juveniles to adult court. S
* "I‘be juvenile court services study is focused on the issue of whether or
‘ not juvenile courts should administer the wide range of services they typically
provide. This project consists of three activities: a) literature search; b) analysis
.. of social policy issues ¥yurrounding the eyolution, constitutionality, and propri¢t
of juvenile cdurt operation,of such programs as detention, probation, caunselijg,
prevention, diversion, and unoffipial probation; and c) case studies in six State
employing particularly innovative alternatives to traditional operation of suc

programs by juvenile courts. ' ,
The waiver of juveniles to adult courts project consists.of four phases: a)
literature search; b) data collection to determine the number and type of juveniles
- who are waived to adult court, and court polities and practices in this area; o)
. ~analysis of social policy issues surrounding the use of. waivers; and d) case studies
in eight to ten States with respect to relative advantages and disadvantages result-
ing from the use of waivers. . :

The Effect of Legal Process and Formal Sanctions on Juvenile Delinquents.
The objectives of this grant were to meagure the Impact of sanctions on subsequent
~ attitudes and behavior of juveniles who énter the juvenile justice process, and to
- determine whether the process is productive or counterproductive for the juveniles.
L Project activities include literature review, collection and analysis of data fro
' ‘ juvenile court records, and of self-report data from a sample of 3,000 junior ar$
senior high school students in two Virginia communities. :

. - ¥his Supreme Court declslon (1987) afforded juveniles similar due process rights to
B those available to adults:—- ... . ' * '
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The project concluded that, for y minor juvenile offeniylers,
contact with the JJS seems to be counterprfoductive, leading to continued or inten-
sified involvement with the system. Such juveniles were found likely to develop .
negative attitudes towards the law, police, and courts, and subsequently adopt
self-identifications as delinquent, and confront still more sanctions as a result
of continued misbehavior. Recommendations for the JJS are: 1) the development
of precise operational goals to monitor whether the system's activities are effec-
tive; 2) centralization of all records so that every branch of the system. has access
to case files; and 3) that attention be given to the negative impact "individual
—==  -~~justice" canhave 'on"th‘é"@bs‘c‘at;u@nt'ﬁttftn'dé's;‘ values, and behavior of juveniles—
. processed — given the broad discretion at every decision point in the system of y
~ ¢ processing.- . ' :
" Several other projects sponsored by NIJJDP which have a primary focus
on other areas also make important contributions to better understanding the
operations of juvenile courts and their impact on youth. For example the National
Evaluation of OJJDP's Diversion Program includes.examination of the effectiveness
of juvenile coyrt diversion efforts, The National Evaluation of OJJDP's Restitution
Program includes an assessment of the results of court-ordered restitution —
: which may take the form of monetary payments or community service. Likewise,
.o - the National Evaluation of OJJDP's Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders
" Program had a significant focus on the role of juvenile courts in relation to removal
of status offenders from incarceration settings, Finally, a significant amount
of the JJS Assessment Center's work has focused on the juvenile court area.

CORRECTIONS -~ = S
: . ot
NIJJDP has supported a wide range of research and evaluation projects . -
in the juvenile corrections area. The initial projects in this.area were begun under
LEA A sponsorship prior to establishment of NIJJDP and completed under Institute
support: The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections and the Evaluation
of Massachusetts' Correctional Reforms. - | ‘

7 ; L4 ~ :

v

National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections [NAJC). This project con-
sisted of a natlonwide assessment of juvenile correcﬂ%s, with intensive
examination of programs in 16 States. It included a survey of a sample of over
1,500 youth in correctional facilities in the 18 States.” Among these youth, 35 percent
were committed for status offenses; 3 percent for probation or parole violation;
4 percent for misdemeanors, 9 percent for drug offenseés; 34 percent-for property
I crimes; and 15 percent for personal crimes (aggravated assault, rape,.robbery,
/. kidnapping, manslaughter, and murder). Thus, only about 15 percent of the youth
e in correctional fdcilities at the time of the NAJC survey were incarcerated for
P " what typically would be considered serious/violent crimes.

= . ‘The NAJC st_ud¥ also produced some @thér very interesting findings: For
* -, example, incredible variations in patterns of institutjonalization were observed
o ~among the States. Some States committed about 20 times more youths to institu-

3
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tions tharf others (after controlling for differences in state populations). During
Fiscal Year 1974, 43 reporting States spent slightly less than $30 million to operate
their community-based programs for juveniles. This sum was about one-tenth
that spent in the same 1vear on institutions, camps, and ranchqs.
T . - \
The NAJU study found the 1974 average costg per offender-year for state .
institutions, camps, and ranches to be $11,657. By cdntrast, the 1974 average costs

- - per-offender-year for State-related qommunity-based fesidential programs were -~ -

$5,501 — or less than one-half the cost of incarceratibn. NAJC project staff
estimated that, celledtiVely, 41 States could have realized.a potential total

. savings of over $50 million during 1974 through the achievement of a 50 percent
level of deinstitutionalization. . 4

Massachusetts Evaluation. 'In 1969-72 Massachusetts replaced its traini
schools for juveniles With community-based alternatives to traditional incarceration.
This is the ‘only State that has deinstitutionalized statewide its large trajning
schools. Only about 10 percent of the total number of youths presently committed
to the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services are determined to require
secure care. ) :

The results of the evaluation indicated that youths did better in those
regions where the new programs were firmly in place as compared to the old traih-
ing schook. However, youths in the more open residential and non-residential

+ programs did better than those in the more secure units. Youths in programs
prquiding diversity of treatment options and extensive community linkages did
much better than those in the programs which lacked these features. In addition,
the community-based programs provide a much more humane and fair way of
treating youth than did the large institutions previously used. A major conclusion
of the study was that the important factors affecting success or failure with indivi-

“dual youth lay not so much in the qualities of specific individual programs to which
the youth were exposed, but.in the characteristies of the total social network
for'each youth in the community. B L,

‘ The results are presented in five books and numerous monographs. Diversity
.In a Youth Correctional System examines-the short and long-run impacts of suc
programs as foster care, forestry, group homes, and forms of incarceration from
boarding schools to adult jails. Policy issues concerning the quality of life, and
the quality of linkages to the community are examined; a of which affect the L

youth's future relationship to society. Neutralizing Inmate Violence reports on
a comparative study.of alternative forms of .]uvénﬂe rehabllitation In four different

i
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types of institutional treatment settings. Findings from the study have important
implications for modifying correctional settings to produce more constructive institu-
tional experiences for inmates. A Theory of Social Reform: Correctional Change
Processes in Two States draws extensively on classic, soclological llterature while
using events In correctional reform movements to develop a conceptual model
that identifies key interest group constellatiops, their actlial characteristics and
interrelationships, and the dimensions of their impact upon correctional organiza-
tlon. Designing Correctional Organizations for Youths identifies four dimensions
of correctional organization which, in interaction with characteristics of the inmate
— populations, have a significant impact on aspects of "inmate subcultures." Directing
the development of "inmate subcultures" may improve the chances of rehabilitation,
and also improve the lives of inmates._- '/
ce

~

The results of this reseakch and the’success of the Massachusetts experie
led to two other projects that are now underway. The first of these is a research
effort focused on The Problem of Secure Care in a Community-Based Correctional -
System. This research involves examining how the State 6&rticufaﬂj’pqﬁce,
court, and correc?onal agqncies) is making decisions about those youths who require
secure treatmeit.” (The research also involves an examination of how a few other
States are addreégsing the secure care problem.) The significance of this research
is that the key to long-run success in persuading States to adopt policies of deinsti-
tutionalizfition and establishment of community-based programs depends in large
measure on devising means to alleviate publi¢ fears about protection in the community.
The second of the two new Massachusetts projects is a training program. Itis
described in the Training section of this report. ' v

l ,

i ' -

A Survey of Intervention Techniques for the Dangerous Juvenile Offender.
The purpose of this grant was to conduct a nationwide assessment of existing .
intervention techniques appropriate for the dangerous juvenile offender. Specifically, -
the project objectives were to: 1) identify and classify existing (and previously - ‘
tried) intervention approaches: 2) determine what kind of test or demonstration . -
each type of approach has had; 3) identify, evaluate, and synthesize relevant data
concerning the effectiveness of each approach; and 4) describe what typeof . -
research or demonstration efforts should be undertaken to fill gaps in the current
state of knowledge. The principal findings of Jhe assessment were that: 1) there
is a major absence of data about dangerous juvenile offenders; 2)there are few
programs of concentrated assistance specifically designed for this group; and 3) far
too little is kriownfgbout the dangerous juvenile offender in general, and about
treatment programs, to allow comparative judgments.

\ o

-, The Limits of Heterogeneity (A Comparative Study of the Effectiveness
of Correctional Programs for Serious and Non-serious Juvenilp Offenders).
This project consists of a TongItudinal study of nearly every uvenile who entered

4
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the New Jersey State correctional System between October 1, 1977 and July 3],

1978. It is designed to assess the effects of mixing dangerous, violent offenders ‘

and lesg serious offenders in a vaﬂety of correctjonal programs (ranging from .

community-based to more traditional institutional settings). This study also
_\involves an assessment af the effects of separating juvénile and adult offenders. )

~ The Interstate Plagm'ent of Children. This pfoject was designed to detey-
mine the feasibility of ‘conducting a national ass ent of interstate placement
of juveniles. It concluded that a national study was possible and recommended
- —-that policy research into stateand local government practices involving the use -
' of interstate compacts, funding sources, and licensing standards be undertaken.

This recommendation was implemented through pfoviding.the necessary support
for a national assessment of interstate placement practices and policies — as

.one of four studies conducted under the umbrella grant to the Academy for Con-
temporary Problems. It involves an etamination of all 50 States' policies and
practices pertaining to interstate placement, and case studies of a few selected
States. This assessment is directly in response to the 1977 amendment to the

- WP Act requiring NIJJDP to conduct such an assessment (Sec. 243). It will

" bg fomisted in 1980.

~ State Subsidies for Juvenile Justice.. Another of the four studies sponsored
under the Academy grant I3 a national study of subsidies available to units of
_State and local governments for Juvenile justice purposes.

This study consists of two phages: a) data collection in fifty States regard-
ing types and sizes of State-funded subsidies and other grant and aid programs
used to support local juvenile justice programg; and b) case studies
in ten 3tates with particularly innovative State subsidies programs. The impact
‘of Federal funds, relative to State subsidies and local funds, upon juvenile justice
programs at the community level will be examined. The results of this assessmept
will asgist States in using subsidies {o accompligh the specific objectives set forth -
in Sec. 223(a)(10)(H) of the JIDP Act, which authorizes States to. use formula grant
- monjes made available to them under the Act to use subsidies to: "l1) reduce the
.number of commitments of juveniles to any form of jjuvenile facility as a percentage
of the State juvenile population; 2) increase the use of non-gecure com munity-
"based facilities as a percentage of total commitments to juvenile facilities;. and
: 3) discourage the use of secure incarceration and detention." :

“Right to Treatment. This study involved a literature revéew of right to
treatment litigation and an exploration of new technigues for assuring personalized -
- . accountability to children from juvenile justice and social service personnel.

The tajor purpose of the study was to describe existing litigation strategies and
techniques, and develop flexible litigation techniques that would enhance accounta-
bility to youth; and that would enable non-expert ,leg&l services practitioners and 1
paraprofessionals to participate in law reform efforts which have been in-the past -

 for legal specialists. - - -~ . S
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A major oboz;vation resulting from the literatire review was that, while

. Juvenile treatment litigation has helped to reshape attitudes towards;care and

commitment of children, it has also called into question the rehabilitation goals

of the gystem and the parens patria philosophy which has guided the development

and operations of the JuVenﬂe Justlce system. The litérature review emphasized

that the U.S. Supreme (fourt, in Donaldson vs., Q'Conner (1975) disaffirmed the - Con
- right to treatment and conclues that staridards, In assuring a s@fe and-humane’ P Y

environment and supporting least restrictive alternatives, can-serve as a® .
- promising litigation vehicle for youth in the juvenile justice system.

LS

.- T “Youth Advocacy Program Development. In FY 1978 NIJIDP awarded a

D grant to the Unlversity of Notre Dame for the purpose of assisting OJJDP in the . - RN |
~* development of Youth Advocacy Initiative. Under this grant the Institute for Ty

Urban Studies at Notre Dame has developed the background (state-6f-the-art) = ¢ .
paper which has been published as part of OJJDP's Youth Advocacy Program Arnnounce-’ y R

« ment — under which action projects are to be funded during FY 1980. I addition .
- to helping design the overall. program, the Notre Dame group hasibeen adsisting . . -

\ OJJDP in the review of applications and will also provided technjcal assistance to P
“ 1successful applicants in the course of implementing their particular projects. e
» ‘This represents a unique dpproach to program development which is being W
tried at OJIDP for the first time, -The innovation lies in the concept of using the -

same group which has responsibility for. the background work also for the provision .
.»= of technical assistance to the grantees.' This approach should result in a much higher —
degree ﬁ.f continuity from program design to implementation. -

C <

- COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF STATE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS. .

" ‘During FY 1977, NIJJDP began a series of studies of statewide juvenile

" justice systems, which have as their primary aim examination of the implementation
,~ of new juvenile justice legislation at the State level. ‘The first of these studies is L
-~ -, desgribed below; another (focused on ther State of Washington) was begun in FY 1979, :
T . ! ’ - S o e, 4
T “Assessment of the Impact of -Ne'v/ California_Juvenile Justice Legislation.
#The purpalle of this project is to analyze the Impact of new California juvenile

Justice legislation* pn the California juvenile justice system and its clients. Four
- major clusters of provisions in this legislation were ‘selectad for analysis which

.. . include: mandatory dejnstitutionalization of-al} status offenders; encouragement

.
S

of altefnative 'Eli?xram‘develgpment and referral; increased involvement of the .
prosecutor in de inquency progeedings; and easing criterfa.for transferring juveniles -
charged with serious crimes-to adult court. Preliminary findings relative to each
of these abbhs'follo'w._;« : I I o v S
. .. “The implementatjon of the deinstititionalization of status offenders pro- , ,
vision resulted in s,ov‘;}d significagt unanticipated, consequences: Statewide arrests of .

SR

A

« .
R 2

g/ Juvepiles for status offepses.dropbed by fifty percent from 1976 to © .0 o . o 0
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1977. A detailed examination of decision mlaking in three Southern California

Counties demonstrated trends of relabeling a portion of status offenders ns .

depeéndent and neglected juveniles, as delinquent offenders, or as mentally/

emotionally disabled, to enable secure treatment of this'group. (Corrective

legislation was subsequently passed to prohibit severe confinement of dependent

* . and neglected juveniles.) However, the patterns of rejabeling were not consistent
among the countigs and did not fully account.for the dramatic drop in arrests.
There was a distinct problem experienced by police in réponding to parental com-
plaints, which often resulted in a general "hands-off" response. ‘

Provisions encouraging the development and use of alternative services and
programs for both delinquent and status offenders resulted in very low levels of
. » implementation. Reasons suggested for this were the lack df funding and of a clear
+ mandate to move in this direction. (Subsequent legislation, effective in 1978, pro~
vided for funding of alternative programs.) , '

Provisions which .increased prosetutorial involvement in the petitioning .

\ . .. of delinquenpy caseés contributed to more severe treatment of delinquent offenders .
ek "~ such as increased ¢harging at the police level,Ancreases in sustained petitions,

hl\ld a greater percentage of out-of-home placements as court dispositions.

: . The provisions easing standards for certification (waiver) to adult court
" for a specified list of criminal offenses resulted in varying responses among counties.
Overall, statwide certification hearings (as mandated by law for these offenses)
: - doubled, followed by approximately a 30% incregse in the number of juveniles
AL a:wund over to adult c8irt. It should be noted that these increases appear to be
S ‘Thost directly related to changes in processing requirements and not to increases ' .
in juvenile .criminal activity as measured by arrests for these offenses. JAn-intensive
-+ analysis of Los Angeles County data indicated that juveniles sent to criminal court

. faced:the same probability of being convicted that they would face if they had .
L} remained in the juvenile court, but were somewhat more likely to be incarcerated (even
L . after controlling for different types of offenses) in adult court. " .

o *. A continuation'grant was awarded in-1978 to further explore reactions
to the original legislation, including modifications to it. .The final report is expectéd.
ta be completed by July, 1980. - : .

. L(.Lthier Pro; 6‘ct'p. Numerous ‘pt‘hei NIJJDP projects g;ovide an opporftmit_y
for examination of Jocal juvenile justice systems as a whole (ingluding related
~ Police, court, and correctional agencies), or one or. more of their components.

. These include the studies of delinquent careers, the national evaluations, and
~ - ottver evaluation studies (e.g., of Massachusetts' reform efforts). . :
¥ . ' \ ’ ' ‘ .
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The National Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporting System (NUJJRS).

As noted earlfer, this Information system provides the only natlonwide data
available on the flow of youth throughoutthe juvenile justice system.* There
are two sources of national data which now constitute thla important historical
‘meries '

t . ' B : . ' ks -"

The tirst of these represents a continuation of the repfrting proeess ¢
used by HEW up to 1974 (aggregrate reports usually generated by State agencies
through compllation of aggregrate data voluntarily submitted by individual

~-gourts): ~These-data have been used-for-over-40 -years in-preparing the -annual-report;--

entitled Juvenile Court Statistics: 1974, ete. For the period 1975-78, 40-42 States
have submitted aggrdgrate reports {6 NCJJ. Data from the reportlng States are
uged to estimate the total number of youth appearing before juvenile ocourts
nationwide in a given year. ,

The second source of national data on JJS handling of youth which are
fed into the NUJJRS emanate from the individual case cards-use participating
courts (which are used above in developing the aggregrate reports).” Before the
NUJJIRS was transferred from HEW to NIJJDP, jurisdictions did not send these

* data to HEW, For the most part, they were unused In 1976, NCJJ was able to 'Y

get most juvenile courts in 12 States to provide NCJJ actess to the individual -
cards on dases they handled that year, NCJJ estimates that 24 States will provide
access to these data in 1979, Those cards contain data on about 25 items (such as

" characteristics of the youth, offense history, method of handling, police action,

deténtion, jailing, court method of handling, waiver, and disposition, ineluding
incarceration in a correctional institution and other referrals). In other words, .«

“these data are "transactional" since that they provide a record of JJS "transadtions"

relevant to the individual youth. They enable tracing of individual case flow through
the JJS. (Complete confidentiality regarding the identity of the youth

is inaintained.) NCJJ uses these data to compile a more accurate estimate** of
nationwide JJ8 handling of youth,  The tremendous advantage of this individual
case-based reporting method is that it permits development of the nationwide
picture of the flow of ‘youth through the JJS, which is now done for the first time
eVer, I1'1975, the number of youth handled by juvenile courts in the reporting °

States. constltuted over 50 percent of all youth handled nationwide by juvenile

courts.
£ TN ‘ ) {
_ N | - o

%This lnformation system does not include data on youth arrested other than,.those
referred to juvenile court. Ty

**U.8. Census data, which NCJJ has used to extrapolate the national youth popula-
tion, by year, within each jurlsdiction make possible development of refined natiohal

- estimates. .o .

&
+

. A



—_— - . ‘727'. : . . -

‘.
19

. We are rapidly decreasing the time lag between the reporting year
and the publication of the national statistical reports basefl on this reporting
. system. NCJJ and NIJJDP'ard optimistic that, by the end of calendar 1980, all 3
annual feports through 1979 will have been published. - )
_.__:‘F' NIJJDP’s Assessment Center Program* conducts the most gompréehen-
' sive examipation feasible of nationwide juvenile justice system”operatiqns, through
the pse of the results of the above efforts and by combining them with data from
‘ . other sources (e.g., the States themselves, and other studies). In addition to com-
" e..._blling the most comprehensive and complete.national picture.of-JJS-handling Al -~ * - .
e youth, the National Juvenile Justice System Asse fhent Center also is .
- attempting to assess the effectiveness of the JJS knd its several components » .
o — in part through qonducting assessments of JJS handling of particular types of -.
( _offenders and non-offenders. For example, it has completed assessment reports
on ‘states offenders, serious offenders, and on dependent and neglected youth.

This center will have completed by March, 1980, a brief but comprehensive
- state-of-the-art paper on the JJS and its operations nationwide. This document will
¢ summarize what is kown about the flow of youth through the JJS and about the - .
effectiveness of its operations, and will provide recommendations for future '
direction of %JS programs. . ‘
. $ :

- .. FY 1979 3U-VENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM-RELATED PROJECTS. During *
FY 1979, NIJJDP funded several new projects which are aimed at Increasing our .
understanding of the operations of the-juvenile justice system in the U.S. These =
consist of the following studies. (See the previous section in which FY 1979 studies
in the delinquent behavior and prevention area age noted; since several of these /

. projects — particularly those focused on delinquent careers and on the national
- study of Indian juvenile justice - also contribute to knowledge regarding the juvenile
£ . f

. justice system, generally.) |

L4

. 'COURTS.. The folowing projects were funded during FY 1979 focused on- -
ggvenile'_cou»_r{s. - ‘ : . .

' A Study of Juveniles in a Suburban Court. (No. 79-34)." This study seeks
7 to develop new knowledge to Improve the operation of juvenile courts in suburban .
++ and other areas characteristic of diverse clienteles. Beyond this basic objective, @
by applying an innovative design, the study eombines examination of thg overall A
* . operations of the court system with specific Ivestigation of gifted chl*ren who
* come in contact with the juvenile justide system, and with an assessment of the . :
impact of youths' family backgrounds on the nature and outcome of their court oY
. experience. The most specific-theoretical base applicable to parts of this research l\
- 18 1abeling theory - which raises the basie question: are children labeled and
~  processed, based on types of family situations and levels of giftedness, irrespective
... ., toa certain extent of the offense background? The research approach will include
Chde ?atq gollection and analysis in reference to the abbve issues on all youths coming - .
L nto the Arapahoe County, Colorado juvenile justice system during a 14 month period.
S . . e - : . : . : “ : T

%, - ¥Please see the Information Disselnation section of this report for a description
§' 0 7 v-of NIJJDP's Agsessment Centers Program. o .
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- ‘well. The 1988 effort surveyed institutions for children eonsidered dependent o

--child's-interests-in-court;-seeing-that-needed social services-are-provided);-and -- S e

- improve the quality of care.provided to young people.
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. Evaluation of the Philadelphia-Child Advecaoy Unit (No. 79-32).
This projeci will evaluate the Child Advocacy Unit (CATUJ Tocated in the
Détender Association of Philadelphia. The CAU is based on a multi-
disciplinary approash and employs staff representing legal, psychologieal, social
investigative and related professions. A key function of the unit is representation
of the rights'and interests of\non-delinquent dhildren soming to the court's atten-
tion, ‘whenever there is judicial determination of a divergence of interests between

parents and-their child. The evaluation will exFiore the extent to which the
CAU has achieved its intermediate objectives (e.g adequateLv representing the

long range objectives (e.g., delinquency prevention, stabilization of families, and

contributions to the law). 1t will also address the issue of the extent to which

the CAU has improved the Philadelphia Juveénile Court's effectiveness in dealing ,
with abused, dependent, and neglected youths. - o ‘

Other studies dir»\t\ly refévant to the juvenile court area include the national
evaluation of OJJDP's restitution program (for which eontinuation funding was
provided this FY — No. 79-9). X

CORRECTIONS Two new projeets have been initiated this FY fooused
specifically on the corrections grea. Both are national studie§.

A National Survey of Residential Group Care Fucilities for Children and
Youth and Alternative A encies and Prograins Providing Non-resldential Services
to Children and Youth ( . ool of" Socia] Services
Administration of the University of Chicago supports the first phase (18 months)
of a national study of residential facilities and community-baged alternatives to
incarceration providing services te children and youth throughout the United States.

The ebjective of the research Is o describe the numbers and kinds of w

programs how available, and the youths being served by them, so that policy makers,
pianners, administrators, legislators, organizations concerned with children, gnd
interested citizens will have available the information needed to evaluate and

. .
This study will, in part, replicate A Census of Children's Residential Insti-
tutions in the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Tslands: 1968. The current

study will be expanded to include selected residential programs, in addition to
those institutions enumerated in 1966, and certain non-residential programs as

and neglected, emotionally disturbed, and delinquent; such as psychaitric inpatient
¢hildren's units; maternity homes; temporary shelters; and detention facilities.

Institutions for the mentally retarded and physically handicapped were enumerated, "
but not surveyed.* The hew work will make possibleﬁn examination of changes that
may have ocourred in such facilities over a 15-year period. Organizations included

~in this research which were not covered in the eariier study will be surveyed to -

- obtain comprehensive national data. _ E _ : L iy
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The present study will rely on data collectecithrough two procedures.
The first will be a questionnajre administered with the help of the National
e - Opinion Research Center, located on the University of Chicago campus. The second

» will include site visits to a sample of organizations providing services to children and N |

youth. - o C

Y

*

} N , . _ : o _
Juvgnile Parole Research Project (No. 79-29). ‘This project reprea(z,r\ta Yy S
the first phase (I8 months) of'a comprehensive study which will examine julenile -
+ parole decision-making throughout the country. It will examine the organiza-
e oo tion.of juvenile parole -authgbities, the policies-and-criteria used-to-arriVe-at-—— ~ - = -~
parole decisions and the effects of these decisions on the juvenile offender population.
»~/_ Information gathered from surveys and from on-site visits will be examined in the light of
population recgmmendations made by variedm national standards setting groups '
* which propose/the elimingtion of indeterminate commitments of juvenile offenders
in favor of determinate and proportional sentencing as a means of reducing the .

¥

inequities in the juvenile parole process.

{ ' Con_tingatibn funding was also provided during this FY for completion
| of the Harvard University study of secure care (No. 79-23), which is described
above' in the dorrections section. _ . ‘

. COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF STATE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS. The
). seoond assessment of statewide juvenile Justicé system revisiofis (the first of these
~:was_conducted in California — des'cribed} above) was funded during this FY.

- } 1

- An Assgssment &¥ the Implementation and Impact of Washington State
-Juveniile Justlce Leglslation and Related Programs (No. 70-28). 'ﬁfe purpose of
this project Is to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the implementation and
impact of new juvenile justice legislation in the State 6f Washington and of related
action programs supported by OJJDP (under a separate-grant). A major purpose of the
- _assessment is to assist the State in its implementation effort. The legislation, which
v representy a comprehensive revision of the Washington State Juvenile Code, is based
. on two tnderlying principles: 1) that children who have not committed crimes should
‘not be handled in the same manner as criminal offenders; and 2) that children who
have committed criminal acts should receive dispositions based on the seriousness
of their immediate offense, their age, and their past criminal record, rather than
based on the nat\n)je of their past social history. '

¥ . nThe assessment will focus on the lmglemen't_a,t_ion of specific statutory ; ;
provisigmf which reflect these principles and on supported action programs which '
. are designed specifically to enable the implementation of provisions relating to
the treatment of non-criminal children. In Phase I (18 months) of a three-year
agséssment effort, five separate but.interrelated studies will be initiated; a study .
L. ofthe lgglg;gglyq history of the legislation (HB 371) and subsequent revisions thereto);
&i““ Y g_tgtgvmqgt.wmggqment,atjon study; an indepth study of selgeted cour{ jurisdictions; -
Y7 and a study of the hew service delivery v‘st_em of the Washington Department of
e ‘8ocial and Health Bervices, -~ = © . - R Yoo
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' Another project was funded during FY 79 which incorporates a -
- comprehensive view of juvenile justice systems. It is a Comparative Analysis

of Juvenilé and FPamily Codes (No. 79-27). The purpose of this award was

to create the capabfiity at the Natlonal Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) '

to conduct'on<going and current analyses of the juvenile and family codes _

. of the fifty states and the D.C. The specific objectives of the'project -

o are: to create a- ‘legislative information system with cdpacity and expertise )

"to respond to-inquiries congerning the provisions of legislation regarding various
juvenile justice topics; to establish a current federal and state legislative
data base of juvenile codes or juvenile and family counts acts; and to monitor

~-—-- ———]egislative-changes and-track trends:-The-products-of-this research will~ - - S T
enable OJJDP, jts ?‘anfees, congress, state legislatures, executives and :
judicial branches of gavernment, and others tokéep abreast of the rapidly A
changing juvenile an.d family codes in the U.S. The major products will.
include written reports analyzing the provisions of juvenile and family
codes in the following topic areas: juvenile court jurisdiction, waiver of
juveniles to adult court, records maintenarice and digposition, and legislative
compliance with the JJDP Act. In addition, other ad hoc¢ reports on special
topic areas will be developed at OJJDP's request \ _

Sk ALTERNATIVES TO JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCE@ Nd

) NIJJDP has sponsored a broad program of research and assessment work .
on alternatives to juvenile justice system processing. Following the Institute's
overall framework, these alternatives include communjty-based alternatives ‘o
- to the use of s:%ﬁre detention and jails, diversion programs, and alternatives to,
" traditional incsrcerdtion in training schools and other secure’ correctional :
facilities. While some of NIJJDP's work in the alternatives grea has addressed
the nature and effectiveness of social servicey, this focus has generally
limited to the extent that such social service programs (e.g., foster care) serve
as alternatives to traditional juvenile justice systet processing. The remainder
_ of the social eervlces area is viewed as falllng*«langely within the domaln of the -
v .research unit$ o? HEW
' e
ALTERNATIVES O DETENTION .— Several projects spone‘ored by NIJJDP
~have examIned the use of various residential and non-residéntial alternatives to ’
- secure detentlon —partjculerly for status and non-offenders (e g.,.dependent,
neglected and \abused youth).

P4

S | NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF DETENTION QF JUVENILES AND OF ALTER-

¥ NATIVEW]TS—UEE This project conslsts of nationwide assessments of both .~ *
: ~  secure detention and hlternatives to its'use. Among the findings resulting, from = .
~ review of relevant literature in conjunction with this research were the f llowing:
N~. D Q_ounﬁy jails are gtill used for teniporary det\ention of juven'. > VO ~
e ‘\ “ particularly in less populous States. Even in some. more heavily populatédyjuris- -

; _ dictions, howevér, jails are still used forsome juvgniles, des ite the exigtence and
R avajlability of a Juvenile detention Iwillty. In many States; which are seeking to redyce
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the use of jails for the detention of juveniles, the dominant alternative
course¢ i3 seer as the construction of a detention facility. _
. . » ) -
3) Use of secure detention for dependent and negleptad children
appears to be on the decline as more jurisdictions develop either shelter

care facilities or short-termn’ foster home programs. Same jurlsdictions, P

however, are known to misclassify dependent and neglected children as
youths in need of supervision who then are placed in secure detention.”
The extent of the latter practice is unknown.

-« ~3) Many jurisdictions still exceed the NCCD recommendsd maximum

detention rate of 10 percent of all juveniles apprehended; the proportion

of juveniles detained less than 48 hours continues to hover around 50 percent.
These patterns are frequently cited as evidenee of the inappropriate use

of detention. : . ' '

4) Many jurisdictions are unable to mobilize the resources nécessary
to attend to children with special (neurological and psychiatrie) needs.
These children are then often detained, some times for -excessive lengths

h i

of time. . N

5) Status offenders tend to be 'detained at a higher rate than youihs .
apprehended for adult type criminal offenses and also tend to be held longer.

.- 8) Youths of racial and ethnic minorities tend to be detained at
higher rates and for longer perjods than others; females are-\det‘ained at - k'

a higher rate and longer than mgles.

7) Extra-legal factors are more strongly associated with the decision
to detain (versus releage) than legal factors (those spe’cifieqpy- juvenile
codes). Time of apprehension (evening and wgekends), proximity of a detention
faciity and degree of ad-mlnl_strat{\;e control over intake procedures have
all been found to be assocjated with, the décision to detain, in addition
to t{l e fadtbts-contained-ih itéms (5) and (6)wbove.” '

Thejactual extent to wh'ich't'r;Lse patter misuse exist ®ither within

or between States is unknown, Many States — and ictions within States

- — still do rot coll_}gg’étatistics at regular intervalgfon the use of secure detention,

In 'addiﬁt;n'to the literature review, the reséarch.feam coﬁdu‘cted brief field o |

. \_weré not randomly gelected; rather, they were-purposefully selected in ordef to

(;tudies of selected programs (alternati\'res*o}gitention) in 14 jurisdictions. These

nelude programs' int ¢ities of varying sizes; programs for alleged status offenders

- or alleged delinquents, or both; residential and non-residential programs; amd

. @

., oonsidering#he development of alternatives in their jurisdietions.

programs geographically representatives of‘thpr.S. The 14 programs were
classifieq as follows; hoine detentjon, attentiohi hoimes, programs for runaways,

and privaté\residential foster homes. All wefe programs currently inuse as

_alternatiyes\to secure detention for youths awaijting adjudication in juvenile N
courts, The/foMbwing is a summary of the conclusions the research team believed

to be ofipMpediate importance to individuals and organizations that may be
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1) The various program formats appear to be about equal in their -
ability to keep those youths for whom the programs were designed trouble
free and avaijlable to court. That is not to say that any group of juveniles

Y may be placed success{ully in any type of program. It rafers, instead, to-
the fact that in most programs only a small proportion of juveniles had
committed new-offenses or had run away. while awaiting adjudication.

2) Similar program formats can produce different rates of failure- '

‘.measured in terms of youtHs running away or committing new offenses.
‘The higher rates of failure appear to be due to factors outside the control
of the prégrams' employees-e.g., excessive lengths of stay due to slow proeesslng
of court dockets or judicial misuse of the program for pre-adjudicatory
testing of youths' behavior urider supervision.

3) Any program format can be adapted to some degree to program
" goals in addition to those of keeping youths trouble free and available to
TN . the court, for example, the goals of provlding treatment or concrete services.

4) Residential programs-—-group homes and foster-care— are belng
used successfully both for alleged delinquents and status offenders.

5) Home Detention Programs are successful with alleged delinquents
and with some alleged status offenders, However, a residential component
‘is required for certain juveniles whose problems or conflicts are with their
own families. -Substitute care in foster hornes and group homes and supc,rwislo'n
within & Home Detention formq,t have been gombined sueeessfully.

(A
o w ‘

v L ) ’I‘he Attention Home format seems very ad{ptable to the needs
of less populated jurisdictions, where se Farate programs for several special
groups may not be feasible. . The attentioh Home format has been used
W f youth populations made up of (a) alleged delinquents only, (b) alleged
linquents and status offenders, and (¢) alleged delinquents, status offgnders,
and juveniles with other klnds of problems as well : l

7) Thoughtfully conceived non-secure_residential pr rams~ean
retain, temporarily, youths, who have run away from thelr hoimes. Longer
term help is believed to be essential for some runaways, so programs us
as alternatives to detention for these youths require the cooperation of
‘other soclal agencies to thich such juveniles can be referred. T

- 8) Certain courts are ungecessarlly timid in"defining ‘the kinds
' of youths (i.e., severity of alleged offense, past record) they are willing
, . torefer to alternatlve programs. Evenavhen alternative programs are ~
.- \ available, many.-ouths are being held in secure detention (or jail) who could '
“e )Y bekept tréuble free and availkble to the court in alternative programs,
el judging 7y the experlenee orj lgdletlbns that have trled
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-9) Secure holding arrangements are egsential for a'small proportion

‘of alleged delinquents who constitute a danger to others,

e
: 10) The costs per day per youth of alternative programs can be
very misleading. . A larger cost can result from more services and resources
being made available to program participants. It can also result from geographical *
variations in costs of personnel and serviges, inclusion of administrative -
and office or residence expenses and under-utilization of the program,

1) A range of types of alternative programé should probably be

made available-in jurisdictions other thanthe smallest ories; No ofie format / ST

Is. suited to every youth, and a variety of options among which to choose - R
probably will increasedrates of success in each option. , . .
C oW . ' .. 4
12) Appropriate use of both secure detention and of alternative
programs can be jeopardized by poor administrative practices. Intake decisions
should be guided by clear, written criteria. Judges and court personnel
should monitor the intake decisions frequently to be certain they conform

~ to criteria. . L

’/ <« . ‘.
13) Since overuse of secure detention” continues in many parts of

the country, the main alternative to secure detention should not ‘be another - "

program. A large proportion of youths should simply be released to their
parents or other responsible adults to await court action.

" Based on the literature review and field studies, the research team |
made the following recommendations to juvenjle courts that may be considering -
the introduction of alternative programs of any kind. .,

1) Criteria for selecting juveniles for secure detention, for alternative
programs, and for release on the recognizance of a parent or guardian while
awaiting court adjudication should be in writing. ‘ "

. : /
. 2) The. decision as to whether youths are to be placed in se¢ure
detention or an alternative program should be guided, ingofar as possible, -
by writfen agreements between the responsible administrative officials.
These agreements should specify the criteria governing selection of youths

_for the programs. \ ' . _ _}

| - 3) Thedecision to use alternative programs should beﬂ:nade' at
initial intéRe where the options of refusing to accept the referral, reledse _
on the recognizance of a parent or guardian to await adjudiecation, and (/
use of secure detention are also available. It should not be necessary for ° .

a youth to be detained securely before referral to an alternative program =

i.S made. . :

-

-4) An intormation system should be created so that (a) use of secure
detention, alternative programs, and release on parents' recognizance can
be oross-tabulated at least by type of alleged offense, prior record, age, -

_ -8ex, race/qthnicity, and family’composition; and (b) terminatichs by types
..~ of placements from secyre, detention, alternative programs, relegse on



~34- T

; -~-parents' recognizance status can be oross-tabulated with tables such as
type of new offense, length of stay, and disposition as well the variables
" listed in (a) above. | . N\

5) Courts should adjudicate cages of youths waiting iri alternative
o __ programs in the same period of time applicable to those in secure detention,

Residential Alternatives to Detention of Juveniles. The main objective
\ of this proJect was to develop a "how-to-do-It" manual on community-baged
o residential alternatives to detention. This Inanual is based on the promising
_alternative program models identified in the project, just discussed. It  __ .
gives priority attention to administrative and management requirements
for practitioners involved in planning, design, and implementation of such
programs... It is designied both for developing new programs and improving
existing ones by such means as coordination, expansion and revision. Priority
atténtion is given to two levels of management: 1) the day-to-day detafls’
of managing an altérnative detention program and 2) the set of problems
which are involved when a community tries to organize and provide resources
for such an alternative. ' '

LN

Several major factors were found which appear to be associated
with successful programs. They are good tanagement, a sensitivity to .
local needs, &n involvement of community leaders, and ‘a consistent flow
“of resources. The manual offers guidelines to follow in these and other
- © areas. : - .
. . ¢ < [
_ An asgessment of four program models for residential alternatives
to detention is also included. The four models are:  1):the Crassroots Organizationa)
Model—most successful in communities able to generate a high level of |
commitment and volunteerism; 2) the Publicly-Funded Community-Based
Contract Network Model—most successful in metropolitan aréas where /
a large number of service providers are available; 3) the Grant-Funded
Sepvice Clusters—best used by those communities which ca:im otherwise
provide for sgrvices; and 4) The Publicly-Operated Agency—fmost appropriate
‘for small to/medium size comnrunities where privately operated services
are not avdilable and where the community believes-that it is the responsibility
of the local government to provide such services. ' .

Yo

L

" An appendix of current state laws indicates each state's policy
Y regarding the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and provides information
- on the liscensing and zonjng regulations of the iugivldual states for child
care fadilities, o .o S

Y
. <
* - - N » -

¥ ‘ Tr:\i} manual is preseritly in draft form and is being prepared for
L publication, . In addition to its general distribution to the practitioner ‘commpnity, Y
e this manual will be used in OJJDP's Technical Assistance activities and ' '
4o, o . Incorporated into the curriculum of NIJJDP's Training Center

4 -
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Deinstitutionalization of Status Qffenders (DSQ). In FY 1976, OJJDP .
funded thirteen D3O projects which had as thelr maJor objective deinstitution--
alization of status offenders, primarily through éreation of alternatives to deten-
tion and precluding the placement of status offenders in correctional institutions
(training schools). NIJJDP funded a national evaluation program of the overall .
program ang independent evaliations of eight of the thirteen OJJDP projects.

Signiﬁcént findings from the national evaluation include the following:
1) Community-based services can be pravided for status offenders at about 20
percent less than the cost of Juvenlle justice system processing. 2) A Somewhat

!

unexpected finding was that home placement, was feasible in a high proportionof

“all'status offenddr cases. Fewer than 10 percent of status offenders served through
. the DSO project were deemed in need of any kind of alternative residential place-

ment, 3) Foster homes were used frequently as residential alternatives to detention. -
These placements worked best in cases of younger children"who were principally
neglected and dependent, but were classified as status offenders for purpbses of case
dispositions. Such foster homes encountéred a number of .difficulties in the eourse

of their establishment: delays in rectuitment (of foster parents), difficulties in

finding suitable foster parents (especially in poverty areas with high rates of foster
parent turnover). 4) The most promising alternative to detention program (for ,
those youth requiring alternative placements—primarily chroni¢ of status offenders) . ,
was the short-term shelter-care home. 5) Numefous problems were encountered in

enlidting the collaboration of private sector, community-based youth-service agencies, -

such as delays in completing contract arrangements and disagreements concerning

client eligibility criteria. 6) Problems were also encountered in securing the necessary

cooperatjon from juvenile courts—whijah were generally reluctant to share with non-
‘eourt agencies their statutory responsibility for the control and welfare of status .-
offenders. 7) All of the DSO projects succeeded in removing or diverting status =
based alternatives for status offenders did not result in an increase in their
recidivism—a finding which, taken together with the reduced cost of alternative placé-

ments, makes the use of secure confinement of status offenders of dubious value.

. offenders from secure detention and incarceration.” 8) Overall, use of community-

- - 9) Six States had secured legislation supporting. DSO at- the‘ana of the projects, and
;f):ojqct' efforts were clearly related to this in five of these States. Additionally, State

nds were made available to continue components essential to maintaining deinstitu-
tionalization. : : . C o
By the end of FY 79, six of the eight local DSO evaluations were completed.
As soon as the remaining two studies are completed (in FY 80) these results will be .
combined with those from the*nhational DSQ evalution. . | -
- DIVERSION. NIJJDP's initial effort in this area was a National Assessment of
Diversion and Alternativesito Incarceration. With respect to diversion, the major
ectlive of this project wa
policies, and practices. ..In%}dor to facilitate the assessment, and at the same time -
add clarity to confusing definitions of diversion, the term was défined as removal of

. youlth from JJ8 processing. between the points of initial poNce  contaet and prior to
- -adjudication, In addition to a review of relevant literature;, the assessment team

sonducted brief field studies of representative programs.

A

b

- _ v : \

0 conduct a nationwide assessment of diversion programs,
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" The evaluation is also addressing such issues as the impact of diversion programs
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Results from this study indicated that the imposed definition was a usgful
and workable one, However, it was learned that practitioners typically viewed
diversion as "minimizing penetration" intoghe JJ8 rather than as an end to
further JJ8 processing. Little evidence of "true diversion" (actual removal from

“the JJS) was found. This observation was viewed as being linked to the organi-

zational location of diversion programs, as the researchers concluded that con-

. tinued funding of diversion programs tnder the aegls of the JJS will likeély result

T

In "widening-the-net" of JJS control (that is; the existence of diversion programs (
within the JJS results in a tendency for the JJS to intake youth it otherwise would
not have processed, in order to make diversion program services available to

them). Concerns were also raised with respect to an’apparent lack of due process

. procedures in‘conjunction with diversion programs—the most notable of which

was the practice of holding further JJS processing in obeyance pending the outcome -

of youths' participation in diversion programs.
' |

«*  The findlngé from this project were corraborated by the California study of
police diversion earlier in this report (in the Section on research focused on the
police component of the JJS).

' Issues rhised in both of thege projects are being carefully studied in the
NIJJDP-sponsored National Evaluation of OJJDP's Diversion Initiative. It consists.
of an overall (process) evaluation of all projects funded under the OJJDP initiative,
and intensive (impact) evaluations of selected projects. It was designed to answer
the following major questions: 1) What difference does diversion make for youth .

- (as opposed to juvenile-justice system referral) and the juvenile justice system? 2)

What difference does service delivery make (as opposed to diversion without services)?

A

on juvenile justice system processes and procedures, and the extent to which diver-

LY

sion programs actually reduce the level of delinquent adjudications.

This evaluation has also bgen déslgned to test "labelling theory" — which

‘the Congress implicitly endorsed in the course of deyeloping the JJDP Act. Labelling

theory is based, in part, on, the assumption that the process of labelling youth as
"delinquent" or "bad" sets into motion a self-fulfilling prophecy that results in
subsequent delinguency (or inappropriate behavior). Testing of this theory (and pro-
visions of answers to the above questions) is made possible by our having designed

.

the OJIDP Diversion Initiative to divert.youth at three points in the JJS: police
handling, court intake, and the pre-adjudication hearing. ' '

: An examination of the extent to which diversion programs negatively label
youth is also being undertaken. Entitled Community Agencies' Responses to Youth,
this research’project is designed to inform the current widely promoted strategy
of diverting youths from the juvenile justice system and returning them to the
community for services. Two major questions are addressed: What types of ser-
vices are provided to what types of youth? How are characteristics of youths and
agenches related to the quality of services provided to youth? The study is being
conducted in three communitiss which correspond to different community-types:

Y
et
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A

a "commural gommunity characterized by strong ethnic and primary group ties;
a "pluralistic" community with a mixture of racial, ethnic and socio-economic -
groups; and a "controlled" community characterized by a low income population *
whose lives are influenced considerably by' public organizations. Both of the
major research questions addressed in this project include a. focus on the isgue \ -
“of community agencies' tesponsiveness to mirority youth, -
Another diversion research project consists of a study of The Children's .
Hearings in Scotland. This study was designed to add to our knowledge of alter-
native models for processing juveniles—which might inform current debates on
--—-w -t paform of-the-American juvenile-justice system: “Specifically,{t-involves an-- —— - ~——-rmmee
' éxamination of the philosophy, policies and procedures of the system of Scottish _ ‘
children's pame®s which consist of hearings held in lieu of court processing for juve- *
niles. Under the hearing system, all referrals of delinquency (except homicide
androther designated offenses), abuse, and neglect cases are-made to a reporter
who decides, based on legal and status factors, whether the-case is sent to a
formal hearing before members of a children's panel. If the child and his/her .
parents admit that a particular offense took place, they engage in informal dis-
- cdussions~with three panel members (volunteer lay persons) who are authorized to
prescribe compulsory meqsures of care. Each disposition i3 reviewed at the end
of one year. This s_tudy,involveg the development of a detailed descriptive model Y
of the hearings, emphasizing the decision-making process, an assessment &I their \! ‘
effectiveness, and an evaluation of_this system:in terms of its appropriateness for
adaptation to meet the{needs of the American Juvenile Justice System.

&®

: ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION. Several NfJJDP—sup_ported projects
S (\ have made important contributions 1o our understanding of the nature, extent, and *
: - effectiveness of community-based alternatives to incarceration. Earlier we '
described the National Assessment of Juvenile Correctigg};_ project and the evalua-
tion of Massachusetts' community-based correctional s&s&em (and the follow-on .

study of secure-care). p ' »

o Another s"til'dy funded prior to the official creation of NIJIDP (described in
part above) was the National Assessment of Diversion and Alternatives to Incarcera~
tion. With respect to the latter component of this assessment study, the major
objective was to conduct a nationwide assessment of programs, policies, and practices

in tl‘&area of cornmunity-based alternatives to incarceration. As in the diversion

area,{we sought to facilitate the assessment work and add clarity to the definition _
. of such alternatives by defining them as programs which involve removal of youth
from the JJS following their adjudication. The assessment team conducted brief
- [field studies of representative programs following a review of relevant literature,.
\which suggested issues to be examined.

.Rminlts from this study included the following: In general, communlty~baz§ed

S programs ware, found to be providing a supplementary appendageto juvenile correc- /
R - tions, rqthgf%n actual alternatives to correctional institutions. . That is, programs T e
.. - " intended as altbrnatives to incarceration tended not to serve those youth who other- - o
w° .~ Wise would have been Incarcerated. Rather, they appeared latgely to be serving youth e
s ~ who, in the absence of such programs, probably would have been placed on probation. .

o~
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- InFY 77-78, OJIDP funded & national program of festitution 'pro’éot's, e
These were intended to serve s alternatives to inodi'ce,qation-f for youth adjudicated
as delinquents. ' P

\ NIJJDP is sponsoring 4 National Evaluation of the OJJDP Restitution
- Initiative. Its major objectives are to develop Information on the Types of resti-
.~ . tutlonprograms that are most likely to: reduce juyenile recidivism, incréase .
= . 7 .vietim satisfaction and/or have the gredtest impa members-of the community,
. in terms of their views of operations of the juvenile justice system; to develop o
information on the compargtivé cost-eff ectiveness of different types of restitution
programs for achieving each-of .the above alternative goals; and to develop descrip~

13

.. tive and analytical information .on implementation ‘processes-and problems,-and-on --- -~ - -

¢hanges: in program operating'procedures. ‘The evaluation design includes procdss .
and impact components. The latter consists of intensive evaluations of six of -the forty-
four projects. A management information systam (MIS) developed by the natidnal
evaluator has been implemented at all of the projects. '

Data from the MIS indicate that, as of August, 1979, the projects had received
2,747 referrals. Of these, eighty-two percent (§8%) were ‘closed in full compliance
‘with the original restitution order. Monetary restitutionplans are most common
(66%). ‘The majority Qf the referrals-aré fifteen to seventeen year old white males. -
Approximately seventy-five percerit (75%) were serious and/or repeat offenders
(definded as first offénders who have committed serious property or persofm\crime_s
or youth with-one or more prior offenses who have committed property crime) of
at least moderate seriousness), * : -

’ -~

We ha\'}fe'provided jinpport for an expan'slo@he local Evaluation 6f:t,hé,_ -t

.\: X . ’ .
Unified Delinquency Intervention Services Progr UDIS) in Chigago, Ilinols™ - = *

~ In order 1o test the proposition that serlous Juyenile offenders can be handled effec—
tively by means.other than incarceration. UDIS is a dein$titutionalization program .
.for chronie inner-¢ity juvenile offenders who would otherwise likely be committed’

- .to the department of corrections. The basic evaluation design consistg of a langi-

- tudinak, quasi~experimental, approach involving comparisons among threfe groups:
Juveniles who were committed to the department of corrections, juveniles who
-entered UDIS between 1974 and 1976 ‘and a sample-of juveniles seiected from the
generak popylatiop .who did not necessarily become committable: '

-

+
L

The f indings of this study as currently -publis‘.g, indicate an apparent, sub-
stantial impact of both the UDIS program and the D&baftment of Corrections on the .
post-program arrests, court appearances, and violent of fenses among the samples of

- . .chronic delinquents. The research also shows that the effgcts" of less drastic inter-

- ~ventions, such as arrest and release, temporary detention, supervision, ete., on' this

7. population appear to be minimal, The costs of the UDIS program and DOC programs

v . .

. were determined to be similar/, ,
f o @b _'rnése' findings s_' gest the need for_addit_ional validation research (test of
religbility) through f ulugg' partial replication of the research design. C

»

L L__i}[._

T ST ) | S oo e

S .ﬂ.h “t"»-'. '*'_‘ . ‘e X . = ' '
*The méﬁ\ evaluation of the UDIS program® was funded by the Illinois Law Enforcement
_ Commission. ' _ N . 41 -
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. " The indication from the original findings that both incarceratiop’.”
and community-based alternatives to incarceration and correctional E;dgrams may
reduce recidivism among a chronic delinquent population also suggest the need for
similar research to test the impact of a wide range of intervention programs.

In FY 78, NIJJDP funded a Study-of Policy Implementatiof Regardin
, . Delinstitutionalization for Services Tor !’Jpllnquen{ Youth. The purpose of this
study was to describe and analyze the experiences of Tour Statés in deinstitu-

tionalizing services for juvenile offenders: Ohio, Florida, Massachusetts and

Pennsylvania. It was designed to examine theoretical approaghes to accomplish- ~

.Ing deinstitutionalization (through case studies of each State). “

. The results of this study show that it is possible, but difficult, to success-
fully dejnstitutionalize jyyenile offenders and services for them. .They further
describe the conditions under which deinstitutionalization approaches are likely .
to fail or succeed. - _

The specific product of the reseaﬁ'@ a three volume report entitled
The Politios of Incarceration. Its applicability is as an informative too] for juve-

nile systems' policy makers, managers and practitioners who wish to pursue or are
involved in, a deinstitutionalization process. - The report would also have applicability
as a training tool for upper-level decision-makers with interest in this area.

FY 1979 ALTERNATIVES TO JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM, '
Final continuation awards were made Tor completion of the Delaware DSO evaluation
(No. 79-17) and the Arizona DSO evaluation (No. 79-26). Continuation funding was
also provided for the studies of community agencies' responses to delinguent youth ,
(No. 79-21), and the Scottish Children's Panels (No. 79-3). All of . theése projects are a
discusged above. o : ’ , : |

During the past fiscal year, NIJJDP funded two major new projects focused. :
on community-based alternativés to incarceration. The first of these is a-National
Evaluation of the OJJDP Project New Rride Replication Program (No, 79-31). The
JJJDE anticipates Tunding ten to twelve replications of Project New Pride, a
~qommunity-based treatment program in Denver, Colorado for serious juvenile
offenders, at a cost of approximately $8.5 million. The program mode] émphasizes
comprehensive, individualized treatment.. (See the OJJDP guideline "Project New
Pride: Replication" for more information on the program). The,évaluation is
designed to 1) develop information.reggrding ﬁt and sérvice jssués which can

be used to refiné the New Pride miodel, and 3§ determing undér what -conditions
: the program can be implemented in different®§pes of jursidictions. Each project

. . isrequired to provide staff resources to develop a self-study approach to program .
- management per the program guideline. A major task of the national evaluation
is to assist all of the replication projects to develop the self-evaluation component
which includes the implementation of the management information $ystem developed .
by Denver Project New Pride. The local self-evaluation components wil} be designed « .
... lodevelop.information on clients and services to determine what types of services - .
#i°+ . appear to be most effective for what types of youth and under what conditions, - '
=~ .~ and to determine the impact of the project on recidivism rates and otﬁ\qniihdiéhtors

~ of individual adjustment.
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~ This project is discussed above,
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v " The secoftd major new project in this area is the Ne‘utlongl Survey of

* Residential Pr%nqma and Commur#y—-based Alternatives, which was brielly described
e n

earller. The alternatives component of the study will survey programs which actually
serve as alternatives to incarceration.

Also, in the alternat area, continuation funding was provided during
FY 79 for completion of the reséntgh on Illinois! UDIS program (No. 79-20).

A

NIJJDP's program development work in the JJS alternatives area is assisted -ty its
-National Assessment Center-on-Alternatixes-to¥uvenile Justice System Procesding. -~ - - ——-
This center is conducting comprehensive pssessments of alternative programs \
across the Country. .

By March 1980, this center will have completed a brief state-of-the-art )
paper on alternat{ve programs nationwide. This document will summarize what Y
is known about alternative program handling of youth and their effectiveness,
together with recommendations for future directions.

I INFORMATION DEVELOPMENT AND DISSEMINATION

. Prior to FY79, NIJJDP's information dissemination were very limited }
(except for the purpose of program development within OJJDP). This has g
been so mainly by design. We intended to establish a national Training .,
Regource Center and a national Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse once the basic :
work of information collection, assessment, and gynthesis; and a significant
amount‘of research and evaluation studies had been completed. -

o . , SN
There are two main components to NlJJDI?Tnformation dissemination
program (aside from the training and standards related activities): assefsment
centers and a clearinghouse. : _ ' . ’
-4 . . - ¥
These two components of OJJDP are central to its operations, as they
are key links in the Office's program development structure — for which the
Congress gave NIJJDP primary responsibility within OJJDP.

Lieg is provided to
. the Assessment Centers, where it is combined with information from other
sources nationwide, The Asgessment Centers assess and synthesize information
on signjficant aspects of juvenile justice, and prepare reports for dissemination.
These reports (along with others resulting from QJJDP activities) are then
.forwarded to the Juvenlle Justice Clearinghouse, where they are prepared for -
publication; then provided directly to OJJDP, selected audiences, and generally
made available. Information available through the Cleatinghouse will be used
[2 the following aspects of NIJJDP/OJIDP activities: training, standards, ' .-
‘regearch and evaluation, techhiyé;al assistance, coordination of Federal efforts,
“formula grant program, National Advisory Committee, and action program -
evelopment. In this way, the feedback loop in the program development process .

-5

will have been completed.; While this level of refinement has not been uniformily
realized as of yet, we are prepared to make major steps towgrd accomplishing this

in FY80, < = ) )

- Information resulting from NIJJDP/OJJDP activit
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. Assessment-Centers Pr[qgram. The overall Assessment Centers and
Clearinghouseé program Is In direc response to the legislative mandates of
the JJDP Act of 1974, which requires OJJDP/NIJJDP to: 1) collect, 2) assess,
3) synthesize, and 4) disseminate information (through a clearlnghouse),on
all aspects of juvenile delinquency (Section 242 and 243(7)). |

. The everall purpose of the Assessment Centers Program (ACP) is to
perform the first three of the four above functions. It collects, assesses, and
synthesizes data and program.information on delinquency and related youth
problems, tn order to: 1) serve program development needs of OJJIDP, and,
oot oo B) provide useful informationto™the practitioner-community and-others.~The— —~ -+~~~
‘ dissemination function belongs to the OJIDP/NIJIDP Clearinghouse.

. The ACP component of ‘this overall program has been designed by
NIJIDP as an experiment in the use of "Assessment Centers" to accomplish the
data and information callection, synthesis, and assessment steps in the field. It
. oconsists of three topical centers, which as n oted earlier, are focused on the
three aspects of the delinquency field, and a fourth center, which has responsibi~
lity for incorporating the products of the three topical centers in comprehensive
. volumes on the state-of-the-art in the fjeld of delinquency. The four centers and
SRR . their locatidh follows: 1) Delinquent Behavior and Prevention — University of ’
' Washington, Seattle, Washington; 2) Juvenile Justice System — American Justice
Institute (AJI), Scaramento, California; 3) Alternatives to Juvenile Justice System
R *~ Processing — University of Chicago, Chicago Ilinois; 4) Center for Integrated
Data Analysis — National Council of Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), Hackensack,
New Jerqe.y. y a ; L,
o _ "The major objectives of the ACP are to: 1) identify and describe promising y
programmatic approaches for practitioners, OJJDP and others; 2) synthesize
data and the results of studies for the above audiences; 3) provide information
for use in OJJDP planning and design of action programs, standards development
and implementation, technical assistance and training efforts; and 4) provide .
o -~ current’information for OJJDP, gs requested. -~ - = 7
In order to accomplish these objectives, each center has responsibility
for approaching their work along two tracks: 1) gathering baseline data regarding
the flow of offenders, from their involvement in juvenile delinquency, through
_ the juvenile justice system and their handling by alternative programs; 2) the
o .- preparation of reports on specific topic areas within the scope of each center's
o . +area of work. These responsibilities involve almost no original research; rather,
' p  each center gathers, assesses and syntheses available data and information for
the purpose of accomplishing the above objectives. - - ° = '

"-l.

b

L The following is a compléte list of major reports developed by the Assess- — |
Ao .. ‘ment Centers through FY 1979, . eV _ . |

5 CR ._Na_tiqnal Assessm_ent Center qn‘_l)gihnguent@ehaviqr and Prevention: - - / 3

5
. ‘
. / —

® ., " Y1)« Jlivenile Delinquency Preventioh Programs: A Review and Analysis

: .. . 2). Juvenile Delinquency Prevention: A Framework for Policy Development
- .+ 3)" ATypology of Cause-Focused Stra‘te%’ies of Delinquency Prevention

: <. s " 4) Jurisdiction and the Elusive Status Offender; A Comparison of involve- -

R I ment in Delinquent Behavior and Status Offenses S '

[
l"
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. 8) Profile e%g American Youth: A Statistiddl Sourcebook
8) An AsseSiment of Evaluations of Drug Abuse Prevention Programs
7) Religion and Delinquency | )
8) Estimating Church-Membership Rates for Geographical Areas
9) Child Abuse: A Contributing Factor to Delinquency

10). Juvenile Préstitution and Child Pornogtaphy

1) A -Profile of the Juvenile Arsonist :

12) The Genetid Aspects of Psychiatric Syndromes Relating to Ant%clal
Problems in Youth

1t 18) Washi'ng___tf_)_l}_ g‘te's New_Jungil_e_l(_}ode (5 Volumes) '

A National Assessment Center on t_menile Jystige System N

1) A Preliminary National Adsedsment of the Status Offender and
) t vefflle Justice System ,
1

N

N ¢ |.2)  A%Préliminary National Assessment of Child Abuse and Neglect
__ . and the Juvenile Justice System
3r_ A National Assessment of Serious Juvenile Crime and the Juvenile
_ Justice System: The Need for a Rational Response (4 Volumes) -
s 4) A National Assessment of Cage Disposition and Classification
;o . In the Juvenile Justice System A3 Volumes)

o National Assessment Center on Alternatives to the Juvenile Justice
e ) S!sfem : N

“1)  Young Women and the,Juvenile Justice Process: " Implications
for Alternative Programs . . S
2)- Legal Protections in the Diversion of Juveniles
: - 3) Detention and Jailing of Juveniles in the U.S. i the Mid-1970's
. 4) Achievément Place: The Téaching-Family Treatment Model in

\ ' a Group Home Setting .
~5) An Assessment of Police Diversion Programs

W Self-reported w;ency:_ Implicatiops for 'Alterani\re Programs

¢ National Center for Int&grated Data Analysis

) Ju\?’enile Delinquency in America: A Compre\\ens ve View
R . We noted earlier that each o___? the\three topical Assessment Centers is «
N ~developing (by March, 1980).concise stateJof-the-art papers on their respective
IR areas,of focus. These papers will summarize the results of the centers' earlier -
WOl'k. : ) . ’ . ’ ' \
. T . : 30 J .
: Clearinghouse. in the last quarter of FY 79, NIJJDP establisheda
| o Juvenile Justice Clearingh®use through expansion of LEAA's National Criminal -~
e Jﬁ!!j,cg_.,g%leséqt.!g,,%E!i.cd,?(NQ_gJ RS) — which is’ the main information dissemination -
W armfor LEAA. This new omponent of NCJRS will serve as OJJDP's Juvénile '

Justige Olearinghouse (Contract No. J-LEAA=023-77). It Is jointly sponsored by’
TN : NIJJDP and the Program OQffice of OJJDP (which includes the Special Emphasis -
~ Division, and the Technioal Assistdnce and Formula Grants Divisions). -
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.*_ . Prior to c‘reatlon of this juyenile justfoe unit in NCJRS, it had provided
limited information dissemination services to the juvenile justice community LI
. (mainly to the JJS itself).“hese services were supported under LEA A's maintenance-
5 of-effort requirement.* In order to fullf' meet its legislative requirement, .
3

NIJJDP hes found it 'neoesspfg' to establish its own clearinghouse entity, )
. . 1. LA . s R Jo-
This mandate is given to NIJJDP in Section 243 of the JJDP Act, which -~
authorizes it to "serve as a clearinghouse and information center for the preparation, -
publication, and dissemination of aM information regarding ju¥enile delinquency...."
After considering other alternative ways of meeting this impor\gnt mandate,
... NLJJDP has decided.to expand, on an experimental basis, NCJR rationg.— - - - - o

~~

The main objectives of this expanded NCJﬁ activity age: 1) expansion:
of the NCJIRS audieresithan effort to provide usefulin ormatigh to those most
« directly involved ih implementing the JIDP Act (particularly pfactitioners
involved in delinquency prevention and development of community baged alterna- *
tives to traditional JJS processing; 2) enhancement of the quality and depth of NCJRS
-~ responses’to information requests (through careful analysis) from those involved
int the prevention, treatment, and control of juvénile delinquency am related youth
problems; and 3) provision of direct support to OJIDP dnd its grantees and contrac-

tors in their program development efforig, -
Specific services to be proided by NCJRS include the following: - 5

1) information support to OJJDP; , :
2) detailed and personalized responses to the priority user audience -
_  identified above; - _ o - S SR
v - 3) establishment of a toll-free telephone line (800-424-2856) for |
_ easy access by the user audience (primarily intended for the private,
oncprofit youth worker community); | S
. 4) assistance to NIJJDP/OJJDP in.the preparation of-reports for o
: . . . publicgtion; N L e . oL
2 Frvae &) crea&ggxand. dissemination of special publications (information packages)
L through re-writing and tailoring reports and information™for specialized
DA audiences {as identified above); and - S
- . 8) act gs a referral service in relation to.other clearinghouses, thereby

estahlishing a network of information dissemination activity.
. I3 & - N . I

“2n,

. lgy. :. . B . . '\ . ’ R ’ -

. \ ® .\ Y”. B0 , '
' Bdditign to funds appropriated under ,
ach fiscal year, at least 19.15 RN

s R . . . o

~ it, LEAA maintain from its total appropriation;

~* percent for juyenile delinquency programs.

!
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o, lnformation System Development. The third coziponent of DP's
' program of InféFmation development and dissemination tonsists of d¢Veloping

automated information systems for the juvenjle justice system. While our
long-term aim is !to develop a model,\comprehensive, automated information r
gystem which wohld link police,.court, correctional, and social service operations
4 in a given ]urisdiotién at this time we: have only made a first step toward this
aim, in that our efforts to date have focused only on the juvenile court area.
_ This work was begun in 1975, under a grant to the National Councii of
- -—----=Juvenile-and Family Court-Judges. -It-provided-support-for-a-national assessment—=~ -
. of automated juvenile court inforrpation systems, The results o&eﬂiis survey were
used to design a model system. It is now being implemented (under continuation

funding) throughout Rhode Island. We are now supporting the transfer of this system to

tife: District of Columbia Superior Court (which is funded for the most part through
a separate grant to this court).

FY 1979 Activities. Continuation funding was provided for the Assessment’
" Centers auring F% 70 (No's. 79-12, 13, 14 and 18). As was noted above, support was
provided this year for the Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse

L. ’I‘RA,-“NING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

We aré pleased to report that FY 79 marked the completion 0f NIJJDP's
Qrepanation for carrying out the kind of. broad juvenile justiee training contem-
- -plated by tl;e Congress and set forth in Sections 244 and 248—5(1 of the JJpp
- Aet, = .
/ :
... It has been our aim to establish a Juvenile Justice Training Resource
Center simjlar to that described in Secs. 248-50 of the Act, once we h‘d organized
a St/lii’icient basis for effective training and curriculum development.

#
' training activities sponsbred by NIJJDP through FY79 ar:a briefly described. “
Since Its e§t&biishment N1JJDP. has provided support for a major train-
- ing program conducted by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges (NCJFCJ). It is focused on improving the operations of the JJS (parti- S
3 ~ cularly juvenile cougits) through provision of "basic training™ in juvenile justice for
“* < " juvenile court judges, other court-rélased personnel, and other juvenile justice
: ‘§ystem personnel »Ehis. is accomplished mainly by an annual series of courses
provided through NCJFCJ's National College of Juvenile Justice. Continuation
funding was provided for this program during FY79 (No 79-16).

o A second t, ainir?g program supported by NIJJDP (since FY76) is Pro!ect
s . RBAD."It consists-of provision of training for educators in methods of teaching
A youth how to read. "Early in this project such training was provided for qducators -
2w . within juvenile correctional institutions. In FY78 the project was refocused en

educators working primarily with youth in community-based alternative programs. -

- Through its asn program of research, the project has demonstrated remarkable
" improvemeént in reading ability among those youths in literacy programs it helped

develop c : S
SR _ L 4’?

Before providing a description of the Training and Resource CenteR : \
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< . In FY 1978, NIJJDP funded a program of four delinquency prevention
training projects which were focused on I) development of community organiza-
\ tion-related skills in delinqu rfcy prevention programming, 2) encouragement
) of youth partioipation in preggntlon program development, 3) manager-
oriented evaluation, and 4) law-related education. All these'projects have been
suceessfully completed, : -

" In FY 1978 NIJJDP sponsdred a trgining program focused on deinstitu-

tiongfization of training schools. It was based on the results of the T-year :
evgfluation of the Massachusetts reform efforts._The major aims -of -this-training— - -——-
ort were twofold; 1) to disseminate the results of the earlier gvaluation; and *
to assist other States either moving toward or considering deinstitutionaliza-
tion of their large juvenile training schools. This latter objective involved i
informing interested States as to what issues and problems they might face in

such an effor} and informing them of how Massachusetts had dealt with these

areas. i N

. . _ \
Another training project funded diring FY 79 was aimed at strengthening

deinstitutionalization efforts across the Country. Condugted by The Villages; ‘the

purpose of this project (No. 79-2) is to provide a series of training workshops in .. :

child care and management for professional, para-professional and non-professional

personnel who work with status offender, dependent, neglected, pre-delinquent

and delinquent juveniles. The focus of the training is on alternatives to incarcera-

tion. It consists of two compoments: workshops for child care workers in alterna- .

tive facilities; and workshops for state officials having responsibility for accomplish-

ing deinstitutionalization of status offender, delinquent, dependent, and neglected

youth. There will be a total of 12 workshops, each of Tive days duration, A total .

of 184 child care workers will receive training through eight workshops (23-25 per .

worksiep); 100 State officials will participate in the remaining four workshops. The

main problem which this project will address is that of deinstitutionalization of

the 9ab..ove types of youth. It is-designed to provide the necessary training for : ;

persdhs directly involved in deinstitutionalization efforts, ggder to facilitate )

accomplishing this priority mandate of the JJDP Aot. ‘{ oy -

. "'Law-Related Education. This is a somewhat new development in the field"
- -.of education. The LRE c¢oncept — which most generally Fefers to a variety of ]
methods of teaching youth (and adults) their rights and responsibilities

. - under the law — is about a decade old now, It is a rapidly developing "movement" "
LT the law (in its broadest form) affects the lives of U.S. ‘oitizens, 'and how the

h

- formal justice system works. L |
. In 1977, the Congress 3’29“.‘1@ the jJDP_ Act to i‘ncllid'e" the provision
of LRE as an NIJJDP training detivity. In FY 79 we funded a well designed and
' coordinated program of LRE. The American Bar Association's Special Committee
~~ . on Youth Education for Citizenship (ABA) coordinates the overall work of the 5

- f" * v other grantees with that of its own, serves as a national ¢learinghouse for LRE

‘information and thereby assists others at'the State and local level in implementing
LRE projects, and condudts seminars and workshops across the country which -
. help promulgate LRE (No, 79-6). | |

- e

. »
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.The 8 other grantees and their basic activities are as follow:

.~ Constitutional Rights Foundation (No. 79-15) ~— It primarily trains ~
public secondary teachers to teach LRE and Tiiplements LRE curricula in school
districts In 10 States.

— I{ fosters implementation of LRE in
program development centers across the country.
| ' ) o
National Street Law Institute (No. 79-4) —NSI# primarily works with
law schools in training Jaw studentsin teaching LRE in secondary schools.
It also provides LRE for youth in diversion and community based programs. -

'L_aw in a Flfee :

ety (No. 79-7)
kindergarten - grade ticough 10"

e e

Children's Legal Rights Information and Training Center (No. 79-5).
It works primarily wiﬂin the ciiila caring professions,“edueating them about child- p
ren's rights and respdnsibilities under the law — as-embodied in relevant statutes. ' /

Phi Alpha Delta Law Fraternity International (No. 79-11). This is a
fraternity of law students and law school alumni. The project Involves (much
+ like NSLI) getting law students and alumni involved in teaching LRE in public
and private schools in 10 metropolitan areas. _

We designed the overall program in two phases. In the first phase
— which consists of two years — we have awarded a separate grant to the
Social Science Education Consortium (No. 79-36) for an evaluation of the overall
program and intensive evaluations of each of the six projects. This evaluation
is aimed at determining how LRE can best be provided, in addition to measuring -~
the effectiveness of of the six projects in ace®Mplishing their specific
objectives. . - _

rve—— .

‘ Juvenile Justice Training Resource Center (JJTRC). Buri FY 1679
N1JJDP virtually completed its plans Tor establishment of a JJ'I‘RCnE‘ms
“required by Secs. 248-50 of the JJDP Act.
| ‘These seotions of the legislation call for an extreniely comprehensiv

training activity — which includes all categories of personneél related to the .
administration of juvenile justice (including lay persons), We expect to launch ° \ o7
in FY 1980 a significant effort which in a few years can be expanded to approach " :
the level of comprehensiveness the Congress exbécteq.

B " NIJJDP's national Juvenile Justice Trajning Resource Center (which is .
1 expeoted to be operational by-the Fall of 1980) will sérve as a clearinghouse ™
<" and information center on training throughout the U.S. Its main services, ~
following start-up in the first year, will be that of: 1) providing access to existing -
training opportunities across the Country for selectet juvenile justice pérsonnel; 2)
| - development of curricula materials; and 3)'provision of some support to existing
. trajningefforts in order to expand them and create a specific focus on priority
. mandatés of the JJDP Act ancd OJJDP goals and objectives, Emphasis will be placed
#on making ‘available descriptive Information (where appropriate), including
.. evaluative information, on existing training opportunities» A limited program
of training in "advanced techniques" in juvenile justice focusd on the priogity
mandates of the JIDP Act (e.g., deinstitutionalization and separation) is'ékpected
.10 be provided for a select group of key decision-mekers in the field. These
¥ .~ will include the State Juvenile Delinguency Advisory Groups, The Center
. * Will.be closely coordinated with other training-related activities sponsored
v 'by OJJDP thtough a gonsortium arrangement, -~ L/} 9 |

wona, .
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' v The first,step toward establishing the JJTRC will involve conducting
a ¥\ationwlde assessment of training resources and needs. Simultaneously,
we will be developing the Center. The assessment will serve as the initial data
base of training needs — which will continually be updated as new information
is acquired. _ . ‘

<

IV. STANDARDS-DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

-

We are quite pleased to have reached a major milestone in FY 1979:
completion of our.standards development work. To date, the standards o
activities of NIJJDP have concentrated primarily on supporting the development
and revigw of juvenile justicé standards by national organizations concerned with
imr?roving the juvenile justice system, The standards resulting from various
efforts have generated considerable interest in and intensive debate over the _
future direction of the juvenile justide sys?em in the United States. The major 4
juvenile justice standards-development efforts include those developed by the
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(NAC), the National Advisory Committee on Criminal Jystice on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals Task Force on Juyenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (Task Force), the Insitute of Judicial Administration/American Bar
Association Joint Commission on Standards (IJA/ABA), the American Correc-
tiongl Asdpciation Commission in Acereditation for Corrections (ACA), the

‘American Medical Association Program to Improve Medical Care and-Health

Services in Correctional Institutions (AMA), and the National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ).

L3N
- -

ot

FY 1980 Pro&;am Plan. The following is NIJJDP's teha?lve standards -
program for FY 1980. - _

A. Prepare Summary Comparative Analysis of Juvenile J%sLice{Standards
‘ *
,4; The preparation of this document is intended to providg tlarifica-

' tion\of‘the various positions adoptdd by the major standariz-deve-
lopment efforts vis-a-vis the major policy thrusts of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prg¥ention Act. This will be the first
.~ document which prevfdes an anglysis of the degree of convergence

and divergence among the varioks standards with respect to legis- - -
latively mandated policies and purposes contained in the JJDP Aot.
The NAC Stamdards will serve as the benchmark against which

. other standard8 will be compared. plt is eXpected that specific,

relevant standards provisions frém all national sets of standards will

oo be contained in this document. It should-sefve‘as a concise refer-

ence manual for those interested in examining the positions of major .
sets o_f standards on particular issues.

By. Establish a Standards Resource Center

The establishment of a .Standards Resource Center reflects the need
« for a central repository for information on the state-of-the-art of

‘Juvenile justice standards, their adoption and their implementation.

The Resource Center will serve a clearinghouse function, gathering
. and providing information to decision-makers on the full range of
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available options. It will assist them in assessing the probability

of successful implementation of standards based on the experjence.
of other, possibly similar, jurisdictions and agencies and based

on research findings and other sources, Information on "what

\\ works" is esgential to the process of ithproving the juvenile”

;.‘_\; -« .' .

justice system through the implementation of standards.

There will be three funotional gomponents of the Standards
Resource Center, organizWund executive, legislative

and judigial actions related to standards adoption and implementatfon.

"One will foous on identifying state and Wfcal efforts that . ~
have attempted to utilize standards in improving the effectiveness,
efficiency and fairness of théir juvenile justice system or
programs through administrative actions such as development
or modification of licensing standards using recommended
national standards. The second component will Tocus on State
juvenile code revisiop and implementation efforts which reflect
the principles of the JJDP Act and nationgl standards. The
th%‘d component will focus on the utilization of recommended
standards in litigation of cases addressing critical issues in
Jjuvenile justice.

Develop Standards Training Cabability

The Standards Resource Center, the four National Assessment

Centers, the National Assessment of Juvenile Justice Training

Resources, as well as Technical Assjstance Needs Assessments

will identify new information on the state-of-the-art of standards.

as well as the need for new information and/t¥aining needs

at the state and local levels. A training regource, independent

of the Assessment Centers and the Standafds Resource Center,

is necessary to develop training curricula nd strategies responsive
- to needs related to various stages of adoption, implementation

and monitoring juvenile justice standards. 1t is anticipated -

that standards training activities will be carried o-:{:hrough

the Juvenile Justice Training Resource Center. Where existing

" training programs can provide the appropriate trainkpg the

~ JJTRC will facilitaté the delivery of ttaining. Where identifjied

~heeds cannot be mét with existing résources, JITRC will -~ ™~~~
begin the development of a juvenile justice standards training .
capability. ‘) : : : '

Initiate a Model Legislation Developmer'ljt_ Effort.

Many of the reforms and improyemen{s in ihe juvenile justice
system have been the direct result of legislation. As evidenced

- by the JUDP Act, legislation can directly affect policy and |

- procedures. . Many states are in various stages of considering,
debating and legislating juvenile justice reforms, many under
the rubric of "model legislation."

v i
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~ The primary purpose of this effort is t(}develop ‘odel legislation 1
whic?) reflects the NAC Standards and the policyna_mndatu - e
of the JUDP Act. A secondary, but equally important, purpose

is to encourage ‘States' adoption of comprehensive imodel -
legislation based on the product of this effort, - i

E. épeclal Prgjg'cts

%

. The NIJJDP will continue to support resear? and evaluation
R - _efforts that focus on implementation of inndvative state.. ... . .
S legislation, policies and programs that will provide new information
' which.will inform the process of adoption and implementation
) of relevant standards. :

FY 1979 Activities. In earlier sections of this report we discussed
several research and evaluation projects thag are closely related to the
\ standards program work, These include the national parole study, assessments
of new juveile legislation implementation in California and Washington |
State, and the study of police guideline development. Continuation funding
was provided for the IJA/ABA standards development work (No. 79-25).

Other related work has been noted above.

V. NIJJDP ADVISORY COMMITTEE

, Sec. 208 of the JIDP Act established a subdommittee of the National
: )?dvisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (which
: fonsists of 21 members appointed by the President of the U.S.) which serves as
an Advisory Committee for NIJJDP. Sec. 245 provides that it "shall advise,
consult with, and make recommendations to the Associate Administrator con-
cerning the overall policy and operations of the Institute."

~

_, NIJJDP enjoys an excellent relationship with its Advisory Committee. -
/"~ During the past year it has provided a great deal of helpful advice in a number
Y of areas of Institute activity — particularly with respect to training and information
- dissemination functions. - \ \ -

'Its qurrent oﬁfe{tlves are as follow.

( Objective #1: To make recommendations to and monitor the development
. - of the Institute's Trining Programs and encourage-the
: initiation of a National Training Center in accordance with
! the mandates of the JJDP Act. -

- Objective #2: Gontinue to mgnitor problems of understatfing within the
o /'Institute and to propose solutions through a staffing plan
- which will provide the necessary resources to carry out -the -
Institute's mandated responsibilities. :

Objective #3: To advise, consult with and make recommendations to the
Institute concerning its dissemination of information and = - -
. +-+ = the Clearinghouse functions, The Subcommittee will 5
. o examing/records of NCJRS concerning the publie's utiliza-
S - : tion af'the Clearinghouse and &evaluate its effectiveness.
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- . Objective #4: To assess the Report of the School Crime Evaluation : L '
. Team and other programs that have demonstrated - N
a reduction of delinquent and behavior problems within - -~ - )
the school, Further, the Subcommittee will determine 4 -
hoWw this information could best be disseminated and
/ utilized. " .

4 A rg

Objective 0,‘3: To monitor coordination of NIJJDP with the establishment \
I of the National Institute of Justice and to take a pro- . °

S ,/ __active role in implementing previous NAC resolutions = === &

/ concerned with keeping the Institute function under °
/ . OJubP. . :
' ' V4

Objective #6: - To ¢oordinate with the Standards Subcommittee oversight
of the implementation and evaluation of Juvenile Justice

y Standards. The Institute Subcommittee will focus its
efforts on the Institute's ability to incorporate standards
into the Clearinghouse and training functions.

\ % 4 K
Objective #7:¢ To review the evaluation of the Law—Reﬁated Education
Project and to make recommendations concerning
future funding and replication. :

- 'The following ure major positions taken by the Institute Advisory .
Committee during FY 1979. . , . _—

A - i . ' B C
> 1) That the Administrator gﬁOﬁDP formulate a position for OJ{DP “
within six months on the issue of accreditation of juvenile justice ’ '
standards. ! ; - g

2) That the Institute, in developing a clearinghouse as part of its future
- plans, avoid any duplication of efforts currently being made by the -
National Criminal Justice Reference Service within KEAA,
~3) That the National Instituté provide the State Advisory Groups with '
- written information as to the availability of literature *oncerning
: - ' . the juvenile who has committed a violent offense. (This recommendation
_ ~ .relates to the resolution passed by the NAC at its meeting in San
- yntonio which recommended that SAGs focus on this problem area
- as one of their primary areas of interest and that SAG members
~ petive)y participate in and provide enlightened input into any code
revisions being considered in their respective states which are likely
to have an impéact on the types of disposition of cases involving
‘juveniles who have committed a violent offense; in addition, OJJDP .
R - wasurged to intépsify the level of technical assistance being provided
B the states in this ‘area,) . I . . - |
# "% ' 4) That the National irst‘itute\foi‘ Juvenile Justice and Delinquency =~ . .
: ; ; Prevention remain in the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
d‘ .Prevention to keep the Institute function and the operations functions
AR - .together. -However, if the federal anticrime assistance research ‘ L
i o © " function is combined in a single National Institute of Justice, the ™ SR
%, .~ . following isrecommended: - . . . ' S,
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™ R that there be specific allocation of 509% of the seats of the
‘ s governing board for juvenile justice experts;
) - that there be a requirement for a separate division of the
'Institute to deal solely with juvenile justice; . )
- that the governing board have the power to establish policies
around programs and priorities; and /
~
. - that there should be lﬁ-_gu@gé_t_p the effect thatthereds . .. . ... _ ___.
o .+ legislative intent that a primary focus be on juvenilg justice 4
N research. ' o '& .

. ~ » . '
$) The Subcommittee to Advise the National Institute requests
that the NAC adopt the topic area of the reduction of school crime as an issue
of major importance to be addressed by the NAC during 1980.
e ‘ | | .
) 6) That the National Advisory Committee Euppor!t the need for : S
additional staff to be allocated by LEAA to the National Institute of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention when the current position freeze is

( ) %oncluded. o Py ~ - |
A . Historically, the ln;;titute lost six gositions in October 1978
, . because of a Presidentially manda¥ed personnel freeze. This condition
/ will be continued if current budget allocations developed by the Department ' -

»

of Justice are legitimated by Congress..

: g The freeze has, in effect, eliminated all staff for training
functions and seriously curtailed staff for project monitoring, standagds
development and information dissemination* Even though. the total funds

R ‘ made available to the Institite may be reduced in fiscal year 1980, the _
NAC questions the ability of the Institute to carry out its statutory responsibi- . ?
SR lities within existing staff resougces, " St ‘

ot . ® - ) '
-~ The NAC further lgecom mends that Dr. James Howell, Director
of the National Institute, develop a staffing plan which will provide the
o necessary resources to carry out the Act's requirements, and that this plan - o
* be used in requesting necessary position allocations. . (, 3 ' C

v ) , . 7) That the National Institute make its training functions a greater
s priority and expend a greater percentage of its resources in this area of
responsibility. : ' . -

{ 8) That the Director of the National Institute develop a long . o .
. fange workplan to implement a comprehensive' training program that addresses | e
the mandates of the Act and ghat thi workplan be presented for comment i
to the Subeommittee at its May 1979 meeting;.and further that this training -~ -
workplan develop training on h regional and/or natiohal basis, and that
the training program emphasis be dfi Policy development and training of
~ trainers, ~ . e L - :

.
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¥ _ 9) That the training workplan further develop the strategy already
envisioned by the Director of thé National Institute which focuses first
year tralmng in three areas: : *

a) Deinstitutionalization
o ©_b) Restitution |
R ' ©): Youth Advocacy

and that these three areas be incorporated into a single comprehensive _
curriculum and strategy based on knowledge of the latest proven effective
o method in each area‘

' Q

.10)  That the Director of the National lnstitute insure that the training
“program workplan focus on areas of greater concern as assessed in the
field; such as the juvenile who has committed a violent offense and-the
reductlon of school crime. . ,

.~

1) That the Administrator of OJJl)P request that the lnstitute
staff compile a report of the training needs as identified during Phase 1
of the Assessment Center's analysis of needs as-expressed by State Advisory
Group members, State Juvenile Justice Planners and Juvenile Court Judges
*_and Probation Officers; and that this report be submitted by staff of the .
lnstitute at the May 1979 meeting of the NAC.

. . . 12) That the National Youth wOrk Alliance: develop a questionnaire ’ i
v . -addressing trainihg needs of youth workers and direct service staff of the = * . | .
- juvenile justice system and that results of this assessmént be presented . .. .  °

to the lnstitute staff and Subcommittee at the May 1979 meetmg ‘ .
¢ - S
13) - I‘]\at the Executive Committee of the: NAC imtiate actionto - . |
communicate the NAC's position in regard to the future of the National =~ - *
" .+ :lngtitute and that 'the- Executive: Committee prepare a strategy to advocate
-~;  for this Qositlon through the presentation of testilnony and letters to Congress.

" 14) ‘The Natlonal Advisory Lom mittee wishes to re-affirm its trong s
.7, supportf for the need for additional staff to be allocated by LEAA to the NIJJDP.
ro Lhe.NAC questions the ability of the lnstitut-e to carry out its statu’tory responsi— .
bilities witmn existing staff resources _ _ - R

«\ e LT I‘he staffing level of the lnstitute represents about one-third the ST
© . " number of permanent staff per dollar allocation currently assigned tothe .o,
e lnstitute's companion organizations (i.e., National Instituté of Correctjons LT e
T ¢ andjhe National Institute of Law Enforédement and Criminal Justiee) which
S similar legislative mandates : R T
T ’lhe NAC endorses the posntion that a minimum level ot 18- permanent -

Py o f | stal‘f and an optimal leVel of 32 »should be assigned to the lhstitute..

_ 10*) With‘speeifi\é objections to_certain itemb on the’ prbposed allocation ,
Cof runda the Subcommittee to Advise the National Institute endorses the ~ -~ .|
G - -FY 1980 Workplan for. the National Institute as submitted by the Pirector . ‘
s -+ - and also -endorses the FY 1981 projections. The Subcommitiee spgeifically -
AR regg, asts that the Institute allocate a greater ‘ercentage of its resources . -; g
'dissemination of information (the Clearinghousehnd trainlng development

and less for ‘reSearch and evaluation. LN 5 ~
. ;~u., o f . 'W\.- ‘ “ r :
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_ 16) Because of the urgency and great public interest generated in
-the TV film "Scared Straight," and fully recognizing the merit and value of
many time tested offender/ex-offenders prevention and treatmerit programs \
for children and youth, the subcommittee for the Institute recommends that” '
the NAC formally adopt & public position opposing any immediate legislative
or programmatic replication of the highly publ{g’i}ed prognam dramatized
on TV in the film "3Scared Straight." ' oo

*
~

Pr'eliminaf'y research findings quesiioning the validify and the reputed

- success of this program raise sufficient_doubts as to require the.NAC toadopt - - - - L P —

a puolic position opposing the immediate development or replication of the >

_ specific program depicted in "Scared Straight" pending Turther information
" and inquiry regarding.the vialation of juvenile rights, possible psychological

abuse and due process jssues raised by this program. -_

17) The Institute Subcommittee endorses the tentative workplan of
the Instjtute to de-'velop a National Training Center. The subcommittee requests
that the results of the Assessment Center's analysis &Y training-needs be fully
considered in the final statement of work. Further, the subcommittee requests
that the.final workplan avoid duplication of training already being conducted
and be designed in such & manner as to riot discourage current national and
local training efforts and maximize a longeterm training effort and strategy.

1.

. = Further, that this Training Workplan develop tfaining on a regional ~
and/or National basis, and¥ . L g o N\ W
or Further that the trdining program emphasis be on policy development
and training of trainers. The Subcommittee recommends that the Director of
the Institute insure that the training program workplan take into aceount
political considerations ang that the training strategy focus on areas of greatest
concern as assessed in the field, i.e., the juvenile who has committed a Violence C

"
e

‘offense, the reduction of sc’lllool crime, ete. " ‘
~ Al of these :‘i'e.quﬂ.lendat{ons were endorsed by the National Advisory
. Committee. ’ o S )

-
-



VI. RECOMMENDATIONS _

Numerous recommendations for future research, demonstration, training,

and evaluation programs are contained in previous sections of this report.

These are not reiterated here because of the mechanismsg that have been
put in place for davelopm‘t of more delailed recommendations.

During FY 1980 the results of NlJJDP-sponsored work will.be shared
with outside organizations ana individuals for their consideration. Simultaneously,

-.0JJDP staff will be cansidering the program development implications of

the rasults of NIJJDP activities to date, in the course of developing OJJDP's
tenative FY 1981 program plan. ’ “ F
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) APPENDIX A
' Nl - 75
PROJECT 'rl'r_Liz‘AND\_DES@RIPTION GRANT NUMBER ~  AMOUNT AWARDED
l
*ﬂ‘an ‘ ) .
l."’ B Unlverklty of Michigan 75%{9—00]0 $ 791,057
. (Natjonal Assessment of - : o]
Juvemle gorrectlons) ¢
S Instntute ffor Juvenile Research/ 75-NI-99-0013 _ = 358,342 )
. | (Delin(;uency in American Society) / | ,
[ Bowling Green State University  75-NI-99-0031 - 146,710 ’
' ' (Impact of the Legal Process and ' 76-NI-99-0050
Formal Legal Sanctions on Juvenile _ . '
Delinquents) : :
4. Boston University : 75-NI1-99-0041 245,5‘1{5
(NEP-Assessment of Youth Services ' ..
Bureau - Phage I)
5. National Council of Jullenile Court  75-NI-99-0072 124,291
. Judges (Juvenile Information Systems , o
Requirements Analysis - Phase I) ' T
6, University of Minnesota .. 75-N1-99-0081 306,178
. . (Phase I Assessment: 'Topic Areas . |
of Diversion and Alteqnatives to
lncarceration) . : : 7\ ‘
7. Ohio State University 75-NI-99-0089 . 143,387
b “(Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency
Phase 1 - NEP) ~
8. '  University of Southern California  75-NI-99-0092 . 57,455  “
(Development of an Evaluation Plan , N
For the-Status Offender Project) . . . N
. . : N
9. Institute of Judicial Administration 75-NI1-99-0101 v 347,664 \
(Juvenile Justice Standards) . R
</ o ) \ ~ ; -\0
: 10. Hudson Institute _ 75-NI-99-0107 100,000 _
. (Long-Range Plapning and Law . e o
. Enforcement Prgect) ey o . ¥
’ 1. University of Chicago - ’ 75-N1-99-0112 157,385 < _
(NEP-Assessment of Detention of 4 N _ v’
Juveniles and of Alternatives to . T
Its Use) . S - ,




v NI - 76 -

- - PROQJECT TITLE AND DESCRIPTION . GRANT NUMBER -, AMOUNT AWARDED
L . o
N 1. . Portland State University 76-NI-99-0020 $ 109,168

(Development of an Evaluation _
. Plan for Diversion)

2, , Unlversity of Chicago (Split Funding)* 76- Qll -99-0048 51,617 -
~ (Evaluation of Mlinois Status
Offender Program) : ‘ A\

3. The University of Delaware ~ 7 76-NI1-99-0049 68,783
(Spli funding) e S _ -,
" (Evaluation of the Delaware Status .
Offender Project)

4. - DPowling Green State University 76-~N1-99-0050 84,825
(Impact of the Legal Process and
Formal Legal Sanctions on }‘Juvenile

Delinquents)
5. Council for Educational Development and’ N o "
. Research, Inc. 70-N1-99-0051 5,000 ,
' ’ (School Violence ~ Building an
R&D Agenda - Conference)
6. President & F ellows of Harvard College 1 72,100
| o (Youth Gang Violence)- ) " g . T6-NI-99- 0057 N | ‘
*. . 7. Stinford Research Institute 76-N1-99-0072 . 225,000
: . (Evaluation of Alameda Cbunty
. ~Status Offender Project) |
' 8. Robert Rubel, Vlsmn¥ Fellow ~  76-N1-99-0077 42,065
' (Historical Trends o Schpol Crime .
and ‘Violence) , : )
9. Council of State Governments - 76-NI-99-0080 49,584
- (Development of Compliance Criteria :
N -for Juvenile Facilities) _
10, Oregon Research Institute -~ - 76-NI-99-0082 80,000 .
(Juvénne Status Offender Proposal) K FA.
n University of Arizona 76-N1-99-0086 265,000
(Evaluation of Status Offender- _ ,
.. Project, Pima County, Arizona) : S - .

. v N [amies 4" TN
. [T M\;/ ’ .
o~ ' . Y :

L mdfng T means fwo’hppropriatﬁ sources. Early in its history, NIJJDP
~« + was supported largely by funds from the Omnibzs Crime Control Act (which created

LEAA) — before appropriations were made undg¢r the JJDP Act, Then we sparingly used
Crime Control Act monies in projects where identifiable data were collected, because
thi ‘legislation provided immunityto researchers. The JJDP- Act was amended in -

to incorporate the same provision. In the interlm NIJJDP combined fund O '-
sources ‘for this reason, ¥ o R G
e o ,“,. . P!i 'l} . : B - 59 : . _
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
209

2.

22,

¢

/

¢

« N1-176 con_t_i_nugd

Uni;'ersity of Pennsylvania
(Pffender Careers and Restraint:
obabilities and Policy lmpllcations)

Natlonal Council of Juvenile

Court Judges

(Juvenile Information System

Requirements Analysis - Phase 1)

President and Fellows Harvard

‘College
. (Cohort Analysis)

'Creigﬁt’o'n University
(Split: funding)

(The Link Between Learning
Disabilitites arid Juvenile Delinquency:
An Incidence Study and Evaluation of a
Remediation Program)

‘Rutgers University

(The Limits of Heterogeneity)

University tﬂ/P;;nsylvania

~ (Split funding) '
(Evaluauon ef Youth Services Center)

»>ABT Associates, lnc
(Assessmefit: Report and Evaluation J- LEAA-029-76
Feasibility. Study of Pennsylvania

.,
76-NI-99-0089

76-N1-99-0106

76-N1-99-0131

76-NI-99-0133

76-NI-99-0134

76-NI-89-0132

Contract No.

Reintegrating Offenders .Project for

* Youth)

Umversity of Michigan

»

(Natjonal ‘Assessment of Juvenile

Corrections Project)

Research for Better Schools, Inc.

(Planning Technical Assistance to

Reduce School Violence)

Ppesiden@ and Fellows of Harvard
~ College (Cohort Analysis)

Instituté for Juvenile Research

(Delinquency in American Society)

oo

o
w  ow ! . L )
L .
[
- 60
.
- a, .

N "

76-JN~99-0001
;'8
76-IJN-99-0002

L
0

© 76-JN-99-0003

76-JN-99-0004

w

\ 78,875

-

128,721

a

305,109

298 110

193,753

19,369

23,163

350,000
- 117,813

244,478

305,885

1Mo



23.

24,

. 95,

26.

27.

29.

3l

32,

~ ang Trathing Center

~ The University of Delaware

'l‘ecfmology Institute, Inc.

/

University of Pennsylvania _
(Split funding) |

(Evaluation of Youtvil Services Center)
National Center for Juvenile Justice 7§-JN-99-0006
(Collection, Analysis and Dissemination

of Information Relevant to Juvenile

Justice)

“nd Corporation 2 e 76-JN-99-0007
#Wurvey of Intervéntion Tethniques

Appropriate for the Dangerous

Juvenile Offender)

76-JN-99-0008
76-JN-99-1005
.

\\
American Institutes for Research '76-JN-99-0009
(A Survey of Current Theory & ’
Prdctice: Learning Disabilities .
as Cause of Delin{!uent Behavior)
b -

Universfty of lowa
(Predicting Adult Careers from
Juvenile Careers)

76-JN-99-0010
76-JN-99-1001

Arkansas Rehabilitation Research

(Evaluation of Arkansas Status

OffenderRroject) Y

Uni;lersity of Chlcago (Split funding) T6-JN-89-001 :

A

(Evaluation of Hlinois Status
Offender Program) “

76-JN-99-0012
~ (Split funding) ) v
(Evaluation of Delaware Status |
" Offender Project) . . ‘
: 7
76-JN-99-0013
(Evaluation of South Carolina Status
Offender Program) /7 “76-JN-99-1002
Unjversity of Southern California
“(Kvaluation of National Status
Offender Program)

76-JN-99-0014
76-JN-99-1004

76-JN-99-0015

University-.of Connecticut
76-JN-99-1003

. (Evaluation of Connecticut
Status Offender Program)

16~JN-99-0005 .

~ 139,876

A
TN

256,481
112,063

154,360

89,700

S

169,221

174,380

103,427

Y

224,970

- 445,285

211,638

¢ 4



_ N
_ 34, National Council of duvenile . 76-JN-99-0016 212,847 L
. Cour{ Judges
. (Juvénile Court Judges 'I‘rainlng
Program) . _
35. American Correctiol Association 76-IN-99-0017 210,303
v (Praject READ) |
' 36.  Institute of Judicial Administration 76-JN-99-0018 92,964 .
(Juvenile Justice Standards Project) 76-JN-99-0018(S-1) 82,969
37.  Boy Scouts of America 76-JN-99-0019 31,000
(Exploring Law Enforcement and | s
R ‘ ~ Allleq Careers)
\ 38. °  Association for Childl’en with 76-JN-99-0021 7~69;0.24 *
% ~ Learning Disabilities ' ’
(Research and Demonstration Progr )
) Investigating the Link Between L _armng
Disabilities and Juvenile Delinguency) St
- 39.  Creighton University (Split funding) 76-JN-99-0022 510,000 .
(The Link Between Learning . o
Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency: 4 \
An Incidence Study and Evaluation of . f !
A Remediation Program) . .
| 40.  Pennsylvania Governdr's Justice .  76-JN-99-0023°  @5L48 ¢ b | - - i
: Commission * - A AN
: b (Youth Services-Genter) R e o ' A
) 4]. Hahnemann Medical College & . 76-JN-99-0024 204,117
Hospital (High Risk Early Behavior - -
. for Delinquency) : _ -
. # S peneyt / o | |
o : o
o S
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FY 97

,
The Police Foundation T7-N1-99-0002
(Assessing Police Juvenile Units)
Institute of Polioy Analysis T7-NI1-99-0005
(Juvenile Restitution hvaluation)
University of Pennsylvanla‘ i \ T7-NI-99-0006
(Split funding)
(Delinquency in a Birth C hort - 1)

Allen F. Breed, Visiting Fellow  77-NI-99-0007
(Participant Observor or

Coordinating Coundil)
/

National Council Qn Crime and
« Delinquency (Split funding) A
~ (National Evglyation of Delinqu’ency | "
Prevention. Prﬁpcts)

.
t' - Y

merican Justice lnstitute ' T7-NI-99-0009
(Split funding) N ’
(Center for the A'ssbssment of

Juvenile Justice System) | .

L N, T T .
ehavk){al Resgearch Institute
nding) [ N . . o

(Na Evaluation of Dlversion B

Projects)\ :

17-N1-99-0008

Social Action\{esearch_Centér 77-NI-99-0012
(Umbrella Evalpation ior the Schools
Initlative) \

Ruth Horowitz, Vis\hing Fellow

77-NI-99-0066
(Delinquency and t}\e Gang) '

(Oen:tqi- for Assessment-of .
“Alternatives to Juve ile Justice
System Progessing) \ I

Unlversity of Chicago\"I

“

Natio al Couneil on Crime and .
Delinguency
(Ooor Anating Assessnfont Céhter)

7'(-—‘Ni~‘9‘9—00‘1’1 |

T7-JN-99-0002

17-IN-99-0004

160,907

472,697

110,000

67,851

23&5000 .

97,472

200,000

‘8

\\
525,320

A

7,251

331,085

DAY

376,148

*



12,

13,

- M.

5.

16.

",

" 18.

19.

20.

21.

’ S
‘-\\"'.

' . ‘220

N

Institute for ‘Juvenile Research

17-JN-99-0005
(Delingyency in Dlinois Society) |
%e

T7-IJN-99-0006

R

University of Pennsylvania

(Split funding)

(Delinquency in a Birth Cohort - II)
National Council on Crime and T7-JN-99-0007
Delinquency (Split funding) -
(National Evaluation of Delinquency

Prevention Projects)

American Justice institute:
(Split funding)
(Center for the Assessment of
the Juvenile Justice System) N

Behavioral Research Institute
(Split funding)
{(Natiopal Eva}uation ol\eiversion
Projects) :

T7-JN-99-0009

. Natjonal' COunbnl of JUVenile Court 7 7';JNx—9'9—0010

. Judges | ‘
(Juvenile Court Judges 'I‘raining
Program) .
¥ i '

Amencan Corréctnonal Association T7-JN-99-0011
(Project READ' l[]) VI e

+

Institute of Policy AnalySns - T7-dN- -99- 0013
(Juvenile Status Offender’ Evaluatlon) ‘

Boston College Law School
(Children's Hearings in Scotland)

77-JN-99-0008 _-

%®

268,629

290,986

493,777

- 502,389

274,327

77,—JN_—99-00i4 |

University of Southern California . 77-JN-99-0015

(Utllization of Histoncal Juvemle\ N
Probatlon Recbrds) N
N I AN AR \ BRI
President ‘and Fellows of Harvard _ T7-JN-99-0016
College ' ‘
(Youth Gang Violence)

University of Waghington T7-JN-99-0017
(Center for Assessment of Delinquent
Behavior and Its Prgventlon)

~— d . -~ . - e e =

——— T, -

P T ¥
o

248,624

. 218,632 .

60,636

69,162

29’910' S

oo s ’



- 24,
v
25.
26.
27.
\
. }:\" :
o |
\'\

(National Evaluation of Deinstitu-
tionalization of Status Offender
Program)

, Universll§ of Southern California 77-J Nw99}r0018

University of lowa - _ 77-JN-99-0019
(Assessing the Relationship of
Adult Criminal Careers to Juvenile
GAreers) - .

gquncil of State Governments 77—JN—99—002W
(The Interstate Plagement of \
- Children) . e

American Institutes for Research T7T-JN-99-0022
(Evaluation of the Arkansas _
Project for the Deinstitutionali-
zation of Status Offenders)

460,000 e

128,442

152,516 \

85,.979
L
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X

10.

FY - 78

Stanford Research Institute
(Design of a Study to Assess

78-IN-AX-0001

The Impact of Income Maintenance’ \

on Delinguency)

Institute of Judicial Administration 78-JN-AX-0002

(Juveénile Justice Standards
Project)

Behavioral Research Institute
(The Dynamics of elinquency
and Drug Use) .

University of Chicago
(linois Status Offender Services
Evaluation: Alternatives to
Detention Program)

University of Chicago

(Ilinois Status Offender Services

Evaluation: Alternatives to
Detention Program)

University of Pennyslvania
(Evaluation of Youth Services
Center)

Project READ
(Project READ Il - Prevention)

j American University

(Study of Policy Implementation
Re: Deinstitutionalization of
Services for Delinquent Youth)
Trustees of Boston University
(Policy-making Relating to
Police Handling of Juveniles)
e

. i
‘The Pennsylvania Cﬁ_ﬂd Advocate,
- Ine. ’ '

(Systemic and Personalized
Accountability to Indigent and
Disenfranchised Children:- A

 Pragmatic Litigation Vehicle for

- Legal Service Attorneys)

.

78-JN-AX-0003

78-JN-AX-0004

78-IJN-AX-0004(S-1)

78-JN-AX-0005 .

78-IN-AX-0006

78-JN-AX-0007

N

-
.k

J -
78-JN-AX-0008

78-JN-AX-0009

.

156,985

125,870

425,204

120,549
88,845

89,557

467,760 -
N

155,760

N
a

301,848

16,437



. Associates for Youth Development . TB-JN-AX-0010 88,274
T (Training for Delinquency Prevention) . :
12.  University of Delaware 78-IN-AX-0011 52,759
\ (Evaluation of Delaware .
‘ Status Offender Project)

13. Center for Human Servicés . 78-IJN~-AX-0012 178,542

- (Manager-Oriented Evaluation
‘ Training)
14. Social Action Research Center 78-JN—A)(—0013 192,033

(Training for Youth Participation
e e ---in'-Program*Deyelopment) T

.4 15, American Institutes for Research  78-JN-AX-0014 110,372
(A Longitudinal Study: . ' :
Deinstitutionalizing the Chronic
Juvenile Offender)

16.  Constitutional Rights Foundation  78-JN-AX-0015 175,776
(National Juvenile Delinquency | , SR
Prevention Training Project)

17.  Social Action Research Center - 78-JN-AX-0016 1,372,756
. (Umbrella Evaluation for School
Crime Program: Phase II)

18,  National Council of Juvenile 78-JN-AX-0017 171,602
& Family Court Judges :
(Juvenile Information System
Requirements)

19, Blackstone Institute =~ - 18-JN-AX-0018 192,682
N (Community Ageficies Response -
\ to Delinquent Youthg) . .

20. . Harvard University 78-IN-AX-0019 343,898 o
. . ! (Problem of Secure Care in a : |
Community Based Correctional

Systen))

co 21. University of Arizona ' 78—JN;AX7002()_ | 49,488
e  (Evaluation of Status Offender T | '
e * Project Pima County)

22. Marquette University y \ 78-JN-AX-0021 99,883
S (Residential Alternatives to |
% . . - - Detention of Juveniles)

‘ .

) VY
RSN



23.

26.

T.o27.

" 98.

© 29,

30.

32.

A

Assoclation for Children with

" Learning Disabilities~.

(A Research & Demonstration
Projeet to Investigate the Link
Between Learning Disabultles &
Juvenile Delinquency)

78-JN-AX-0022 492,060

Harvard Unlversity Center for
Criminal Justlce S
(Training'Program: Implicatlons

of Deinstitutionalization) )
National Council oRJuvenile © 78-JN-AX-0024 274,912 -
\

78-IN-AX-0023 361,452

- &, Family Court Jutlges : ‘ .
(JNenile Court Judges Training o A _ aad
~Pr am) . :

L)

Institute for Cnminological Research 78-JN-AX-~ 0025 399,749

(Limits of Heterogeneity)
.//

Ao

National District Attorneys 78-JN-AX-0026
Association )
(Juvenile Justice Standards

Symposium)

‘National Center for Juvenile Justice 78-JN- AX -0027
(National Uniform Juvenile Justice
Reporting System)

447300 .

National Center for State Courts 78-JN-AX-0028
(Link Between Learning -
Disabilities & Juvenile Delinquency:
An Incidence Study & Evaluation of | |
a Remediation Program) ‘ / N -

\Cnminal Justice Research Cgpgter  78-JN-AX-0029 279,03 .
(The Use of Victimization Sifvey - -

Data to Assess the Nature, Extent . = |

and Correlates of Serious Delinquent

Behavior) -

D. C. Superior Court.
(JUvenile Justice Information
& Management System)

78-JN-AX-0030 202,287

National Council on Crime
& Delinguency
_ (National Evaluation of Delinquenqy
Prevention Projects)
4

18-IN-AX-0032 999,618

-

-, g

79,919 .

1,098,332

-

\
o ek
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= . 33, -Hahneman Medical College 78-JN=AX<0033 - 247,143
;(High Risk Behavior o . o | N
for Delinquency) o

. ~

34. Umversity of Southern California . 78-JN-AX-0034 481,739
" (Implementation of New Juvenile - ..
- «= - Justice'Legislation) - : ! L.
35, Univéfsity of Notre Dame -~ 78-JN-AX-0035 295,974
.~ (Youth Advocacy. Development SR .
v Program) . -@ .

LS

hY

e 36. " ...National :Center-for State Gourts. - - T8-JN-AX-0036 - ---727,998 - - -
: » _ et

(%tudy off Structural Characteris-

tics, Policjes & Operational LT
o _ Procedures in Metropolitan Juvenile . o L
Coutts=Gault Revnslted) C S L

317. Behavioral Research Instntute © . 78-JN-AX-Q037 ¥ 561,336 °
. . (National Evaluatjon of , ‘ e e v
: I Dwersnon Projects)" . - -
, -
' 38. Academy for (,ontemporary Problems78-JN Ax 0938 "2,493,241"
(Major Issues in JuvenilénJustice - . o C
Information & Training Prpject) : Lt

39. The URSA Institute - . . 18-MU- AX—0049 (JN) 897 461
(Evaluation of LEAA Family * 78-MU-AX-0049 (NI) KO, 000
* -~ Viplence Pl’ogl_‘am) o - ) -
. \
40, ° Creighton University ° _ 76~JN-99- 0022 (S—l) 198,605
, _ .. (Link Between Learning B~ -
: ' Dnsabllltles & Juvenile Delmquency) . e
S S . C
* 4l Umvensnty of Clucago : 77-JN~99-0002 (S-1) - 68,450
o (Center for the Assessment of S
- ] Alternatives to Juvenile Justice: -
' - System Probessi’ng) . - L R

~

> NS Vel \d oo , R "%;‘

. ) Z/ 42. National Counml on Crimve’ d( S 77-’JN—99-01)Q4 (S—~l) 81,810
- : : ‘Delinquency - ) e :

. . (’l he (‘omdmutmg Ass‘essment (,enter) ot e <

. 437 .. Ahnerlcan Justice: lnsutute 77-JN- 99—0008 (S l) 150,23_8

T " %, [(Center for the Assessment of e T, »

. ' - the JuvemLe Justice Syslem) " ‘ - '

e W A4 ln;tltute of Policy Analysis =~ 77-dN-99-0013 (S-1) 28,383

L e | " (Evalbution of -Washington” B

R . l)(.lnbtltutlongll/,ullon of Stutm ' : . o RN
. Ofl‘ep&t.)\l rOJccts) o L . o _—
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L : ) . o
v . N, . - . . .
T 48.-  University®f Southern - . T7-JN-99-0018 (S-1) 100,304 .
. ~Californ T : ) /\
. . .~ (National Evaluation of DSO .
v . ) Program) ) .
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Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0001 -

Award Amount: $667,724
ProJect~Per10d October 30, 1978 thru October 29,1980

. Qrant Recipient: University of Pennsylvania T

| Center for Studies in Criminology
and Criminal Law
3451 Walnut Street -
Philadelphia, Pennsy]vania 19104 -

~

R{ggect Director: Marvin Wolfg ang | . \\
‘L /" ProJect Title: Delinquency In’A Birth Cohort Phase Two = . % |

e

: \;\‘thnt Number: 79-JN-AX-0002 (%

Award Amount: $140,224 . / N
///Project Period; January 1, 1979 thru December 31, 1980 ‘ar”'f’ : \\‘\::)
<Grant Recipientr The Villages Incorporated ' : :
3802 South,.Topeka Boulevard /p .
N - P.0. Box 1695 y - . !
Tdbeka, Kansas 66601 _ : : -

. Project Director: Herbert G. Callison ' oy
Project Title: The Villages, Incorporated - . S

fCail . R . . x’/ . \ -

| 8 , Yy At |

- Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0003 : 2 “(fﬁ .

. Award Amount: $83,027 - , <

= Project. Period: November 2, 1978 thru November 1, 1979
- . Grant Recipient: Boston College Law School

f 885 Centre Street c

’ Newton Centre, Massachusset .. 02159 © ~ \\

Project Director: Sanford J. Fox ‘
Project Title: The Ch ren S Hearﬁngs in Scot]and ~

. - | - : e g
- : /f‘“""’a_—_ L .' . ) 'T .

: * Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0004 ¥~ A ’ )
| Award Amount: $603,412 |

%;F Project Period: November 16, 1978 thru N@vember 15 980

.

. » ?

Grant Recipient: - Natiopal Streef Law Institute

| 605 G Street, Northwest . R
; ]' Nashington;.D C~ 120007 . S gl ¥ _—_,,r*':
v, N ot . - - )

Project Director: Jason Newman' - ' ' -
N Project Title: Delinquency Prevention and iguth-Advocacy Through Street Law :
BV ) . VR : - = ] - \ -:. T ) \‘" S . “z
h _7(11‘ -rq§) ‘




I AU F
h .

!

“Grant ﬁunber: 79-JN-AX-0005 . : o o

Award Amount: $80,737 ) '
Project Bériod: November 16, 1978 thru November 15, 1980
Grant Rectpient”” Children's Legal Rights Information,\_,
Training Program )
\ 2008 Hillyer Place, Northweif _
Washington, D.C. 20009
Project Director: Roberta Gottesman
Pro%ect Title: Children's Legal Rights Iﬁ?g;ﬁb¢1on and Trafning Prograﬁ/
T~
Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0006
Award Amount: $742,385 - 7 | |
Project Perio8: November 16, 1978 through November 15,, 1980 s
Grant Recipient: American Bar Association $ .
~ 1155 East Sixtieth Street ' . AN
Chicago, 11linois 60637 _ Y . '
Project Director Norman Gross (—
Project Title: Educathon In Law and Juveni]e Jystice "
. _ \
Gragp—Nunber: 79-IN-AX-0007 N\
Awafd Amount: $567,202
Project Period: November 17, 1978 through November 16, 1980
Gpant Recipient: State Bar of Ca?ifornia '
— “606 Wilshire Boulevard ~
Santa Monic®, California 90401
Project Dﬁrector: Charles Quigley
~ Project Title: Law In A Free Society
. , i )
- . & N : C _ ~
v Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0008 . N N
-~ Award Amount: $994,665 ~~ S
Project Period: . December 18, 1978 through June 17, 1980
Grant Recipient: University of Chicago
| L School ‘of Social Service Adminisfﬁdtion
5801 South E1115 Avenue -
_ Chicago, I1linois 60637.
~ PrQiect Director: Donnel M. Pappenfort |
.+ Project Title: Survey of Chi]dren S Residentia] Institut10ns nnd alternative
e - - Programs > _ _
v, Y ~2- ‘
a““\e* ‘ -
< R —
TR -
% ¥ ¥ 'L-‘( . ot . }




)K’Grant Number 79 JN AXLOQQ?, L
* Award Amount:’ $702,847 . Lo

VRN

" Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0012 *

Rt

- ~.

Project Period: Janhary 29 1979 th#ough January 28, 1980
Grant Recipient: Institute of Policy Analysis 5

777 High Street, Room 222

Eugene Qregon 97401

Project D1rector “Peter Sch ‘
Prd%ect Title:  Natiohal valua€30n of Juvenile Restitutidh Projects

L}
. ‘
v \ . '

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0010Q .

Award Amount: $78,483 .

Project Period: Februar‘y 1, 1979 through Janua’rﬁiﬂ, 1980

Grant Recipient: Un1ver51ty of Towa
Towa Urbag, Comunity Research Center
117 Mac Bride Hall “
Iowa City, Iowa 52242

/Project Director: Lyle . Shannon

Project Title: Assess Relationship Qf Adult Criminal Career to Juvenile

f?§- Career ' ~ -

Grant Number: -79-JN-AX-0011 | R *
Award Amount: $451,945, | . -
Project Period: February 26, }979 through February 25, 1981
Grant Recipient: Phi Alpha Qp ta- Faw Fraternity International

' 10722 Whi'te Oak/Avenue . .
California 9134%

— Granada .Hills,

E

w". c_v,

Project Director Robert Redding\

Project Title: National Program to Improve Juvenile Justice and Reduce'

JuveniTe Delinqudncy

Award. Amount : $214 288 . - '\
Project Period; " March 9, 1979 through Mard\\\\\jQBO

Grant Recipient} Nationa1 Council on Crime

and Delinquency a )
' . 411 Hackensack Avenue '
lg_ ‘ Hackensack , New Jersey 07601
N~ ' ’ K ~ .
Project Director: James Garofalo : - v

Project Title: Thg\Assessment Center for" In@egrated Data Analysis _—

? X e ’ '1 I i

-3-



'« Grant .Number: 79-JN-AX-0013 _ .

' Award Amount: $400,000 ”
Project Periqd: January 29, 1979- through January 28, 1980
Grant Recipient: .American Justice Institute
! - 1007 Seventh Street .

Sacramento, California 95814

Project Director: Charles P. Smith ~
_TEquect Title: Center for the Assessment of the Juven11e Justice System

(oo e frant Numbert—J9s3NAX-0014 - l
' a Award Amount: $325,000 '
Projéct Period: ~ Januvary 29, 1979 through January 28, 1980

* Grant Rectpient: University of Washington . /
- Center for Law and Justice
Mail Stop JD-45 /)
Seattle, Nashington 98195
Project Director: Joseph G. Weiss >
Project Title: Center for Assegsment of Delinquency Behavior and Its

Prevention

/

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0015
Award Amount: $551,509
Project Period: February 17, 1979 through October 16, 1980
Grant Recipient: Constitutfional Rights Foundation
« - -6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 402
Los Angeles, Californ1a 90048 -

\

; Project Direétor: Viviah Monroe
. Project Title: National Juvenile Delinquency Preventiof‘hwﬂrﬁng Project

(:) Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0016
Award Amount:.- $221,113 .
Project Period: -April 1, 1979 through March 31, 1980
Grant Recipient: National Council of Juvenile and v L\\-
Fami]y/ﬁoﬁrt Judges
P.0. Box“8978
Reno, Neva9§ 89507

Praject, Director: Lo&is W. McHardy

y Project Title: Juvehile Court Judges Training Project o
7 . : ; . -
» . "4"
‘ 74
) \ \ * \




Grant Number: 79=JN=AX=0017 -

Award Amount: §
Project Period:
Grant Recipient:

Proje®t Director:

Project Title:

Award Amount: $
Project Period:
Grant Recipient:

Project Director:

Project Title:

31,167

April 9, 1979 through December 8, 1979
niversity of Delaware
Sociology Department
Newark, Delaware 19711

Susan K. Datesman
Evaluation of Delaware Status Nffender Project

r

~ Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0018_ . S

325,391

April 1, 1979 through December 31, 1980 °
University of Chicago
School of Social Service Administration
5801 Svbuth E11is Avenue
Chicago, I11inois 60637 _\

'ﬁichard Reamer

Center for Assessment of Alternatives to Juvenile Justice System ™

Processing @ )

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0019 ' N
Award Amount: $257,327
July.1, 1979 through June 30, 1980 . -

Project Period:
Grant Recipient:

L Y

Project Director

, Project Title:

Grant/Number: -79-JN-AX-0020

Award/ Amount ; $2»,434 '
Projgct Period:
~ Grant Recipient:

Project Director:
Project Title:

Department of Mental Health and Developmental
Disabilities
Institute for Juvenile Research
1140 South Paulina Street
Chicago, I11inois 60626 RN
s: Gary Schwatz & Anthony Meade
Transition to Junior High and the Deviance Proceas

July 1, 1979 through December 31, 1979
America Institutes for Research
1055 Thgras Jefferson Street, Northwest
Washingtbn, D.C. 20007

Charles A. Murray *
Continue Follow- Up Study to the UDIS Program Eva1uat10n

Y

-

- e
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cdale .
W

"w

Grant Numb&v: 79-<JN-AX-0021

Award Amount: $136,708 '

Project Period: July 8, 1979 through August 7, 1980

Grant Recipient: Blackstone Institute A

3 ‘ 3408 Wisconsin Avenue, Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20016

:Proiect Director: Richardson White, Junior

Project Title: Community Aoencies Respnonses to DeIinouent Youth

Grant Number: --79-JN-AX-0022
Award Amount: $177,700
Project Period: September 1, 1979 ‘through February 29, 1981

Grant Recipient: University of wisconsfn at Milwaukee

P.0. Box 413
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201

Project Director: Eleanor R. Hall - )
Project Title: Teenager's Attitudes Towards Rape

N ,
4 , \/
. A -
- { : oL 7
Grant Number: 79—JN<A§—0023 - f
Award Amoynt: $192,77 ¥ y
Project Period: August 1, 197 through July 31, 1980
Grant Recipient: President and Fellows otharvard Col]ege o +
- 458 Holyoke Center \ )

Cambridge, Massachussetts 02138
Project Director: Lloyd Ohlin v '
Project Title: Secure Care {n a Community Based Correctiona]

' ' ﬁvstem - i

Grant Number: 79-IN-AX-0024
Award Amount: $162,980,
Project Period: September 1, 1979 thfbugh August 31, 1980

Grant Recipient: Aspira, Incorporated of Pennsylvanfa

526 West Girard Avenue
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Iziii,

Project Director: Israel Colon .
Project Title® Choice of -Non-Delinquent, Delinquent Careérs Amonq Puerto

Rican Youth

[ 2ol



R Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0025 - - -
Afard Amount: $1427,190 N , /
/Project Period: April 1, 1979 through March 31, 1980
~~ Grant Recipient: Institute of Judicial Administration
: One Washington Square Village

o Suite 1-A A
//’ New York, New York 10012 '
e : .
,// Pro%act Director David Gilmah A
e Pro

ect Title: Juvenile Justice Stanzards Project - Revisions

. Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0026 —
Award Amount: $28,208 - -
Project Period: September 1, 1979~ through August 31, 1980
Grant Recipient: University of Georgia
Institute of Government
\ * Athens, Georg1a 30602

Progect Director: Dean G, Roiek
Project Title: Evaluation: De nstitutionalization of Status Offenders:
‘ Pima County ,

\

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-Q027- -
Award Amount: $58,075 ~ ‘
Project, Period: September 1, 1979 through August 31, 1980-
Grant Recipient: Nationhal Center for Juvenile Justice
| P.0. Box 7348 .
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213

PrefectlDirector: Hunter Hurst .
Project Title: Comparative Analysis of Juvenile and Family Codes
’ < B ) . o : . . - '

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX- 0028,,_

Award Amount: $299,927'

Project Period: September 4, 1979 through March 3, 1981

~Grant Recipient: Institute of Policy.Analysis ¥

_ ' - 777 High Street Suite 222

. Eugene, Oregop 97401

Project Director' Anne L. Schﬁbider ‘

. Pro ect Title: . Assess Implementation and Imnact of. State Juvenile Justice

NSRS ; Legis1at1on, Re1ated Programs
\ ! /
& \ .‘.‘\7”k ;
— e
- . |
iy : ) o AR y
{
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-
T Grant Number: 79:INAAX-90ZY Pt v~
o - Award Amount:  $199,985 © - - " o o
Project. Perfad: - Qctober: 1 1979 through March 31, 1981  °
hrant Recipient The URSA Institute
‘ Pier One and One-Half
San Francisco, California 94111
Project Director:' Bruce Fisher
Project Title: Juvenile Parole Research Project .
Grant -Awarg - 79-JN=AX-0030 . -
Award Amoufft: $135,352 - ¢
Project Period: Septen er 24, 1979 through Sept ber 23, 1980
g o-Grant Recip1enﬂi~ Regéitts of -the University o h1gan o o
_Céiter for Politicall tudi .
Instit for Socia Eﬁgar '
P.0. Box 1248 .
: Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109 ‘ x//// )
Projett Director: Rosemary C. Sarri , ~ T
Project Title: Female Delinquency rf" ¢
Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0031 / - CU
Award Amount: $299,945
! Project Pegkgd September 30, 1979 through September 29, 1980 2
Grant Recipient: Pacific Institute for Research % EvaluatEggy//,«/
- 39 Quail Court, Suite 201 e |
* Walnut Creek, Ca]ifornia 94596 o -
¢> Projecb/Director:Dr. Barbara west el
}V° Project Title: -Evaluation of Denver Project New Pride Replication Program
) Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0032 & . \
Award Amount: $74,832 \
Project Period: October 1, 1979 through March \\\\JQBQ
“Grant Recipient: University City Science Center
n 3624 Science Center . B - ///
/ ' . Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ]9104 ‘ @

Project Director: Faris Kirkland -
Project T™le: Evaluation of Philadelphia Ch1]d Advocagy Unit

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0033

- Award Amount: $44,249

“ Progect Period: November 2, 1979 through ApriL}BO 980
Grant Recipient Boston CoI]ege Law School ,

885 Centre Styeet
: Newton Center, MA 02159
Project Director: Professor Sanford Fox ~/ \

Project Title: The Children's Hearing In Scotland \

¢ evie o Grant Number: 79-JN-AX- 0034
AP Awaed Amount:  $298,947 - ' L .
e .Project Period: September 30, 1979 through S ptember 29 1981 ' - (
‘ Grant Recipient: University of Denver ‘
' Department of Sociology
University Park
RQenver, Colorado 80208

ProJect Di;ector Anne Rankin Mahoney - | S |
Project T{tle: A Study of "Juveniles 1n a Suburban COUrt o o




Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0035

Ayard Amount: $367,178

roject Period: January 1, 1980 through June 30, 1981

nant Rec1p1ent Coalition of Indian .
Controlled School Boards 4
Special Projects - :

' : 511 16th Street, Suite 500
%‘, .. Denver, Colorado 80202
Pr&ject Director: Charles Bleskan
-~Projec¥-T1t1e;~:- Amerig\: Ipdian Juvenile De]inquency Research ProOject

Grant Number: 79-JN-AX-0036 ’
Award Amount: $386,395
Project Period: October 1, 1979 through September 30, 1980
Grant Recipient: Social Science Foundation
. Consortium, Inc :
855 Broadway o o~
Boulder, Colorado 80302 ‘

”broject Director: Mary Turner & Robert Hunter -
Project Title: [Evaluation -of Law»Related Educat#ﬂn Programs

- o /
Grant Number: -77-JN-99-0002-S2 | ~
Award Amount: $648,718 - 7
Project Period: December 1, 1976 through March 31\ 1979 .
Grant Recipient: University of Chicago
School of Social Service Administration
6801 South E11is. Avenue
' Chicago, I1linois 60637 -
Project Director: Donnell Pappenfort

Project Title: - Center for Assessment of Alternatives for Juvenile JusticP Systém
. Processing
. ; : R
- Grant,Number: 77-IN-99-0004-52 ‘ - ’
- Avward Amount: $565,988° ‘ v

Projest Petiod: October 1, 1976 through April 30, 1978
Grant Recipient: National COunci] on Crime and De]inquency

' 417 Hackensack Avenue

Hackensack, New Jersey 07601
Project Director: Robert Emrich
Project Title: The Coordinating Assessment Center : »
Grant Number 77 JIN- 99 0008-S2 f
Award Amount: $938,591.
Project Period: November 11, 1976 through December 31, 1978 L
Grant Recipient American Justice Institute : > /"
" 1007 Seventh'Street : - a

- ‘Sacramento; California 95814 , S
Project D1rector Charles P Smith ; ' :
Project Title: Center for ?he Assessment of the Juvenile Jui‘ice System
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